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INTRODUCTION

This discussion section is a result of an academic event organized
at the Legal Research Institute, UNAM, in September 19, 2017 to
commemorate the important work in moral philosophy of Professor
John Broome. The event had an unexpected turn due to the earth-
quake that striked Mexico City at 1:14 p.m. that day. The event had
to be cancelled in the middle of the sessions because the University
decided to evacuated everybody from its campus as a precaution-
ary measure. But inspite of the chaotic situation, the participants
decided to continue the discussion in their hotel and discussion con-
tinued via emails to present the proceedings in Problema. The fol-
lowing people participated in the event: Alex Worsnip (UNC, Cha-
pel Hill), Fernando Rudy Hiller (IIF-UNAM), Daniel Fogal (NYU), and
Carlos Nufiez (University of Viena), and of course John Broome. My
most sincere thanks to all of them, to Iwao Hirose who helped me or-
ganize the event and of course to the support of the Legal Research
Institute at UNAM.

Juan VEGA GOMEZ
Editor in chief

INTRODUCCION

Esta seccion de discusion es producto de un evento académico cele-
brado el 19 de septiembre de 2017 y cuyo objetivo principal es hon-
rar las importantes aportaciones a la filosofia moral del profesor de
la Universidad de Oxford, John Broome. Un evento algo accidentado
por el sismo que ese dia, a las 13:14 horas, se registré en la CDMX,

D.R. © 2018. Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México-Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas
Problema. Anuario de Filosofia y Teoria del Derecho, nim. 12, enero-diciembre de 2018, pp. 3, 4
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BJV, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México-11J, 2018
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INTRODUCTION

y donde se tuvieron que desalojar las instalaciones universitarias
como medida precautoria. Independientemente del acontecimiento,
los participantes decidieron continuar las discusiones en el hotel
donde se hospedaban y se circularon las diferentes ponencias para
poder contar con su publicacion en Problema. Participaron en dicho
evento: Alex Worsnip de la University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill;
Fernando Rudy Hiller del Instituto de Investigaciones Filoséficas de
la UNAM; Daniel Fogal de New York University, y Carlos Nufiez de la
University of Vienna, y por supuesto el profesor John Broome. A todos
ellos, mi sincero agradecimiento, asi como a Iwao Hirose, quien me
ayudé a coordinar este evento, y por supuesto a las autoridades del
IIJ-UNAM por auspiciar este encuentro.

Juan VEGA GOMEZ
Director / Editor

I~
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Broome on Reasons*

Broome en torno a las razones

Fernando Rubpy HILLER**

SUMMARY: l. Pro toto reasons. 1. Pro tanto reasons. I11. Conclusion.
IV. References.

In chapter 4 of Rationality through Reasoning,' John Broome sets
out to define normative reasons in terms of two more basic notions,
those of ‘ought’ and ‘explanation’. Broome’s arguments in that chap-
ter have drawn a lot of attention, as it’s attested by the fact that three
of the seven chapters on the part devoted to reasoning in Broome’s
Festschrift have as their central aim to criticize them. Here I will of-
fer, on Broome’s behalf, what I take it to be a plausible response to
one of those criticisms, made by Jonathan Dancy? in his contribu-
tion to that volume. Dancy claims that Broome fails to capture the
normativity of reasons because the favoring relation that character-
izes them can’t be understood, as Broome thinks it can, in terms of
explanatory relations to oughts. [ will argue that Dancy is wrong: the
normativity of at least one type of reasons —what Broome calls ‘pro
toto’ reasons— can indeed be understood in terms of an explana-
tory relation; more precisely, it can be understood in terms of what I

" Articulo recibido el 8 de agosto de 2017 y aprobado para su publicacién el 1o.
de noviembre de 2017.

™ Instituto de Investigaciones Filoséficas, UNAM.

! Broome John, Rationality through Reasoning (Wiley Blackwell 2013).

2 Dancy Jonathan, “Reasons for Broome,” in Hirose Iwao and Reisner Andrew
(eds), Weighing and Reasoning: Themes from the Philosophy of John Broome (Oxford
University Press 2015).
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FERNANDO RUDY HILLER

will call ‘the right-making (or ought-making) relation’. The problem,
however, is that this works only for pro toto reasons, that is, reasons
that explain why it’s actually the case that you ought to F;? it doesn’t
work for pro tanto reasons, that is, reasons that count in favor of Fing
without making it the case that you ought to F. The upshot of my dis-
cussion is that Broome’s account of reasons seems to be internally
inconsistent, since it manages to capture the normativity of pro toto
reasons at the cost of failing to explain why pro tanto reasons are
normative. I close by considering some ways in which Broome might
respond and by assessing whether the tension [ have identified has
any bearing on the larger project of Rationality through Reasoning.

I. PRO TOTO REASONS

Broome identifies two types of normative reasons: pro toto and pro
tanto. A pro toto reason for N (an agent) to F (a response) is defined
by Broome as “an explanation of why you ought to F”.* In this often-
quoted passage Broome claims that his definition captures the nor-

mativity of pro toto reasons:

We slide from ‘X is the reason why you ought to F’ to X is the reason for
you to F’, meaning exactly the same thing. The ‘reason why’ (meaning ex-
planation) bumps into the normative ‘ought’, yielding a normative sense
of ‘a reason’ that combines the meaning of both.>

To exemplify: say you promised to take your friend to the airport
today, but now you find yourself rather reluctant to make that long
drive. I tell you that you ought to take your friend to the airport nev-
ertheless, and you ask why. “Because you promised to”, is the an-
swer. So the reason why you ought to take your friend to the airport
is your having promised to. Here we are giving an explanation of an
ought. Broome claims that in the case of normative explanations like
this one, the consideration following the ‘because’ plays a dual role:

3 1follow Broome in employing ‘F’to stand for an action, a belief, or an attitude
of other sort.

4 Broome (n 1) 50.

> ibid.
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it is both an explainer (which by itself is non-normative) and a nor-
mative reason. We can see this by noting that ‘because you promised
to’ not only explains why you ought to take your friend to the airport
but is, at the same time, a reason (or even the reason) for you to
take your friend to the airport. So if Broome’s suggestion is right, we
can understand what a normative pro toto reason is in terms of two
more basic notions —those of ought and explanation.

Let’s turn now to Dancy’s worries. The first worry is whether
we can account for a normative notion such as a pro toto reason in
terms of a non-normative notion such as explanation: “I do not see
how he [Broome] can both say that the notion of an explanation why
you ought to F is not normative, that the notion of the (pro toto) rea-
son for you to F is normative, and that these are the same notion”.*

In a moment I will suggest that Broome has available a response
to this worry, a response based precisely on the distinction Dancy
introduces between the favoring relation and the right-making re-
lation. Before that, however, it's important to note that the worry
is not —or at least not in the first instance— about the extensional
adequacy of Broome’s definition. That is, Dancy might concede that
anything that explains why you ought to F is at the same time a pro
toto reason for you to F’ Rather, the problem concerns whether a
normative reason can be equated with (or understood in terms of)
an explanatory one. Dancy® claims that it can’t, because the favor-
ing relation —which characterizes considerations that are norma-
tive reasons— is different from the right-making relation —which
characterizes considerations that figure in normative explanations.’
Let’s illustrate this distinction with the previous example:

¢ Dancy (n 2) 178.

7 However, Dancy does sound skeptical about this: “A pro toto reason to F is what
explains why one ought to F, if one ought. Such a reason might be a quite complex
object, not every part of which would ordinarily be considered to be a reason of
any sort to F”, Dancy (n 2) 177. Roger Crisp expresses similar doubts, Crisp Roger,
“Keeping Things Simple” in Hirose Iwao and Reisner Andrew (eds), Weighing and
Reasoning: Themes from the Philosophy of John Broome (Oxford University Press
2015) 144.

8 Dancy (n 2) 178-9.

° For Broome (n 1) 48, the explanatory relation is, in general, “the relation of
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Favoring relation. Your having promised to take your friend to the air-
port favors taking your friend to the airport.

Right-making relation. Your having promised to take your friend to the
airport makes it the case that taking your friend to the airport is right.1% !

It’s clear from this example that, as Dancy points out, “even though
one and the same feature is capable of standing on the left-hand side
of both of these relations, the right-hand sides are very different”.!?
They are very different because in the favoring relation the right-
hand side concerns a way of acting, whereas in the right-making re-
lation the right-hand side concerns a property of the act itself. Dancy
goes on to suggest (correctly, in my view) that the favoring relation
is normative and the right-making relation is metaphysical. Presum-
ably, this means that in the former case what is at stake is the jus-
tification of the action whereas in the latter case what is at stake is
the nature of that same action. Thus, Dancy’s deeper objection to

making so”, so he would say that the right-or ought-making relation, by which a cer-
tain consideration (or set of considerations) makes it so that a certain response has
the property of rightness or ‘oughtness’, is an explanatory relation. Dancy (n 2) 179
denies that the ‘making-relation’ is an explanatory relation, although he concedes
that we often offer explanations in terms of what made it so that the explanandum
came to be.

10 Although a little awkwardly, the same idea can be formulated in terms of
‘ought’: Ought-making relation. Your having promised to take your friend to the air-
port makes it the case that taking your friend to the airport has the property of
oughtness.

11 In his comments to a previous version of this paper, professor Broome object-
ed that the relation denoted in this sentence isn’t the right-making relation but the
making-it-the-case relation. He’s right that the relation denoted here is the making-
it-the-case relation, but he’s wrong in suggesting that it’s different from the right-
making relation: in both cases what is involved is a fact (your having promised to
take your friend to the airport) and a property that an act has in virtue of that fact
(rightness). Moreover, what explains in this example why you ought to do the ac-
tion is the same thing that gives the action the property of rightness (and thus is
the same thing that stands in the right-making relation to the act), and, as Broome
himself claims, the explanatory relation is “the relation of making so”, Broome (n 1)
48. Thus, I think Broome is committed to the equivalence among the explanatory
relation, the making-it-the-case relation, and the right-making relation.

12 Dancy (n 2) 178.

loo
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Broome’s definition of a pro toto reason isn’t merely that explana-
tion is a non-normative notion, but rather that Broome wrongly as-
sumes that the favoring relation and the right-making relation are
at bottom the same, or at least that the former can be understood in
terms of the latter.

What would Broome say in response? | think he would say the fol-
lowing: perhaps the two relations are distinct, but we gain a deeper
understanding of the favoring relation by seeing it in light of the right-
making —or, as Broome would say, ought-making— relation. Here’s
a relevant passage from Broome that suggests this line of response:

The ‘counts in favour’ formula is very commonly offered as a way of ex-
plaining what a reason is [in a footnote Broome mentions Dancy as an
example]. | agree that a reason is a consideration that counts in favour
of something. But my definition goes further and specifies what is the rel-
evant sort of counting in favour.*3

The relevant sort of counting in favor is, of course, counting in fa-
vor of some action being the action one ought to do.!* So according
to Broome we gain a deeper understanding of normative reasons
and of the favoring relation by noting what it is that reasons favor:
reasons favor some action being the action one ought to do (or the
action being the right one). In the case of pro toto reasons, a consid-
eration favors an action because that same consideration has made
it the case that one ought to perform it.

Here Dancy would object again, though. He claims that

What is favoured is acting (or at least responding) in a certain way, not
the rightness of so acting, which cannot be favoured at all. (It cannot be
favoured because the only things that can be favoured are responses,
and the rightness of an act is not a response at all).*®

3 Broome (n 1) 54, italics added. In this passage Broome is referring to his defi-
nition of a pro tanto reason, but I think the same idea is operative in his definition
of pro toto reasons, as I go on to argue below.

* ibid, Broome says as much in this passage: “there are several ways of counting
in favor ... The sense we need for a reason is connected to ought, and my definition
specifies just what the connection is”.

5 Dancy (n 2) 178.
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So Dancy denies what Broome affirms, namely, that the count-
ing-in-favor relation can be defined in terms of contributing to the
rightness (or oughtness) of the action. It's important to be clear that
Dancy isn’t opposed to the conception of reasons as right-makers;
rather, what he is objecting to is Broome’s attempt to define nor-
mative reasons (and a fortiori the favoring relation) in terms of the
right-making relation, as if the favoring relation could be under-
stood in terms of the right-making one.

As a response to Dancy, let me sketch a proposal about how the
right-making relation can account for the favoring relation that is in
the spirit of Broome’s account. Let’s start by asking: Why does a con-
sideration favor an action? A plausible answer is: because the consid-
eration makes the action the right thing to do or the action one ought
to perform.!® So the two relations are related as follows. The right-
making relation has priority: when a consideration gives the action
a certain property —rightness or oughtness— it also, and because of
that, favors the performance of the action.!”-8

Returning to our example: why does your having promised to take
your friend to the airport favor your doing so? The proposed an-
swer is: because your having promised to do so gave the action the
property of rightness or oughtness. And once your promising gave
the action this property, it follows that the fact that you promised to

16 Talk of rightness or oughtness shouldn’t be restricted to the notion of moral
rightness or oughtness. See Broome (n 1) 4.

17 Dancy (n 2)182-3 entertains this suggestion concerning pro tanto reasons:
“Broome thinks of the notion of a pro tanto reason as normative only because of the
normativity of what it is used to explain. It has no inherent normativity, one might
say. It gets its normativity from the normativity of an ought”. My argument is that
this lack of inherent normativity isn’'t a problem for pro toto reasons, although it is
a problem for pro tanto ones.

18 The inference from rightness to favoring is made by the philosopher trying
to explain what the ‘counting in favor’ relation comes to, not by ordinary agents
deliberating what to do. As Kearns and Star point out, when we deliberate we typi-
cally start by considering which considerations favor or disfavor an action, not by
taking as a given that certain action is right and then trying to explain why this is
the case. Kearns Stephen and Star Daniel, “Weighing Explanations” in Hirose Iwao
and Reisner Andrew (eds), Weighing and Reasoning: Themes from the Philosophy of
John Broome (Oxford University Press 2015) 237.
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do it favors your doing it. So even though Broome might be wrong
in suggesting (if he indeed does so) that the explanatory and right-
making relation on the one hand, and the favoring relation on the
other, are the same, this doesn’t imply that these relations are so dif-
ferent from each other that —as Dancy thinks— it isn’t possible to
understand the one in terms of the other.’ As I just suggested, this
is possible: in the case of pro toto reasons, we in fact gain a deeper
understanding of the favoring relation once we realize that its ob-
taining in a specific case is a consequence of the right-making rela-
tion being already in place. Again, the deeper understanding comes
to this: a consideration favors an action because that same consider-
ation has made the action the right thing to do (This obviously just
applies to considerations that amount to pro toto reasons. [ address
pro tanto reasons below).

Now, what about Dancy’s point that the two relations —favoring
and right-making— have different statuses, one being normative
and the other metaphysical? This indeed shows that, as Dancy says,
“it [is] hard to think that one of them might really be the other in
disguise”.?’ But, as I just explained, the best way to understand the
link between the two relations isn’t to claim that they are at bottom
the same, but rather to note that one of them (the favoring relation)
derives from the other (the right- or ought-making relation). Thus,
according to this proposal, a metaphysical relation gives rise to a
normative one. Is this in principle objectionable?

[ don’t think so. We could say that normative reasons ‘track’ right-
ness or oughtness: normative reasons justify (or attempt to justify)
responses, and justifying a response amounts to showing that it’s
the right one or the one you ought to exhibit. So, to take the case of

19 This would also rebut Roger Crisp’s contention that introducing the notion
of explanation does nothing to further our understanding of reasons, Crisp (n 7).

20 Dancy (n 2) 179. Strictly speaking, in this passage Dancy is claiming that it’s
hard to think that the favoring relation and the explanatory relation are the same.
However, and as I pointed out in footnote 3 above, for Broome the explanatory re-
lation is in general the same as the relation of making so, so he’s committed to the
view that the right-making relation and the explanatory relation concerning oughts
are also the same. And, of course, Broome’s proposal is to understand the favoring
relation in terms of explanatory relations to oughts.
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actions, when an action in fact has the property of rightness we can
say that there is a pro toto reason for performing it; and there is this
reason precisely because the action is right. Thus, the normative re-
lation between the consideration that is the pro toto reason and the
action it favors derives from the metaphysical relation between that
same consideration and the property of rightness or oughtness (a
relation that in turns grounds an explanation of an ought).

Let me be clear that I'm not fully endorsing this response as my
own; all I have done is to suggest that the foregoing is a plausible
rebuttal to Dancy’s objection that the definition of pro toto reasons
offered by Broome fails because we can distinguish the favoring re-
lation from the right-making relation.

II. PRO TANTO REASONS

Assume for the sake of argument that what I just sketched is a prom-
ising response (at least as pro toto reasons are concerned) to Dan-
cy’s objection. What I want to consider now is whether this same
response can make sense of the other kind of normative reasons
Broome acknowledges, namely pro tanto reasons. My verdict will be
negative: | will argue that if Broome’s understanding of the norma-
tivity of pro toto reasons is along the lines I suggested above, then his
account can’t make sense of the fact that pro tanto reasons are sup-
posed to be normative entities in their own right. More precisely, it
can’t make sense of the fact that pro tanto reasons on the losing side
of what Broome calls a ‘normative weighing explanation’ are never-
theless normative. This suggests that Broome’s account of pro toto
reasons is in direct conflict with his account of pro tanto reasons.
Broome starts his discussion of pro tanto reasons in this way:

We often say there is a reason for you to F, when it is not the case that
you ought to F. In these cases, the reason evidently does not explain the
fact that you ought to F, since there is no such fact. It is therefore not a
pro toto reason. Reasons of this sort are often called ‘pro tanto reasons’.!

21 Broome (n 1) 51.
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So pro tanto reasons don’t explain oughts but, according to
Broome, it doesn’t follow that they cannot be understood in terms
of ought and explanation at all. They can, but the account needed
here is different from the account of pro toto reasons. As we saw
above, pro toto reasons are considerations that explain outright why
one ought to F, whereas pro tanto reasons are considerations that
play a certain role in what Broome calls ‘normative weighing expla-
nations’. The role in question is that of a consideration adding its
‘weight’ to the weight of other considerations so that the normative
balance tips one way rather than the other. The winning side is the
weightier one, and one ought to do the action (or, more generally,
to exhibit the response) that corresponds to it. Thus, Broome de-
fines a pro tanto reason as “whatever plays this role in a normative
weighing explanation”.?? This is Broome’s functional definition of a
pro tanto reason.??

Now let’s ask: can Broome’s functional definition capture the nor-
mativity of pro tanto reasons? Dancy claims that it can’t, because
“[an] explanation is not itself normative, even if what is explained
is normative” and adds that Broome “has no independent method of
establishing the normativity of the explainers”.?* However, as we saw
in the previous section, the reply I offered on Broome’s behalf consti-
tutes a denial of Dancy’s claim, at least as pro toto reasons are con-
cerned: Broome can in fact establish the normativity of the explainers
(that is, of the considerations that are pro toto reasons) by appealing
to what grounds the relation of normative explanation, namely, the
right-making relation. If a consideration explains why you ought to
F, this is because the consideration makes it the case that you ought
to E And, as [ have argued, Broome can say that, once a consideration
gives the property of rightness or oughtness to F, that same consid-
eration is automatically a normative reason for you to F.

2 ibid 53.

% Broome’s full definition of a pro tanto reason is more complicated, since it in-
corporates what Broome calls the ‘for-F role’, that is, the role of counting in favor of
a specific response. This addition doesn’t matter for the argument I go on to make
in the text.

24 Dancy (n 2) 186.
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But if this is Broome’s response to Dancy’s worry about the nor-
mativity of pro toto reasons (and I do think that it’s the best re-
sponse he has), it ends up working against Broome himself, because
it leaves him unable to explain the normativity of pro tanto reasons.
Here’s why: in order to deal with Dancy’s worry about the relation
of explanation being non-normative, Broome has to appeal to the
right-making relation as what endows the explainers with norma-
tivity. But there is no such endowment in the case of pro tanto rea-
sons, because a pro tanto reason doesn’t explain outright why one
ought to F (otherwise, it would be a pro toto reason), and so a pro
tanto reason doesn’t by itself make it the case that Fis the action one
ought to do. Thus, in the case of pro tanto reasons there is no ‘trans-
mission’ of normativity from ought to explainers. So we are bound
to conclude that playing the role Broome describes in a normative
weighing explanation isn’t enough for establishing the normativity
of pro tanto reasons, given that the right-making element (which is
what endowed pro toto reasons with normativity) is absent.

Consider a possible rejoinder open to Broome. Suppose he held
fast to the idea that the right- or ought-making relation is what
grounds the normativity of reasons. Then he could say that the nor-
mativity of every pro tanto reason comes from the fact that, for ev-
ery such reason, there is a possible normative explanation in which
this reason could explain an ought. Broome could suggest that this
is why pro tanto reasons are normative after all: they are capable of
explaining oughts, even though they don’t do so in every occasion.
In this way, the right- or ought-making relation would again enjoy
pride of place in Broome’s account.

But this putative solution is problematic. For if this is how Broome
is going to explain the normativity of pro tanto reasons, then he
has to give up altogether the notion of a pro tanto reason —i.e., the
notion of a reason that is normative even though on this occasion
doesn’t explain an ought.?> More precisely, he has to give up the idea,

%5 Recall that this is precisely the initial characterization Broome offers of pro
tanto reasons: “We often say there is a reason for you to F, when it is not the case

that you ought to F... Reasons of this sort are often called ‘pro tanto reasons”,
Broome (n 1) 51.
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to which he is explicitly committed, that pro tanto reasons on the los-
ing side of a normative weighing explanation are nevertheless nor-
mative.?® Thus, Broome’s failure to handle at the same time pro toto
and pro tanto reasons suggests that his account suffers from a criti-
cal internal tension.

One way to resolve this tension would be to just bite the bullet and
accept the conclusion that considerations are normative reasons
only when they actually explain an ought. In other words, Broome
could get rid of the notion of pro tanto reasons and stick with pro
toto ones. While this move may be revisionist, it isn’t prima facie
senseless. One way to defend it is this. One could argue that consid-
erations that on a certain occasion seem to be pro tanto reasons in
favor of Fing are revealed to lack normative import or weight once
one realizes that one ought not to F. That is, what initially seemed to
be a pro tanto reason for Fing isn’t, on this occasion, a reason at all,
given that Fing isn’t what one ought to do. On this proposal, then,
real normative reasons are only those considerations that actually
explain an ought, not ones that could have explained it if only others
considerations weren’t in place.

For example, the fact that I'd love to eat this piece of cake seems
to be a pro tanto reason to eat it. Suppose, however, that it’s actu-
ally the case that I ought not to eat it since it belongs to you. Thus,
the fact that I'd love to eat it isn’t, on this occasion, a reason at all.
[t isn’t that the consideration is outweighed by the fact that the cake
belongs to you; rather, it lacks normative weight altogether (on this
occasion).

A consequence of this way of fixing the tension I identified in
Broome’s account is, of course, that Broome would have to ditch
the idea of normative weighing explanations of oughts. This move

26 Broome'’s full definition of a pro tanto reason explicitly states that consider-
ations on the losing side of a normative weighing explanation are pro tanto reasons.
The relevant bit reads as follows: “A pro tanto reason for N to F is something that
plays the for-F role in a weighing explanation of why N ought to F, or in a weighing
explanation of why N ought not to F” (ibid 53, italics added). If a consideration favors
Fing in the context of a weighing explanation of why N ought not to F, then it’s clear
that that consideration is on the losing side of the explanation, and yet, according to
Broome’s definition, it's a pro tanto reason nevertheless.
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isn’t without precedent, however. Christine Korsgaard?” advances a
model of practical deliberation similar to the one I just described
precisely as a way of rejecting what she calls ‘the weighing model’. In
Korsgaard’s view, practical deliberation doesn’t consist in marshal-
ing considerations for and against a certain course of action and then
weighing them in order to determine what one ought to do; rather,
it consists in testing one’s ‘maxim’, which incorporates the consider-
ations that apparently favor the proposed action, against the univer-
salizability test of the categorical imperative. Korsgaard claims that
if a maxim fails this test, then every considerations that seemed to
favor the proposed action “is not merely outweighed —rather, it is
not a reason at all”.?®

So at least there is precedent if Broome wanted to argue that
only considerations that actually explain an ought —that is, only
pro toto reasons— are truly normative reasons and thus rejected
the notion of normative weighing explanations. But I take it that he
would be reluctant to follow this route. For one, he briefly consid-
ers and tentatively rejects the suggestion that moral theories that
give pride of place to “rigid deontic rules” show that some deon-
tic facts lack normative weighing explanations.?® Also, and more
importantly, Broome is firmly committed to the idea that what he
calls ‘the central ought’ is determined by the interaction of nor-
mative requirements stemming from morality, prudence, self-in-
terest, etc., each of which constitutes (at least sometimes) norma-
tive pro tanto reasons.®’ So he can’t reject the notion of a pro tanto

27 Korsgaard Christine, Self-Constitution: Agency, Identity, and Integrity (Oxford
2009).

28 jbid 51. Korsgaard thus implicitly rejects the notion of a pro tanto reason. In
fact, in the previous page she attributes the notions of prima facie or pro tanto rea-
sons to those philosophers who adhere to the weighing model.

29 Broome (n 1) 58-9.

30 Broome writes: “The requirements of normative sources, taken together, de-
termine what you ought to do” (n 1) 128. And “to say a requirement on you to F is
normative is to say that the requirement constitutes a reason for you to F” (27).
It's true that Broome allows for the possibility that the reason in question isn’t a
pro tanto one; for instance, it might be the case that reasons stemming from moral
requirements ‘dominate’ all others and so aren’t pro tanto, but pro toto. Still, it’s
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reason altogether. For, if (apparent) pro tanto reasons weren’t nor-
mative in themselves, then how could it be that a number of them
determined what one ought to do? In other words, how could an
ought resulting from a weighing explanation be normative if its
components —one or more pro tanto reasons— aren’t normative
themselves?3!

Therefore, Broome seems to be at the same time unable to shed
the notion of a pro tanto reason and unable to give a satisfactory
account of it. ] don’t see how Broome could avoid this tension with-
out adopting a very different model of practical deliberation or
without embracing a primitivist view about reasons.

[II. CONCLUSION

[ will conclude by briefly asking whether Broome’s larger project in
Rationality through Reasoning is challenged if we accept my argu-
ments and thus accept that his characterization of reasons is inad-
equate. In the introduction to his book, Broome tells us that its over-
arching project is to answer ‘the motivation question’. What Broome
attempts to find out is how one can motivate oneself to intend some-
thing when the starting point is a belief about what one ought to
do. In a nutshell, Broome’s answer is that one can come to form the
intention to F when one believes one ought to F by complying with
a requirement of rationality he calls ‘Enkrasia’ which, roughly, re-
quires one to either form the corresponding intention or abandon
the cited belief. And although it often happens that one automati-
cally complies with this requirement, one can actively come to sat-
isfy it by reasoning one’s way to the required intention starting only

implausible to think that all normative sources issue only dominating reasons, and
this is why Broome seems to be committed to the idea that normative sources issue
(at least sometimes) normative pro tanto reasons, which then interact in weighing
explanations to yield the central ought. I thank professor Broome for his observa-
tions in this regard.

31 Dancy raises a similar concern: “The question has to be whether pro tanto
reasons, as [Broome] understands them, have the sort of normativity that they need
if they are to be able to generate normative oughts” (n 2) 185.
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from a belief about what one ought to do and a belief about the thing
in question being up to one.?

Is Broome’s answer to the motivation question compromised in
some way by the arguments I have offered here? I don’t think so.
Even if I'm correct that pro tanto reasons can’t be defined in terms
of normative weighing explanations, that seems to have nothing to
do with Enkrasia being a genuine requirement of rationality or with
enkratic reasoning being genuine and correct reasoning.

One might think that my arguments are more relevant for the is-
sue of how normative requirements coming from different norma-
tive sources determine what one ought to do on each occasion. But
even here the shortcomings of Broome’s account of reasons produce
limited damage. As [ hinted above, in order to preserve his picture
about how normative requirements determine oughts, Broome defi-
nitely can’t do without pro tanto reasons. So the right thing for him
to do is, I suggest, simply to postulate (as he does) that normative
sources issue normative pro tanto reasons but abandon the proj-
ect of trying to define reasons in terms of weighing explanations
of oughts. He can still say that reasons explain oughts, but he has
to give up the ambition of capturing the normativity of pro tanto
reasons in terms of explanation. The suggestion is that Broome can
embrace a sort of primitivism about reasons without sacrificing the
main themes of his book.

This doesn’t mean, however, that the arguments | have given here
are irrelevant. For if one important attempt to avoid primitivism
about reasons is shown to be unworkable, that provides indirect ev-
idence in favor of the primitivist position.*
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paper.
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DANIEL FOGAL

I. INTRODUCTION: TwWO DIMENSIONS OF RATIONAL EVALUATION

It is increasingly common to distinguish two distinct strains in our
ordinary thought and talk about rationality. In one sense, rationality
is a matter of correctly responding to the reasons one has.! For our
attitudes —i.e., our beliefs, intentions, preferences, and the like— to
be rational in this sense is for them to be justified or reasonable.? Call
this substantive rationality. In another sense, however, rationality is a
matter of coherence, or having the right structural relations hold be-
tween one’s attitudes, independently of whether those attitudes are
reasonable or justified. The relevant notion of coherence is a broad
one, and a broadly normative one, encompassing a range of differ-
ent combinations of attitudes that intuitively clash, or fail to properly
“fit” together, where the lack of fit needn’t involve any logical incon-
sistency in contents. Call this structural rationality.?

Suppose, for example, that you meet someone who claims to be
Superman. Suppose further that this person is perfectly sincere —he
does, in fact, believe that he’s Superman.* It should be obvious that
something has gone wrong. Among other things, he has an unjusti-
fied belief —one that flies in the face of all the evidence. But suppose
you also find out that despite believing that Superman can fly (“It’s
one of his greatest powers”, he says), he lacks confidence in his own
ability to fly (“I gave up trying after my third broken leg”). Once again
it should be obvious that something has gone wrong. Not only does
he have an unjustified belief, he’s also incoherent in failing to believe
the obvious consequences of other things he believes.

However, the second failing is interestingly different than the
first, as evidenced by the seemingly paradoxical way we're prone to

! What exactly the reasons one “has” are, and what it takes to have them, are
matters of contention, though it is generally assumed they are constrained or de-
termined by facts about one’s perspective.

2 My use of ‘attitudes’ is restricted to contentful mental states that are apt can-
didates for rational assessment. It is thus intended to exclude states, such as bodily
sensations and perceptual experiences, that may play a justificatory role without
themselves being assessable as rational or irrational, justified or unjustified, etc.

3 Cf. Scanlon (2007), who draws a related, but different, distinction.

4 This particular example is indebted to Jim Pryor.
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describe what’s going wrong with the subject —call him ‘“Tom’> On
the one hand, it seems right to say that you should believe the obvi-
ous consequences of other things you believe, and so there’s a clear
sense in which, given his other beliefs, Tom should believe that he can
fly. On the other hand, one shouldn’t believe something in the face of
overwhelming evidence to the contrary, and so there’s also a sense in
which Tom should not believe that he can fly. We're thus faced with
the puzzle of wanting to say both of these things —namely, that Tom
should believe he can fly, and that he should not.

Similar examples involving strict means-end incoherence arise in
the practical realm. Setiya (2007) offers the following story —in-
spired by Rawls (1971)— to illustrate the “problem of instrumental
reason”:

Imagine that I embark upon on a thoroughly irrational project: I intend
to count the blades of grass in my garden... Despite my intention, how-
ever, | do not take what I know to be the necessary means. Even though
I see that [ have no chance to complete the enumeration unless I keep
track of how many blades of grass I counted [and] where I counted them,
I can’t be bothered with bookkeeping. So, every morning, I am forced to
start again [and never] complete the count. (650)

As before, there are at least two things going wrong with such a
subject —call her ‘Jane’. On the one hand, given her goal it seems
clear that Jane should be keeping track of the blades she’s counting.
But on the other hand, Jane shouldn’t be counting grass in the first
place, and so shouldn’t be keeping track of them. Again we're faced
with the puzzle of wanting to say both of these things —namely,
that Jane should take the necessary means to her end, and that she
shouldn’t.

Of course, seemingly conflicting ‘should’-judgments aren’t always
puzzling. The demands of morality, for instance, regularly conflict
with the demands of self-interest, and there’s nothing especially
mysterious about the clash. What’s interesting about cases like
Tom and Jane is that the ‘should’-judgments are both naturally un-
derstood as claims about what the rational response is in a given

5 This way of setting up the contrast is indebted to Setiya (2007).
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situation. To not believe the obvious consequences of other things
you believe seems to constitute a rational failing, as does believing
something in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary. The
same goes for not intending the means necessary to one’s end, and
intending to do something you have no good reason to do.

It should be clear that we’ve hit upon a pattern, and that the fore-
going observations generalize beyond the cases of deductive and
means-end incoherence, both of which are extreme examples of an
otherwise pervasive phenomenon —one arising whenever there is
a conflict or lack of fit between one’s mental states or attitudes,
where at least one of them is unreasonable or unjustified (I'll be
using ‘attitudes’ in an artificially broad way to cover both the pres-
ence and absence of attitudes). This includes not just beliefs and
intentions, but also hopes, fears, concerns, suppositions, worries,
preferences, regrets, and the like. I might realize it's more impor-
tant to get a good night’s sleep than to stay up late and read the
news, and yet prefer to continue reading. I might be deeply con-
cerned about the consequences of smoking, and yet still intend to
smoke. I might know that spiders are mostly harmless, and yet still
be afraid of them. It’s possible for apparently conflicting ‘should’-
judgments to arise in cases like these, too. But since it’s clearest
(and least controversial) in the case of beliefs and intentions, I'll
focus on them in what follows.

Although there are various possible responses to the puzzle
above, [ think we should take appearances at face value: there ap-
pear to be two dimensions of rational evaluation because there are
two dimensions of rational evaluation. As noted at the outset, while
in one sense being rational is (roughly) a matter of one’s attitudes
being justified or reasonable, in another sense being rational is a
matter of one’s attitudes being coherent. The former is substantive
rationality, the latter is structural rationality.

It's worth emphasizing up front that the substantive/structural
distinction is not intended to be an “objective”/“subjective” or
“external”/“internal” distinction. For one thing, if reasons are un-
derstood objectively —i.e., as relative to all the facts and not epis-
temically constrained in any way— then it’s doubtful there’s any
sense of ‘rationality’ that requires one to respond correctly to them.
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There’s no sense of ‘irrational’, for example, in which it’s irrational for
Bernard Williams’ (1981) gin-and-tonic-lover to drink from the glass
that appears to contain gin-and-tonic but in fact contains petrol, even
though the latter fact is a decisive reason (in the objective sense) to
not take a drink.® It’s only when we focus on reasons that are in some
way constrained or determined by one’s perspective that the notion
of rationality as reasons-responsiveness becomes plausible. What's
more, it's perfectly possible to take facts about both structural and
substantive rationality to supervene on facts about our non-factive
mental states, and hence be an internalist about both, while none-
theless insisting that they differ. Experiences and facts about certain
mental processes, for example, might make a difference to substan-
tive rationality (as, say, sources of justification) without making a
difference to structural rationality, and facts about “mere” attitudes
on their own might make a difference to structural rationality with-
out making a difference to substantive rationality. Indeed, this is
how I myself conceive of the difference. In general, though, anyone
is who not a pure coherentist about reasons and/or justification
should be able to recognize the difference between a justified atti-
tude and a merely coherent one, and that ‘rational’ is naturally used
to characterize both.’

The distinction between substantive rationality and structural
rationality is at least latent in the writings of various philosophers,
though there’s no consensus on how exactly it is to be drawn. Some
bestow the honorific title of ‘rationality’ on just structural rational-
ity, opting for another label to denote substantive rationality, while
others prefer the reverse. I prefer to distinguish between two di-
mensions of broadly rational evaluation. In doing so I don’t intend

6 Thanks to Alex Worsnip (p.c.) for encouraging me to emphasize this point.

7 For further elaboration, see Worsnip (this volume). Note that I'm not assum-
ing that facts about coherence are transparent or “luminous” to one, even upon
reflection. Our introspective judgments are highly fallible, and we can be wrong
or misled about our attitudes just like we can be wrong or misled about factual
matters in general, including facts about our reasons and what they support. So
although facts about coherence are internal in the sense of having to do with (re-
lations between) one’s mental states or attitudes, they needn’t be internal in the
sense of being immediately introspectively accessible.
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to be taking a stand on how exactly they’re related, other than being
distinct. The main motivation is instead methodological. For given
that our pre-theoretic use of ‘rational’ and its cognates fails to reli-
ably discriminate between facts about coherence and facts about
reasonableness, and given that there’s a need to distinguish the two
—a conspiracy theorist, for instance, might have a set of beliefs that
is quite coherent but far from justified— it’s useful to adopt termi-
nology that demands unqualified judgments concerning rational-
ity be disambiguated. Doing so will put us in a better position to
accurately handle our (and others’) otherwise slippery judgments
concerning what the “rational” response is, or would be, in a given
situation, as well as what the ingredients are that determine the
answer.

Not everyone agrees, of course. Indeed, many are simply insen-
sitive to the apparent distinction between reasons-responsiveness
and coherence, and proceed on the assumption that our use of ‘ra-
tionality’ and its cognates is univocal. But even among those who
are sensitive to it, not everyone takes it to be theoretically signifi-
cant. Some argue that, contrary to appearances, only one dimension
of rational evaluation is genuine, or genuinely significant. Whereas
some deny (or at least doubt) the rational significance of coherence
as such, and hence deny structural rationality, others deny the ra-
tional significance of reasons as such, and hence deny substantive
rationality. Still others offer theories that can be seen as attempting
to provide a single, unified account of our judgments of (ir)ratio-
nality.?

Although I myself take the distinction between substantive and
structural rationality to be genuine, and genuinely significant,
Broome does not.’ Indeed, he equates structural rationality with ra-

8 Unifiers include Schroeder (2014b) and Wedgwood (2017). Deniers of structural
rationality include Lord (2014b) and Kiesewetter (2017), with Kolodny (2005, 2007,
2008) as a partial denier —he argues against “requirements of formal coherence as
such” but grants the existence of enkratic-like requirements. . The most prominent de-
nier of substantive rationality is Broome (2004, 2013), though see footnote 9.

° Others who explicitly draw (something like) the substantive/structural distinc-
tion and take it to be theoretically significant include Worsnip (2018, this volumen) and
Pryor (2018).
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tionality full stop.'® Denying the rational significance of reasons (as
opposed to, say, our beliefs about reasons) is nonetheless compat-
ible with granting their normative significance, as Broome does.!
Fortunately, however, I'll be able to side-step the controversy over
substantive rationality since I'll be focusing exclusively on structural
rationality in what follows. The distinction between substantive and
structural rationality is nonetheless important insofar as it helps
clarify the intended topic and avoid possible misunderstandings,
given that the ordinary use of ‘rational’ and its cognates is insuffi-
ciently discriminatory:.

Again, the focus in what follows will be on structural rationality.
The main goal will be to introduce and clarify Broome’s preferred
“wide-scope” view and propose a modification of it that avoids re-
cent objections. The modified wide-scope view is one that builds
on the insights of Broome’s large body of work —represented most
fully in his Rationality Through Reasoning (2013)— while enjoying
additional benefits besides, and it is inspired by the analogy with the
law that Broome (and others) stress.

The plan is as follows. I begin by introducing the debate over the
existence and nature of structural requirements (Section 2). I then
turn to the debate over the so-called “scope” of structural require-
ments and clarify it by distinguishing three separate debates that
can be —and have been— confused (Section 3). Next I explain the
distinction between the jurisdiction of a given requirement and its
conditions of application (Section 4) and use it to construct modi-
fied versions of both the “narrow-scope” and “wide-scope” views
(Section 5 and Section 6, respectively). I conclude, however, on an
uncertain note: though the modified views may represent progress,
it becomes unclear where the debate is supposed to continue from
here (Section 7).

10" This claim is complicated by Broome’s apparent willingness to grant that ra-
tionality requires more than just coherence, at least in certain cases. He grants, for
example, that there are “one or more requirements connect a belief that you ought
to F with your evidence that you ought to F”, but he doesn’t try to specify them in
the book (140).

1 For Broome’s influential and insightful account of reasons, see his (2004;
2013, Ch. 4).
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II. THE EXISTENCE AND NATURE OF STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS

The debate over the nature of structural rationality starts with the
observation that which attitudes we actually have —whether or not
they’re justified— make an intuitive difference concerning what
other attitudes it’s structurally rational, or coherent, for us to have.
(For ease of expression, I'll often drop the ‘structural(ly)’ qualifier
in what follows, though for the sake of clarity it will occasionally re-
appear.) More than merely making a difference, however, it seems
that you can be rationally committed to having certain attitudes
given that you have certain other attitudes, in such a way that you
will definitely do something wrong or exhibit a rational failing if you
have the latter without having the former. Similarly, it seems that
you can be rationally prohibited from having certain attitudes given
that you have other attitudes, in such a way that you will definitely
do something wrong or exhibit a rational failing if you have the for-
mer attitudes while also having the latter.

For this reason, many philosophers find it natural to think of the
domain of structural rationality as corresponding —atleastin part—
to a distinctive set of rules or requirements that mandate or prohibit
certain combinations of attitudes.'? The basic idea is that for each
kind of incoherent combination of attitudes there is a corresponding
rule or principle prohibiting it, and that what’s wrong with incoher-
ent agents is that they violate these principles, just as for each kind
of illegal action there is a law that prohibits it, and in virtue of which
actions of that kind are illegal.’® Suppose that Jill steals Jack’s bike.
What Jill did was illegal. But why exactly? Subtleties aside, the an-
swer is clear: Jill took Jack’s bike without his permission, and there’s
a law that prohibits taking others’ property without their permis-
sion. If there hadn’t been a law prohibiting theft, then although what
Jill did may have been immoral, it wouldn’t have been illegal.

The requirements of structural rationality are supposed to play an
analogous role: just as laws explain why particular actions are legal

12 Cf. Broome (1999, 2007, 2013), Schroeder (2013), and Way (forthcoming).
13 Morality is sometimes thought to be constituted by certain rules or principles
as well. See Broome (2007b; 2013, Ch. 7) for general discussion of requirements.
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or illegal, so structural requirements are supposed to explain why
particular (combinations of) attitudes are rational or irrational. Tom,
above, is irrational. But why exactly? According to the present line of
thought, it’s because he fails to believe the obvious consequences
of other things he believes, and there’s a requirement that prohib-
its him (and us) from doing so. Standard examples of structural re-
quirements include consistency requirements (in imperatival form:
don’t believe contradictions! don’t intend incompatible things!), in-
strumental or means-end requirements (intend the means you take
to be necessary to your ends!), closure requirements (believe the
obvious consequences of other things you believe!), and enkratic
requirements (intend to do what you believe you ought to do!). As
these examples illustrate, candidate structural requirements involve
cognitive attitudes like belief and practical attitudes like intentions,
as well as combinations of cognitive and practical attitudes.!* Call
this the requirements-based account of structural rationality.

[ say ‘requirements-based’ since the focus in what follows will be
on structural requirements. But a more apt term would be ‘rule-’ or
‘principle-based’, since requirements are only one type of rule or prin-
ciple. There may also be principles of permission, for instance.'® Al-
though requirements and permissions differ in normative strength,
they are alike in being essentially “threshold-y” or “all-or-nothing” af-
fairs, and hence importantly unlike “gradable” or “quantitative” nor-
mative notions such as value, justification, and reason, all of which
come in degrees. That is, whereas it doesn’'t make sense to say of some
action-type or state of affairs A that it is more required/permitted
than B, it does make sense to say that A is more valuable/justified/
well-supported than B, or that you have more reason/justification to
A than to B. Of course, some rules may be more important, or ranked
higher, than others, and hence take precedent in cases of conflict. But
to say that rules admit of hierarchical relationships, such as rankings,

* Moreover, just as there are requirements governing “full” or “outright” atti-
tudes like belief and intention, so there requirements governing “partial” or “grad-
ed” attitudes like credence and partial intention. Following Broome, however, my
focus will be on the former.

15 Cf. Broome (2013, Ch. 10) on “basing” permissions.
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is not to say that rules themselves come in degrees. Rank-ability is not
gradability.

Broome (1999, 2004, 2007, 2013) is the most prominent and
influential proponent of a requirements-based (or, more generally,
rules-based) conception of structural rationality, though many oth-
ers have followed his lead in taking talk of structural requirements
seriously. Structural requirements, in the relevant sense, are sup-
posed to be more than mere necessary conditions for being fully
rational, and in at least two ways. First, it's not enough that a sub-
ject fails to be fully rational whenever the requirements aren’t met;
the requirements, when violated, are supposed to guarantee some-
thing more —namely, irrationality. Unlike mere necessary condi-
tions, then, structural requirements state conditions the failure
of which to obtain guarantees the having of a negative evaluative
property —namely, being irrational— rather than just the lack of a
positive one —namely, being rational. And we obviously shouldn’t
conflate being irrational with merely not being rational. Rocks
and trees fail to be rational, but they’re not thereby irrational.
They’re a-rational —they lack the relevant sort of complex capaci-
ties needed in order for them or their states to be apt candidates
for rational evaluation.’® Second, the requirements are supposed
to state conditions such that agents who fail to meet them are ir-
rational in virtue of doing so —i.e. in virtue of violating the re-
quirement. Violating a requirement doesn’t merely guarantee that
you're irrational: it explains why you're irrational.’” The same goes
for compliance: just as it is in virtue of violating such requirements
that agents are irrational, it is in virtue of complying with them that
they are rational.

16 In general, if C is a necessary condition for being rational, then although it follows
that not-C is a sufficient condition for not being rational, it doesn’t follow that not-Cis a
sufficient condition for being irrational.

17" Some philosophers are only concerned with what rationality “requires” in the
weak, property sense. See, for example, Titlebaum (2013, 2015) and Easwaran and Fi-
telson (2015). Note, however, that for each non-trivial necessary condition proposed,
there’s a further question to be answered —namely, why is it a necessary condition?
What explains its (non-trivial) status as necessary?
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Different authors express this point in different ways. Broome, for
instance, distinguishes between two senses of ‘requires’ and its cog-
nates: a weaker “property” sense and a stronger “source” sense. As he
puts it:

The first appears in constructions where its subject denotes a property:
‘Beauty requires hard work’; ‘Staying healthy requires you to eat olives’;
‘Success in battle requires good horses’; ‘Crossing the Rubicon required
determination’... [The second appears in] constructions [where] the
subject of ‘requires’ denotes a person or thing that has some sort of real
or presumed authority: ‘The minister requires the ambassador’s pres-
ence’; “The law requires you to drive carefully’; “The bill requires pay-
ment’; ‘Fashion requires knee-length skirts’; ‘My conscience requires me
to turn you in’ (2013: 109).

He thinks the most interesting questions concern what rational-
ity requires in the source sense, not the property sense. In a simi-
lar vein, Jonathan Way (forthcoming) draws a distinction between
stronger and weaker senses in which one might be “rationally re-
quired” to do something:

In [a] weak sense, to say that you are rationally required to do A is to say
that doing A is a necessary condition of being fully rational. However,
[there’s] a stronger sense in which [it might be thought that] rational-
ity requires coherence. What, we might ask, explains why [deductive]
incoherence and means-end incoherence are irrational? A natural an-
swer is that there are rules or principles which require you to be closure
and means-end coherent... If you have an incoherent combination of at-
titudes you are irrational because you violate a rational requirement.

Schroeder (2013) agrees, and takes his own talk of the “rules” of
rationality to be equivalent to Broome’s notion of a source require-
ment:

[Y]ou count as (having the property of being) irrational in virtue of
breaking one or more of the rules (source requirements) of rationality,
and [the debate concerns] which rules (source requirements) you are
breaking... when you have inconsistent beliefs, are akratic or means-end
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incoherent, or fail to draw the obvious consequences from your other
beliefs (299).

I'm emphasizing the law-like status of the requirements (or
“rules”) of structural rationality for two reasons. The main reason
is that the positive proposal in Section 6 crucially depends on tak-
ing the analogy with the law seriously. The second reason is to make
clear just how substantive it is. Although the assumption that struc-
tural rationality bottoms out (at least in part) in strict law-like re-
quirements is widespread, it’s not obligatory. It may be, for exam-
ple, that the nature of structural rationality is better understood in
terms of something more pro tanto and gradable, and hence as more
akin to the normative notions standardly associated with substan-
tive rationality (reason, justification) than the law (requirements,
permissions). As a matter of fact, that’s where my own sympathies
lie.’® But for the purposes of this paper I'll be sticking with ortho-
doxy in assuming a requirements-based view.

Despite the (near-)consensus concerning the explanatory, law-
like status of rational requirements, there is consensus about little
else. Besides the question of their explanatory status, other ques-
tions include ones concerning their content (what exactly is re-
quired?), scope (do the requirements mandate or prohibit particu-
lar attitudes, or instead only particular combinations of attitudes?),
source (how do such principles arise, and from how do they get their
authority?), jurisdiction (who do the requirements apply to, and un-
der what conditions?), extent (do they typically involve a relatively
small number of possible attitudes, and hence “local”, or instead
larger groups of attitudes?), temporal nature (are they synchronic
or diachronic?), and normative status (in what sense, if any, ought
we to comply with them?).

Although each of these issues is important, it's the question of
“scope” that has received the most attention.!® I'll consider that next,
before turning to the question of jurisdiction.

18 Cf. Fogal (ms), Pryor (2004, 2018).
19 [ won’t be addressing the questions of content, source, extent, temporal na-
ture, and normative status at any length. I will, however, be assuming that the
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III. THE SCOPE OF STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS

Two importantly different issues have been traditionally conflated
in the debate over the “scope” of structural requirements. (We’ll con-
sider a third in due course.) The first issue —as indicated above—
concerns whether structural rationality requires one to have par-
ticular attitudes (at least under certain conditions), or instead is
exclusively concerned with mandating or prohibiting combinations
of attitudes. For example, if you intend an end E and believe that in
order to achieve E you have to take means M, does it follow that you
are rationally required to intend M? Or are you merely required, at
all times and irrespective of your other attitudes, to not have the fol-
lowing combinations of attitudes: intending E, believing that M is a
necessary means to E, and not intending M? Similarly, if you believe
that you ought to ¢, does it follow that you are rationally required to
intend to ¢? Or are you merely required, at all times and irrespec-
tive of your other attitudes, to not have the following combinations
of attitudes: believing that you ought to ¢ and not intending to ¢?
In each case, “narrow-scopers” think that the first claim is the intui-
tively correct one, whereas “wide-scopers” opt for the second. Call
this the scope debate.

The second issue concerns the proper interpretation of certain
natural language conditionals containing modal expressions like
‘ought’ and ‘requires’, such as ‘If you believe you ought to ¢, then you
ought (or are required) to intend to ¢’. To distinguish this from the
scope debate, I'll call this the Scope debate. In brief, the Scope debate
arises because conditionals containing modals are traditionally as-
sumed to be scope ambiguous, having one interpretation which can
be formally represented as:

Wide 0(C1=>C2)
and the other of which can be formally represented as:

Narrow C1 = 0(C2)
requirements at issue are synchronic and “local” in nature.
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where ‘=’ is a two-place conditional operator, ‘O’ is a one-place modal
operator representing ‘ought’ or ‘requires’, and ‘C1’ and ‘C2’ are the
relevant conditions (e.g. an agent’s having certain attitudes).?’ The
Scope debate thus concerns the interpretation of certain (intuitively
true) conditionals: should the modal operator be interpreted as tak-
ing “narrow scope” relative to the conditional operator (a 14 Narrow)
or instead “wide scope” (a la Wide)?

It’s the (non-linguistic) scope debate that is of central importance,
though it has often been wrongly conflated with the (linguistic) Scope
debate.” It’s an easy mistake to make. Structural rationality, after all,
is fundamentally a matter of how one’s attitudes relate to each other
—of how they “fit” or “hang” together— and conditionals give us a
natural way of expressing claims about such relations. In particular,
conditionals allow us to express claims about which attitudes are ra-
tionally required given certain other attitudes, and thereby give voice
to our intuitive judgments of proper and improper fit between them
—the very judgments that prompt theorizing about structural ratio-
nality in the first place.

Nonetheless, it's increasingly recognized that the Scope debate
rests on a dubious assumption. In particular, the Scope debate pro-
ceeds on the traditional philosophical assumption that conditionals
are to be formally represented using a two-place conditional operator
(=>) that takes a pair of propositions and forms a conditional propo-
sition, in much the same way that clauses joined by ‘and’/‘or’ are for-
mally represented using two-place operators (A/V) that take a pair of

20 For versions of this claim, see Broome (2013), Brunero (2010), Dancy (1977),
Greenspan (1975), Gensler (1985), and many others. (It bears obvious similarity to the
Medieval distinction between necessitas consequentiae and necessitas consequenti —cf.
Aquinas, Summa contra gentiles 1.67.) Schroeder (2004, 2011) notes the widespread
tendency to posit ambiguity, but he resists the trend by arguing that the relevant ‘ought’
is not a sentential operator and so is incapable of entering into the relevant scope rela-
tions. Although Schroeder is right to deny the ambiguity, he’s right for the wrong rea-
sons —the ambiguity claim rests on an implausible view of ‘if’, not ‘ought’. For a devel-
opment of the standard “flexible contextualist” account of ‘ought’ and other modals that
can accommodate Schroeder’s data, see Hacquard (2010) and Kratzer (2012).

21 Lauer and Condoravdi (2014) and Worsnip (2015) also make this point and are
careful to separate the two issues.
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propositions and form a conjunction/disjunction.?? Call this the opera-
tor view. It’s because the operator view takes ‘if’ to denote a two-place
conditional operator that question of relative scope arises whenever
there’s a co-occurring modal.

Although the operator view is still accepted by many logicians and
philosophers, it is widely rejected by linguists. The dominant alterna-
tive —commonly known as the restrictor view— involves a fundamen-
tal re-thinking of the compositional structure of conditionals: rather
than denoting a two-place conditional operator, ‘if’ functions as a
device for restricting the domains of nearby operators. The restric-
tor view was first introduced by Lewis (1975) to handle conditionals
containing adverbs of quantification (‘usually’, ‘always’, etc.), and sub-
sequently generalized to other conditionals by Kratzer (1977, 1981,
2012). The basic idea behind the restrictor view is that just as in sen-
tences like

(1) All/Most/Some men smoke

the common noun (‘men’) restricts the domain of the quantifier
(‘all’/‘most’/ ‘some’), so that it only ranges over (in this case) men,
so in conditionals like

(2) If you believe it’s going to rain, you usually/always/sometimes/may/
must/ought/are required to carry an umbrella.

the antecedent (‘you believe it’s going to rain’) restricts the do-
main of the co-occurring quantificational operator, which is
what adverbs like ‘usually’/‘always’/‘sometimes’ and modals like
‘may’/‘must’/‘ought’/‘required’ are standardly analyzed as. As a re-
sult, the consequent clause (‘you carry an umbrella’) is only eval-
uated with respect to the restricted set of possibilities where the
antecedent is true (i.e. you believe it's going to rain). Thus, a claim
of the form ‘If you believe it’s going to rain, you usually carry an
umbrella’ will be true (very roughly) just in case most situations in
which you believe it’s going to rain are situations in which you carry

22 Bennett (2003), for instance, simply defines conditionals as any sentence involv-
ing a two-place conditional operator.
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an umbrella. And a claim of the form ‘If you believe it’s going to rain,
you ought to carry an umbrella’ will be true just in case the norma-
tively best, or “highest ranked”, situations in which you believe it’s
going to rain are those in which you carry an umbrella.

Accordingly, whereas philosophers have traditionally assumed
conditionals containing modals have the following bipartite logical
form, where O is an unary operator and conn is a two-place connec-
tive (e.g. &, v, =):

O(R conn P)

Kratzer and company think they are better analyzed as having fol-
lowing tripartite logical form, where O is a binary operator, R is a
(possibly tacit) domain restriction, and P is the prejacent (roughly:
the consequent minus the modal):

(0: R)(P)
As Kratzer (2012) famously puts it:

The history of the conditional is the story of a syntactic mistake. There is
no two-place if... then connective in the logical forms for natural languages.
If-clauses are devices for restricting the domains of operators. (106)

The upshot for the Scope debate is clear: assuming the restrictor
view is true, there is no conditional operator concerning which the
question of relative scope (Wide vs. Narrow) makes sense.??

2 Slightly more carefully, we should distinguish the semantic thesis that ‘if’-
clauses are devices for restricting the domains of various operators from the syn-
tactic thesis that there is no two-place conditional operator in the logical forms of
natural languages. Taken together they constitute what I'm calling the restrictor
view. But even if in practice they tend to go together, in principle they’re separable.
For it’s possible for the semantic thesis to implemented in a variety of ways, includ-
ing with a two- (or three-) place operator. Importantly, however, none of the pos-
sible (and plausible) implementations I'm aware of will be of help to the wide-scop-
er, since they don’t allow for semantically significant scope distinctions to arise. (If
they did they’d give rise to false predictions.) In a nutshell, that’s because the opera-
tors are ones that operate on the relevant modal, and hence don’t have the kind of
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This isn’t the end of the story, however. For there’s another sense in
which the restrictor view might be considered a “narrow scope” view,
linguistically speaking, rather than being neither narrow nor wide.
Consider, for instance, the English sentence ‘If you believe you ought to
@, then you're required to intend to ¢’. Following Worsnip (2015), we
might say that a semantic interpretation is “wide scope” in this other
sense —let’s call it wide-scope*— if, according to it, what the sentence
says is required of you is a disjunction of attitudes (e.g. intending to ¢
or not believing you ought to ¢), and that a semantic interpretation is
narrow-scope* if, according to it, what the sentence says is required of
you is a particular attitude (e.g. intending to ¢).* The restrictor view
would then say that the correct interpretation of the sentence above
is narrow-scope*: the sentence says you're required to intend to ¢,
where the interpretation of ‘required’ is restricted (per the restric-
tor view) to situations in which you believe you ought to ¢.?* This is
the sense in which Worsnip takes the restrictor view to be a “narrow-
scope” view —one that he then seeks to reconcile with the non-lin-
guistic wide-scope view he (along with Broome) favors.

This raises an important, and more general, issue. For once the phil-
osophical and linguistic issues are clearly distinguished, the question
arises as to how they interact. It would be rather surprising —and in-
deed discomfiting— if one’s theory of structural rationality turned out
to be utterly disconnected from our ordinary judgments concerning it,
many of which come clothed as conditionals. Our ordinary judgments,
after all, are what prompt theorizing about structural rationality in
the first place, and their truth —or at least apparent truth— is part
of the data that ultimately needs to be explained. Accordingly, for any
theory of structural rationality to be complete, it must provide a story
connecting theory and practice, with the plausibility of the theory de-
pending (in part) on the plausibility of the story told.?¢ In this way, our

independence from the modal needed in order to enter into scopal relations with it.

2 Thanks to Alex Worsnip (p.c.) for prompting this clarification and providing
this gloss.

% This is of course compatible with other sentences being correctly interpreted
as wide-scope* —e.g., ones where what follows ‘requires’ is a disjunction.

26 This is what Worsnip (2015) tries to do. The narrow-scoper could offer a sim-
ilar story.
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ordinary judgments concerning structural (ir)rationality are properly
considered as common ground among, as well as data to be explained
by, competing theories of structural rationality.

The good news is that for present purposes we can bypass the lin-
guistic Scope (and scope*) debate and focus squarely on the philo-
sophical scope debate by not formulating the relevant structural re-
quirements using natural language conditionals (‘if’s). For example,
one standard way of representing the competing views of the require-
ment concerning means-end (ME) coherence is as follows, where ‘—>’
denotes the material conditional (not ‘if... then’):*’

(ME-wide) Rationality requires that ((you intend end E A believe that M
is a necessary means to E) —> you intend M).

(ME-narrow) (You intend end E A you believe that M is a necessary
means to E)—> rationality requires that you intend M.

I should note that [ —like Broome— intend the requirements above
to be understood synchronically. Nonetheless, both arguably have dia-
chronic upshot. For if rationality prohibits you from having certain
combinations of attitudes, it seems to follow that in order to be ratio-
nal (or atleast notirrational) you must —going forward— either avoid
or else get rid of that combination of attitudes. Similarly, if rational-
ity requires you to have a certain attitude whenever you have certain
other attitudes, it seems to follow that to be rational you must —going
forward— either acquire that attitude or else avoid having the other
ones.?® These derivative diachronic principles needn’t be understood

27 Three clarifications. First, requirements like these are often prefixed by a ne-
cessity operator. Second, technically these are requirement schemas, rather than
requirements themselves. Requirements only result once appropriate values are
assigned to the variables. Third, I'm ignoring additional complexities concerning
the content of the means-end requirements. For a more careful presentation, see
Broome (2013: 170).

28 Brunero (ms, Ch. 3) makes a similar observation. Notice, though, that these
derivative requirements are “disjunctive” in content, and hence naturally under-
stood as being diachronic wide-scope requirements. This is all to the good, since all
the diachronic narrow-scope requirements I'm aware of either fall prey to counter-
examples —cf. Brunero’s (2012) criticism of Kolodny and Schroeder— or else have
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as requirements in the strong sense, however. It suffices for them to be
understood as (non-trivial) requirements in the weak sense —i.e., as
(non-trivial) necessary conditions of being rational over time.

Recall that although wide- and narrow-scope requirements like
(ME-wide) and (ME-narrow) make the same predictions concerning
when an agent is irrational, they don’t offer the same explanations of
why. Is the agent irrational because they have a combination of atti-
tudes rationality requires them not to have (as wide-scopers main-
tain), or instead because they fail to have a particular attitude that,
in their present circumstances, rationality requires them to have (as
narrow-scopers maintain)?

Why might one opt for (ME-wide) over (ME-narrow)? The main
reason is that the latter seems subject to counterexample: you might
intend end E and believe that M is a necessary means to E without it
being the case that you are rationally required to intend M. Suppose,
for example, that you believe intending M would have terrible conse-
quences for your family. Is it really true that you're rationally required
to intend M anyways? Arguably not —contra what (ME-narrow)
seems to say.?’ Similarly, you might believe p and that if p then q with-
out it being the case that you are rationally required to believe q. After
all, ¢ might be wildly implausible, and you might recognize it as such,
in which case it seems wrong to say that you are required to believe g
—contra what the following narrow-scope deductive coherence (DC-)
requirement says:

(DC-narrow) (You believe p A you believe if p then q) —> rationality re-
quires that you believe q.

This problem generalizes: for most if not all narrow-scope require-
ments, there will be cases in which one has the attitudes in the an-

other undesirable consequences —cf. Brunero’s (ms, Ch. 3) criticism of Lord.

29 See Broome (1999, 2013), among others, for this worry. It's important to note,
however, that the usual dialectic is complicated by the failure to adequately distinguish
structural rationality from substantive rationality, and hence typically involves insuf-
ficiently discriminating claims about what one ought or is required to do or believe.
The examples here focus on conflicts between one’s attitudes, and hence solely concern
structural rationality.
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tecedent and yet the normative claim specified in the consequent
seems too strong. Call this the too strong problem.

There’s another problem in the vicinity. For suppose you believe
p and that if p then g, but also believe r and that if r then not-q. Given
(DC-narrow), it follows that you are rationally required to believe g
and you are rationally required to believe not-q, and thus required
to have inconsistent beliefs. This seems problematic —as Broome
(2013) notes, structural rationality is supposed to prohibit incoher-
ence, not require it. Alternatively, suppose you intend end E1 and
believe that M is a necessary means to E1 but also intend some other
end EZ2 and believe that not-M is a necessary means to E2. Does it
follow that you are rationally required to intend M and rationally
required to intend not-M, and thus have inconsistent intentions, as
(ME-narrow) seems to say? Arguably not. This problem generalizes
as well. Call it the conflict problem.

What's the solution to these problems? According to many philos-
ophers —including Broome— the answer is clear: we should accept
the wide-scope requirements. Unlike narrow-scope requirements,
wide-scope requirements merely prohibit certain combinations
of attitudes, remaining silent as to which particular attitudes we
should or shouldn’t have. They thus avoid the too strong and conflict
problems above, among others.

Nonetheless, the formulations of the wide- and narrow-scope re-
quirements above aren’t totally happy. For one thing, there’s a natu-
ral tendency —or at least temptation— to interpret ‘—>" as ‘if... then’,
which is a mistake. We can avoid this by replacing the material condi-
tional with other, truth-functionally equivalent combinations of con-
nectives (negation + conjunction, negation + disjunction), but then
we run into other problems. Suppose, for example, we opt for the
following alternatives:

(ME-wide") Rationality requires that you not: intend end E, believe that
M is a necessary means to E, and not intend M.

(ME-narrow") Either you don’t intend end E or you don’t believe that M is
a necessary means to E or rationality requires that you intend M.
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The problem is that whereas (ME-wide') correctly captures the
core commitment of the wide-scope view —namely, that structural
requirements ban incoherent combinations of attitudes, and that’s
it?>— (ME-narrow") fails miserably in capturing the core commit-
ment of the narrow-scope view —namely, that you're structurally
required to have particular attitudes in virtue of having certain other
(combinations of) attitudes. As stated, (ME-narrow') says nothing
about there being any explanatory, or otherwise asymmetric, rela-
tionship between disjuncts, and in particular is silent about the re-
lationship between the falsity of the first two disjuncts and the truth
of the third. (Entailment is not explanation.)

As a result, although there’s no need to appeal to a non-material
conditional operator in stating wide-scope requirements, it looks like
we do need to appeal to such in stating narrow-scope requirements.
Neither material conditionals nor claims involving ‘if... then’ suffice.
Whereas representations involving material conditionals fail to do
justice to the genuinely and essentially conditional nature of narrow-
scope requirements, claims involving the ordinary ‘if... then’ fail to
be properly distinctive —as noted above, they are claims the wide-
scoper can (and should) agree are true. The widespread tendency to
nonetheless make use of the material conditional and/or the ordinary
‘if... then’ in formulating narrow-scope principles is thus regrettable.?!

This of course just raises the question: how should we formulate
wide —and narrow— scope requirements? To make progress on this
question, it’s helpful to return to the analogy with the law.

[V. THE JURISDICTION OF STRUCTURAL REQUIREMENTS

Recall that if we take the ideology of law-like structural requirements
seriously, besides the question of scope, there’s also the question of
jurisdiction, or domain of governance. That is, for each putative re-

30" This is meant to be consistent with the need for such requirements to be sup-
plemented by (e.g.) basing principles, as Broome (2013) proposes.

31 Broome (2013), to his credit, carefully eschews the material conditional in
representing narrow-scope requirements.
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quirement R, there’s the question: does R govern all rational agents
at all times, or does it only apply under more selective conditions?

As Broome (2013) and Schroeder (2014a) note, this question is
akin to one that arises in the legal realm. Here’s Schroeder:

One important feature of laws is that they have jurisdictions. For exam-
ple, in the state of New York, it is illegal to turn right at a red light. The
jurisdiction of that law is drivers in New York, and what it prohibits is
turning right on red. In general, anyone who is simultaneously a driver
in New York and is turning right on red is in violation of this law, but...
being a driver in New York and turning right on red make different con-
tributions to this fact. If you are a driver in New York and you don’t turn
right on red, then you are complying with the law, whereas if you are a
pedestrian in New York or a driver in Cairo, the law simply doesn’t apply
to you. The reason why drivers in Cairo who turn right on red aren’t in
violation of New York traffic laws is that the [latter don’t] have jurisdic-
tion over drivers in Cairo.

This is suggestive, but incomplete. For there’s a clear sense in
which all residents of New York —whether or not they are driving—
are ipso facto subject to its laws, including traffic laws, whereas resi-
dents of Cairo are not. It remains true, however, that pedestrians
in New York bear an importantly different relationship to traffic
laws than drivers in New York do. Intuitively, the difference is that
whereas the traffic laws don’t apply to pedestrians in New York, they
do apply to those who are driving. This difference in application is
nonetheless compatible with the thought that everyone residing in
New York —whether or not they’re driving— is within the jurisdic-
tion of the relevant law, and hence prohibited from turning right at a
red light while driving, whereas the law is simply silent about those
residing elsewhere, such as Cairo.

To capture the relevant differences, then, we need to distinguish
the jurisdiction of a given law —those which are “subject to” the law
or within its domain— from the conditions of application of the
law —those conditions that need to be satisfied by those within
its domain in order for it to actually apply to a particular case.*?

32 Cf. Lord (2014a). Unlike Lord, however, I take talk of compliance to be just as
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Violation and compliance are only possible when the conditions
of application obtain; merely being within the jurisdiction of a law
and not satisfying it’s conditions of application is not enough. Nor,
of course, is falling outside of the jurisdiction of the law altogether.
As a result, we can (and should) distinguish three types of non-
violation. A given person can fail to violate a given law L by:

(a) complying with L (e.g. not turning at a red light while driving in
New York)

(b) not satisfying L's conditions of application (e.g. not driving while
in New York)

(c) being outside of L’s jurisdiction altogether (e.g. being in Cairo).

The distinction between (b) and (c) is unfortunately blurred by
Broome (2013). He addresses the question of jurisdiction by first dis-
tinguishing between two ways in which a requirement can be “condi-
tional”: it might be conditional in its content or conditional in its ap-
plication. A requirement is conditional in content just in case what it
requires is that some (e.g. material) conditional be satisfied, whereas a
requirement is conditional in application just in case it requires some-
thing of you if some condition is satisfied. Broome writes:

When a requirement is conditional in its content, it is commonly said to
have a wide scope, because what is required is the compound proposi-
tion that [p —> q]. When the requirement is conditional in application,
it is commonly said to have a narrow scope, because what is required is
simply q (132).33

Broome then proceeds to treat a given requirement’s jurisdiction as
a condition of application (§8.2), with legal requirements, for example,
only applying to residents, and rational requirements only applying
to creatures possessing rational capacities. Like Schroeder (2014a),

apt for synchronic requirements as it is for diachronic ones. That is, we can make
sense of compliance as an extended act or process (i.e. coming into compliance) as
well as a synchronic state (i.e. being in compliance). The same is true of violation.
33 This is similar to Worsnip’s characterization of the scope* distinction pro-
vided in Section 3 above, though the latter is formulated as a linguistic claim.
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then, he collapses the distinction between jurisdiction and conditions
of application, treating (c) as a special case of (b).3*

The upshot is that although Broome and Schroeder are right to em-
phasize that you can satisfy or comply with a law only if you fall within
its jurisdiction, and that leaving the jurisdiction of the law is sufficient
to avoid violating it, we shouldn’t take the distinction between compli-
ance and avoidance to track the notion of jurisdiction.

Why is this important? Because, as Broome and Schroeder both
stress, the relevant concept of a rational requirement is supposed
to be law-like not just with respect to its explanatory status but also
insofar as it allows for a non-vacuous distinction between those
within its jurisdiction and those who are not —as well as, I'm urging,
between those within its jurisdiction to whom it applies and those
to whom it doesn’t. This is what allows us to distinguish between
different forms of non-violation —compliance and non-applica-
tion— and this is thought to allow for intuitive “tests” of whether a
given principle should be interpreted as wide or narrow (or perhaps
intermediate) scope.

Consider, for instance, the following possible regimentations of
the relevant New York State traffic law, where ‘[all x: ...]’ specifies the
requirement’s jurisdiction and ‘>’ is a special operator distin-
guishing conditions of application from what’s required under those
conditions:®

(NY-widest) NY state law requires of [all x: x is a person] that (x not be in
New York V x not be driving V x not turn right at red lights).

(NY-wide) NY state law requires of [all x: x is in New York] that (x not be
driving V x not turn right at red lights).

(NY-narrow) NY state law requires of [all x : x is in New York] that (x is
driving » x not turn right at red lights).

3% T should note that Schroeder does draw the relevant distinctions in other
work —see his (2013). Nonetheless, he doesn’t make as much use of them as I do.

% For related discussion, see Schroeder (2013, 2014a) and Broome (2013, Ch.
8), though neither makes use of the special operator.

44 Problema. Anuario de Filosofia y Teoria del Derecho
Nuam. 12, enero-diciembre de 2018, pp. 21-57

BJV, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México-I1J, 2018
https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/index.php/filosofia-derecho/issue/archive



Esta revista forma parte del acervo de la Biblioteca Juridica Virtual del Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas de la UNAM
http://www.juridicas.unam.mx/ https://biblio.juridicas.unam.mx/bjv https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/iij.24487937e.2018.12.12442

ON THE SCOPE, JURISDICTION, AND APPLICATION OF RATIONALITY AND THE LAW

(NY-narrowest) NY state law requires of [all x: x is in New York and x is
driving] that x not turn right at red lights.

According to (NY-widest), the law has jurisdiction over —and ap-
plies to— everyone, no matter where they are, and requires of them
that they either not be in New York, not be driving, or not turn right
onred. According to (NY-wide), the law has jurisdiction over everyone
in New York, and requires of them that they either not be driving or
not turn right on red. According to (NY-narrow), the law likewise has
jurisdiction over everyone in New York, but it only applies to those
within its domain who are driving —those to whom it applies are then
required to not turn right on red. And according to (NY-narrowest),
the law has jurisdiction over everyone in New York who is driving and
requires of them that they not turn right on red.

(NY-widest) and (NY-narrowest) are clearly implausible, whereas
(NY-wide) and (NY-narrow) fare better. Following Broome and Schro-
eder, we can support this claim by considering our intuitive judg-
ments concerning compliance, as well as our judgments concerning
jurisdiction and application more generally. Intuitively, for example,
whereas drivers in New York who don’t turn right at red lights are
complying with New York traffic laws, drivers in Cairo —whether or
not they turn right at red lights— are not. That’s because they are out-
side of the jurisdiction of the law altogether. So (NY-widest) is implau-
sible. Pedestrians in New York, by contrast, do seem to be within the
law’s jurisdiction —contra (NY-narrowest)— but nonetheless don’t
seem to be complying with the traffic law either. Intuitively, that’s be-
cause the traffic law doesn’t apply to them in their capacity as pedes-
trians —contra (NY-wide). (NY-narrow), then, is the most plausible
regimentation of the relevant law —it accords well with our intuitive
verdicts concerning compliance, jurisdiction, and application.

V. AN IMPROVED NARROW-SCOPE VIEW

We’re now in a position to offer an improved account of narrow-
scope requirements —although they have jurisdiction over all ra-
tional agents, we should think of them as only applying to agents
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who have the attitudes specified in their antecedents. Their “ante-
cedents” thus specify conditions of application rather than delimit
their jurisdiction. For the purposes of illustration, let’s re-consider
the means-end (ME) requirement:

(ME-narrow+) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that
((x intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to F) » x
intends M)

Unlike (ME-narrow) or (ME-narrow'), (ME-narrow+) directly
captures the core narrow-scope thought that having certain atti-
tudes commits you to having certain other attitudes, and that you
are required to have the latter in virtue of having the former. On this
view, narrow-scope requirements are best thought of as being con-
ditioned, rather than conditional.

This kind of view inherits many of the advantages of the tradi-
tional understanding of the narrow-scope view while enjoying ad-
ditional potential benefits as well. In particular, it may help the
narrow-scoper blunt the force of the “too strong” and “conflict”
problems above. Recall (ME-narrow). It says that you are rationally
required to intend means M whenever you intend end E and believe
that M is necessary to E. But aren’t you at least sometimes permitted
—if not required— to revise your end or means-end belief rather
than intend the means? (ME-narrow) seems to confer a kind of fixed
authority to one’s existing attitudes that is problematic; the agent
should at least sometimes have the option of giving them up instead.
And the same, of course, goes for other narrow-scope requirements.

The narrow-scoper might try to meet the objector halfway. To be-
gin with, we need to distinguish two senses in which one might be
“permitted” to do something. Being permitted to do something, ¢, in
the first sense —call it weak permission— is a matter of not being pro-
hibited from ¢-ing. Being permitted to ¢ in the second sense —call it
strong permission— is a matter of ¢-ing being positively sanctioned.®
The distinction is both intuitive and important. Suppose, for example,

36 This is related but not identical to G. H. von Wright's (1970) distinction between
‘weak’ and ‘strong’ permission. Such distinctions figure prominently in both deontic
logic and legal theory.
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a child finds candy lying around the house. Assuming no one in au-
thority over her has told her to not eat candy (or to ask before eat-
ing, etc.), it would seem to be permissible —in the weak sense— for
her to eat it: if she does, she won’t be doing anything she isn’t sup-
posed to do. But that may be just because no one has (yet) consid-
ered the question of whether or not she should be allowed to eat
candy. Now suppose someone in authority over her does consider
the question and decides it’s OK. This changes the normative land-
scape, and the child is now permitted in the stronger sense to eat
candy: if she does, she’ll be doing something that enjoys the posi-
tive normative status of being sanctioned rather than just lacking
the negative normative status of not being prohibited.

With this distinction in hand, the narrow-scoper can grant that
narrow-scope requirements like (ME-narrow+), even when they ap-
ply, permit you in the weak sense to give up one or more of the an-
tecedent attitudes —i.e., they don’t forbid you from revising (or oth-
erwise ceasing to have) any of your existing attitudes.?” You might
satisfy the antecedent conditions of (ME-narrow+), for example, and
hence have it apply to you, and yet not do anything wrong when you
revise one of the relevant attitudes. That’s because in doing so you’ll
no longer satisfy the conditions of application, and the requirement
will cease to apply.®® If it doesn’t apply, then you can’t violate it. So

37 This is admittedly controversial. For (ME-narrow+) says that —under certain
conditions— you're required to intend M, and as Alex Worsnip (p.c.) points out, ac-
cording to standard deontic logic that entails that you're forbidden from not intend-
ing M, which in turns entails that you're forbidden from (not intending M and revis-
ing your antecedent attitudes instead). The narrow-scoper therefore needs to say
more to avoid this problem. [ agree. In particular, the narrow-scoper should reject
standard deontic logic —though suitable for some purposes, it's not suitable as a
model for hyperintensional, law-like requirements such as (ME-narrow+). Consider
New York traffic laws again. Just because one is driving in New York, and hence re-
quired to not turn right on red lights, it doesn’t follow that one is forbidden from
(turning right on red lights and not driving) —turning on a red light while biking
might be permitted.

% This is akin to Lord’s (2011) notion of “existing” a requirement, though he
doesn’t draw the distinction between weak and strong permission nor between
conditions application and jurisdiction. In more recent work, Lord (2014a) consid-
ers the latter in response to an objection, but his focus is on diachronic, not syn-
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in revising one or more of your antecedent attitudes you won’t have
done anything wrong by the lights of (ME-narrow+), since you’ll
have rendered it non-applicable, and hence silent.

Similar considerations might be marshalled in an effort to blunt
the force of the “conflict” problem as well. Suppose, as before, that
you intend end E1 and believe that M is a necessary means to E1
while also intending some other end EZ and believing that not-M is
a necessary means to EZ. Does it follow that you are rationally re-
quired to intend M and rationally required to intend not-M, and thus
have inconsistent intentions? According to (ME-wide+) the answer
remains ‘yes’. But (ME-wide+) nevertheless permits you in the weak
sense to revise your antecedent attitudes —i.e., you're not prohib-
ited from doing so, as far as (ME-wide+) is concerned.*

However, the narrow-scoper shouldn’t say that narrow-scope re-
quirements like (ME-narrow+) permit you to give up one or more of
the antecedent attitudes in the stronger sense of actually saying it’s
rationally OK to do so. That’s because there may be other require-
ments that say that it's not OK, given your other attitudes. As with
other narrow-scope requirements, (ME-narrow+) shouldn’t have
the final say on whether any particular attitude is structurally ra-
tional tout court, as opposed to structurally rational in a particular
(“local”) way. In response, the narrow-scoper might try to claim that
revising the antecedent attitudes is only strongly permitted by the
lights of (ME-narrow+), not tout court. But it’s hard to make sense
of an attitude being strongly rational permissible merely “by the

chronic, principles. This forces him to introduce additional —and to my mind un-
wanted— complexities (e.g. “cancelling conditions”).

39 It's worth noting that, unlike Lord (2014a), this is not what narrow-scop-
ers like Kolodny (2005) and Schroeder (2004, 2009) have wanted to say. Indeed,
they’ve wanted to say the exact opposite —namely, that the relevant means-end
requirement prohibits one from revising the antecedent attitudes. Lord, in contrast,
takes it as a “datum” that it is permissible to drop the antecedent attitudes, insisting
that “[i]f the narrow-scoper can’t account for this datum, then we should reject nar-
row-scope accounts” (452). The dialectic is complicated, however, by Lord’s failure
to clearly distinguish between substantive and structural rationality in the relevant
paper. The same goes for Schroeder and, to a lesser extent, Kolodny.
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lights” some requirement. One possibility, for example, would be to
offer a complex principle like the following:

(ME-narrow?) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that
((x intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to E) »> x in-
tends M) and rationality permits of [all x: x is a rational agent] that ((x
intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to E) » (x not
intend M V x not believe that M is a necessary means to E')).

But (ME-narrow?) seems bizarre. It requires you to intend the
means you believe to be necessary to the end you intend while simul-
taneously strongly permitting you to revise your end as well as your
means-end belief —i.e., the very attitudes that require you to intend
the means. This makes the general worry about narrow-scope prin-
ciples even more pressing: why the differential treatment?

Rather than delve deeper into obscurity, the narrow-scoper might
change tack. Another way of making the permission to revise the an-
tecedent attitudes more explicit is the following:

(ME-narrow++) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that
((x intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to E) > (x
intends M V x not intend E V x not believe that M is a necessary to E)).

The problem, however, is that this would effectively turn the prin-
ciple into a wide-scope requirement —it requires that agents (not)
have a certain combination of attitudes, under certain conditions,
and that’s it. Indeed, it’s logically equivalent to the wide-scope re-
quirement (ME-wide+) that we’ll consider next. So the narrow-
scoper is probably best off sticking to the original version (ME-
wide+) along with the notion of weak permission.

VI. AN IMPROVED WIDE-SCOPE VIEW

Wide-scope requirements are standardly assumed to be compliance
symmetric: any way of satisfying the complex condition specified by
the requirement is as good as any other, as far as the requirement
itself is concerned. It’s precisely this feature of wide-scope require-
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ments that enables them to avoid traditional objections to their
narrow-scope counterparts —including the too strong and conflict
problems above— since the narrow-scope requirements, unlike
wide-scope ones, require a particular response.

Butit’s a curious fact that the very feature that allows wide scope
requirements to avoid such objections —their compliance symme-
try— is also what many have found problematic. That’s because not
all ways of complying with wide scope requirements are intuitively
on a par. Consider again (ME-wide), this time with the jurisdiction
marked explicitly:

(ME-wide) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that ((x
intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to E) —> x in-
tends M).

As various authors have noted, while intending means M because
you believe M to be necessary to achieve your end E seems to be
a perfectly rational response, dropping your belief that M is a nec-
essary means to E because you intend E but don’t intend M seems
highly irrational.** The same goes for you not intending E just be-
cause you don’t intend M. We might expect this asymmetry to be
captured by the requirement governing means-end coherence, and
yet (ME-wide) fails to do so.

The same possible complaint arises for other wide-scope require-
ments. So it turns out that the wide scope view’s greatest strength
and main attraction —its compliance symmetry— is also its main
source of resistance. Wide-scopers, including Broome, are sensitive
to this complaint, but don’t view it as an objection since they don’t
think it’s the job of the relevant wide-scope requirements to explain
everything that might go wrong in such cases.*! Instead, they take
the lesson to be that such principles need supplementation. Broome
and Way, for example, appeal to a special class of “basing principles”
that prohibit certain basing relations between attitudes and permit
others. Although introducing basing principles comes at the cost of

40 See, e.g., Kolodny (2005, 2007), Schroeder (2004, 2009).
41 See, e.g., Broome (2013, Ch. 8), Way (2011), and Brunero (2012).
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complexifying the overall view, Broome (2013: 142) rightly points
out that narrow-scopers also need to appeal to such principles to
explain the full range of our verdicts concerning (im)proper basing.

Although this is right as far as it goes, there’s another worry that
remains unaddressed.*” For according to what Lord calls the “real”
symmetry objection, the narrow-scope requirements make intui-
tively more plausible predictions than wide scope ones concern-
ing what counts as compliance and non-application (Lord 2014a;
cf. Schroeder 2014a). To see why, consider a particular instance of
(ME-wide) and compare it to the corresponding instance of (ME-
narrow+):

(Grandma-wide) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that
(x not intend to visit Grandma V x not believe that driving to Grandma’s
house is necessary to visit her V x intend to drive to Grandma'’s house).

(Grandma-narrow+) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent]
that ((x intends to visit Grandma A x believes that driving to Grandma'’s
house is necessary to visit her) > x intends to drive to Grandma’s house).

Both requirements have jurisdiction over all rational agents, but
unlike (Grandma-narrow+), (Grandma-wide) also applies to all ra-
tional agents. What it requires is that you satisfy the complex con-
dition. Any way of doing so is a way of complying with the require-
ment. It is compliance symmetric, per above. By not intending to
visit Grandma, then, you thereby comply with (Grandma-wide), re-
gardless of what else you believe or intend. You also comply with
it whenever you don’t believe that driving to her house is neces-
sary to visiting her, as well as whenever you happen to intend to
drive to her house (for whatever reason). As far as compliance with
(Grandma-wide) goes, these routes are just as good as intending to
visit Grandma and intending to take the means you believe to be
necessary —namely, driving to her house.

*2 The extent to which this is, in fact, a worry is not something [ wish to take
a stand on, though I do have some sympathy for it. For a more skeptical take, see
Brunero (ms), Chapter 3.
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This generalizes: for every end you don’t intend and every means-
end belief that you lack, as well as for every means that you intend,
you thereby comply with a corresponding wide-scope means-end
requirement. According to Lord (2014a), verdicts like these seem “a
bit far fetched, to say the least” (460).** In contrast, (Grandma-nar-
row) only applies to you if you satisfy certain conditions —namely,
if you intend to visit Grandma and believe that driving to her house
is a necessary means of doing so. To not intend to visit Grandma
ensures non-application, not compliance. Compliance requires that
one both satisfy the conditions of application and do what’s required
under those conditions (i.e. intend to drive).

This sort of dialectic can be rehearsed for each candidate require-
ment and its corresponding wide- and narrow-scope interpreta-
tions. Insofar as a given narrow-scope interpretation delivers more
intuitively plausible verdicts concerning compliance and non-appli-
cation than the wide-scope interpretation, this counts in its favor.

Notice, however, that the wide-scoper can help themselves to the
distinction between jurisdiction and conditions of application in
much the same way that the narrow-scoper can. By doing so she can
then offer modified versions of the various requirements that do a
better job jiving with judgments concerning compliance and non-
application. For example:

(ME-wide+) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent] that ((x
intends end E A x believes that M is a necessary means to E) » (x not
intend E'V x not believe that M is a necessary means to E'V x intends M)).

(Grandma-wide+) Rationality requires of [all x: x is a rational agent]
that ((x intends to visit Grandma A x believes that driving to Grandma'’s
house is necessary to visit her) > (x not intend to visit Grandma V x not
believe that driving to Grandma’s house is necessary to visit her V x in-
tend to drive to Grandma'’s house)).

3 Again, Lord —like Kolodny and Schroeder— is primary concerned with dia-
chronic requirements, not synchronic ones. However, I take the point to apply more
generally. For reasons to prefer synchronic formulations of the relevant require-
ments, see especially Brunero (ms, Chapter 3) and Worsnip (2015).
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As before we can interpret (ME-wide+) as having jurisdiction over
all rational agents, but unlike (ME-wide) it only applies to you if you
satisfy certain conditions. If you do, then rationality requires that
you either intend to drive to your grandmother’s house (in which
case you'll be in a state of compliance) or else revise one of your
pre-existing attitudes (in which case the requirement will no longer
apply). In Broome’s (2013) terminology, (Grandma-wide+) is con-
ditional in application and in content —a possibility that Broome
recognizes but doesn’t pursue.

The upshot is that the wide-scope view can capture intuitions
concerning compliance and non-application just as easily as the nar-
row-scope view can. In particular, the wide-scoper can capture in-
tuitions of “application asymmetry” and “directedness” in precisely
the same way as the narrow-scoper—in both cases the relevant
requirements only apply under select conditions (and indeed the
same conditions), and in both cases it is in virtue of having certain
attitudes that one will be required to have certain other (combina-
tions of) attitudes. It’s therefore a mistake to think, as Lord (2014a)
does, that “[t]here is no way for the wide-scoper to escape the com-
mitments that lead to the symmetry objections”, and that it is “an
essential feature of the wide-scope requirements that they are ap-
plication symmetrical” (462; emphasis in original). In the same way,
it’s a mistake to think, as Schroeder (2014a) does, that the analogy
with the law affords the narrow-scoper with “richer explanatory re-
sources” than the wide-scoper (225).

Modifying wide- and narrow-scope requirements in the ways sug-
gested is not without costs, however. That’s because by doing so we
seem to have effectively erased any important difference between
them. For the modified wide- and narrow-scope requirements end
up sharing exactly the same application, violation, and compliance
conditions. (ME-wide+), for example, applies just in case (ME-nar-
row+) does —an agent needs to intend end E and believe that M is
a necessary means to E— it is violated just in case (ME-narrow+)
is —an agent needs to intend E, believe that M is a necessary means
to E, but not intend M— and it is complied with just in case (ME-
narrow+) is —an agent needs to intend E, believe that M is a neces-
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sary means to E, and intend M.** The only difference is that whereas
narrow-scope requirements single out a particular attitude as being
called for, wide-scope requirements don’t —they only require that
one (not) have certain combinations of attitudes. This difference in
content, however, doesn’t make as much of a difference as one might
hope or expect.

VII. CONCLUSION

This leaves us with the question: what'’s left to choose between the
wide- and narrow-scope views? Though the distance between them
has diminished considerably, there are various ways for a gap to re-
emerge. For one thing, wide-scopers might find fault in the modi-
fied narrow-scoper’s response to the conflict problem, insofar as it
remains true that there are cases in which narrow-scope require-
ments issue in conflicting verdicts regarding what an agent is struc-
turally required to believe or intend. Unfortunately, however, a
standoff is likely to ensue —whereas wide-scopers will continue to
insist it's implausible for structural rationality to issue in conflicting
verdicts, narrow-scopers can insist that this is just what we should
expect of incoherent agents, since they may very well “paint them-
selves into a corner” (as Kolodny 2007 puts it). But perhaps that’s
to be expected, given how close such judgments are to philosophi-
cal bedrock. A similar standoff threatens to arise regarding the too
strong problem —wide-scopers may insist that weak permissibility
is too weak for the narrow-scoper’s purposes, while narrow-scopers
might insist otherwise.

Alternatively, the narrow-scoper might try to turn the tables
by complaining that modified wide-scope requirements like (ME-
wide+) effectively give up the game insofar as they’re no longer com-
pliance symmetric in any meaningful sense. That’s because there’s
only one way to actually comply with such requirements, and it’s the
same way one complies with narrow-scope requirements. In order
to comply with (ME-narrow+), for instance, an agent needs to intend

4 Brunero (ms), Ch.3, makes the same point.
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E, believe that M is a necessary means to E, and intend M —and the
same goes (ME-wide+). Any other combination of attitudes will ei-
ther violate the requirements or else render them inapplicable. But
insofar as compliance symmetry is supposed to be a defining fea-
ture of wide-scope requirements, this may be seen as an undesir-
able result. If so, the wide-scoper might be wise to return to unmodi-
fied versions of wide-scope requirements, such as (ME-wide), and
try to explain —or explain away— the seemingly problematic con-
sequences concerning compliance in another way.** At that point,
however, it’s not clear there will be many, if any, dialectically kosher
moves left to make.
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SUMMARY: . Reasons and Requirements of Rationality. 11. Rational per-
missions and correct reasoning. 111. References.

At the heart of John Broome’s research program in the philosophy of
normativity, culminating in his magnificent book Rationality Through
Reasoning, is a distinction between reasons, on one hand, and require-
ments of rationality, on the other.! In my view, Broome’s insistence on
pulling these notions apart, and resistance to analyzing either one
in terms of the other; is fundamentally correct, and represents a ma-
jor advance in the field.? At that level of generality (and in numerous
other respects, too), Broome and I are on the same team.

" Articulo recibido el 9 de agosto de 2017 y aprobado para su publicacion el 28
de noviembre de 2017.

™ The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. For helpful discussion of the
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thanks to John Broome for helpful discussion and written comments.

1 See especially Broome 1999, 2004, 2007, 2013.

2 That’s not to say Broome was the first to pull something like these notions
apart. See, among others, Darwall (1983: see esp. 14-16, ch. 4) and Davidson
(1985). But Broome has done more than anyone else to probe what the distinction
comes to and to popularize it.
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This paper is divided into two sections. In the first part of the pa-
per, I'll examine Broome’s distinction between reasons and require-
ments of rationality. Though the remarks come from a position of
sympathy with that general distinction, I'll discuss three worries
about it, which I'll call the threat of merely terminological debate,
the threat of superfluousness, and the threat of disappearing sub-
ject-matter. In discussing how these threats can be headed off, I'll
suggest some friendly amendments and modifications to Broome’s
way of presenting and developing the distinction.

The second part of the paper will be more substantively critical.?
In addition to the notion of a reason and that of a requirement of ra-
tionality, there is a third normative notion that Broome is interested
in: that of (rules of) correct reasoning. Broome’s suggestion is that
this third notion, correct reasoning, is closely tied to that of require-
ments of rationality (or at least to the broader genus of which re-
quirements of rationality are a part). On Broome’s view, every rule
of correct reasoning corresponds to a “basing permission”, which
states that it’s rationally permissible to base one attitude on one or
more other attitudes. I'll argue that this proposal can’t be made to
work. If 'm right, this suggests that Broome should admit rules of
correct reasoning as a third sui generis normative entity, not reduc-
ible either to reasons or to requirements (or permissions) of ratio-
nality. That is: the same kind of pulling-apart that Broome has ef-
fected so persuasively with respect to reasons and requirements of
rationality needs to be effected again to separate rules of correct
reasoning from both of those other categories.

Parts of this paper will be of necessity programmatic, and in sev-
eral places I'll have to engage in the annoying habit of referring the
reader to other work of mine. I apologize for this in advance. Though
this practice may seem self-centered, there is a way in which what
it really shows most is how indebted much of my own research pro-
gram is to Broome’s. My own work is often relevant to my discussion

3 The second part of the paper significantly overlaps portions of section 3 of
Worsnip (forthcoming). I'm grateful to the editors of the volume in which the lat-
ter will appear, Magdalena Balcerak Jackson and Brendan Balcerak Jackson, and to
Oxford University Press, for permission to reuse this material here.
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of Broome here only because so much of my work addresses philo-
sophical debates that Broome has had such a central role in framing.

[. REASONS AND REQUIREMENTS OF RATIONALITY

Roughly speaking, the distinction between reasons and require-
ments of rationality is this. Reasons are considerations that speak in
favor of attitudes and acts. For example:

— That one hears the sound of rain is (typically) a reason to be-
lieve that it’s raining;
—That it’s raining is (typically) a reason to carry an umbrella.

Requirements of rationality, by contrast, generally permit or for-
bid certain combinations of attitudes (and absences of attitudes).*
For example:

— It’s rationally required that one not simultaneously believe that
it's raining and believing that it’s not raining.

—It’s rationally required that one not simultaneously intend to
carry an umbrella if it’s raining, believe that it’s raining, and yet
fail to intend to carry an umbrella.

One way of further strengthening one’s grip on the distinction
here is to note that we seem to be able to say what the relevant re-
quirements of rationality on an agent are without knowing anything
about the situation the agent finds herself in, whereas this is at least
often not so for reasons. No matter what the subject is hearing, see-
ing, and so on, the subject is always rationally required not to both
believe that it's raining and believe that it’s not raining. By contrast,

* There’s a wrinkle here, since Broome (2013: 153) allows that there’s at least
one rational requirement that forbids a single attitude: the rational requirement not
to believe a conjunctive proposition of the form (p and not-p). This case is, however,
like the other examples of rational requirements in the respect that it locates a clash
in one’s attitudes. It’s just that in this case, one single attitude (believing a conjunc-
tive proposition of the form p and not-p) already contains a clash within itself.
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whether the subject has a reason to believe that it’s raining depends
very much on the subject’s circumstances, that is, on what the sub-
ject is hearing or seeing (and conceivably, on some views, whether
it’s actually raining or not).

There are some people who are sympathetic to a distinction
broadly in the neighborhood of the one being drawn here, but who
think that the generally Broomean gloss on it just given already goes
wrong in important ways.® That won’t be the tack I take here. I'm
happy to accept the general gloss on the distinction just given (with
the caveat that I'll propose a terminological revision in the next
subsection).” Still, [ want to raise three issues that threaten, or may
appear to threaten, the depth and significance of the distinction, and
discuss how they might be headed off.

1. The threat of merely terminological debate

As the foregoing makes clear, the requirements that Broome calls
‘requirements of rationality’ pertain to the rational (im)permissibil-
ity of certain patterns or combinations of attitudes, independently
of the circumstances of the subject. However, many philosophers
believe that we are, in some sense, rationally required to respond

> I won't have anything to say here about another way of bringing out the dis-
tinction that is due to Broome (esp. Broome 1999; also Broome 2013: ch. 8), which
is to appeal to a difference in the logical form or “scope” of the relevant normative
operator. The claim is that reasons have a “narrow-scope” form - if background
conditions obtain, one has reason to @, where ‘has reason to’ takes scope only over
the attitude in the consequent of that condition - rational requirements have a
“wide-scope” form - rationality requires that (if one has some attitude A1, then
one has (or lacks) some other attitude A2), where ‘rationality requires’ takes scope
over the whole conditional. I've discussed questions of scope elsewhere (Worsnip
2015b). Independently of my views on that debate, I believe that the idea that ra-
tional requirements pertain to combinations of attitudes is more fundamental than
the idea that rational requirements are wide-scope: the latter claim is one natural,
but not the only possible, way of cashing out the former claim.

¢ Cf. esp. Fogal (ms.), who thinks that the notion being distinguished from rea-
sons shouldn’t be understood in terms of requirements.

7 See also fn. 38 below for a further wrinkle.
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appropriately to our reasons: that is, to perform the acts that our
reasons (on balance) support performing, and to have the attitudes
that our reasons (on balance) support having - or some attenuated
version of this claim.® In fact, for many philosophers this claim is
treated as a truism or axiom.? Such philosophers can still, in prin-
ciple, accept that there is an important distinction between the re-
quirements of rationality that pertain to responding to reasons and
the requirements of rationality that pertain to avoiding certain im-
permissible combinations of attitudes. Still, they hold that both of
these are bona fide requirements of rationality.!°

On one view, the dispute between Broome and these philosophers
is a merely terminological one. Several philosophers who use the
term ‘requirement of rationality’ to pick out roughly what Broome
does present this usage as a matter of terminological stipulation.!!
They’re happy to acknowledge that there’s a potentially legitimate
usage of ‘requirement of rationality’ whereby there are require-
ments of rationality to respond appropriately to reasons; still, they
don’t want to lose sight of the fundamental distinction Broome is af-
ter, and so they use ‘requirement of rationality’ in a narrower way to
refer only to requirements pertaining to rationally (im)permissible
combinations of attitudes.

But this isn’t how Broome himself thinks of things, at least not in
his more recent work. Instead, Broome advances the claim that ra-
tionality does not require appropriately responding to reasons as a
substantive claim, rather than as a matter of terminological stipula-

8 Schroeder (2009); Raz (2011: ch. 5); Parfit (2011: ch. 5); Lord (2014, forth-
coming).

9 This is especially so for epistemologists, who generally just take it as axiom-
atic that it’s rationally required to respond to one’s evidential reasons. See Worsnip
(2018a: fn. 1) for representative citations.

10 Interestingly, Broome himself seemed to imply something like this view in his
earliest statement of the distinction, where he uses the term ‘normative require-
ments’ for what he later calls ‘rational requirements’, and writes: “Rationality is of-
ten thought to consist in acting for reasons, but following normative requirements
is also a major part of rationality” (Broome 1999: 398).

11 Cf. Kolodny (2005: 509-10), Southwood (2008: 9-10).
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tion about how to use the term ‘rationality’.!? This isn’t to say that
Broome thinks reasons are somehow normatively irrelevant; on the
contrary, he thinks that your reasons determine what you ought to
do.B His claim is that it isn’t irrational to fail to respond to your rea-
sons (as such).

As I understand him, Broome’s reasons for thinking of this claim
as substantive rather than terminological are as follows. According
to Broome, it’s a conceptual truth that rationality supervenes on the
mind.'* But, Broome thinks that the reasons one has don’t super-
vene on one’s mind, and consequently that what is an appropriate
response to one’s reasons doesn’t supervene on the mind. There-
fore, rationality is not a matter of responding to one’s reasons. A de-
fender of the view that rationality is a matter of responding to one’s
reasons has only two options to resist this argument. The first is to
claim that rationality does not supervene on the mind. This is, in
Broome’s view, a substantive (though conceptual) falsehood about
rationality. The second is to argue for an account of reasons such
that reasons (or, at least, the reasons that rationality requires one to
respond to) do supervene on the mind. This is, in Broome’s view, a
substantive falsehood about reasons. So either way, the philosopher
who claims that rationality is a matter of responding to one’s rea-
sons makes a substantive mistake.

At least for the sake of argument, I'll grant Broome’s premise that
rationality supervenes on the mind. I'm also happy to grant that there
is a reading of ‘reason’ such that one’s reasons do not supervene
on the mind.'® On this reading of ‘reason’ —sometimes unhelpfully
called the ‘objective’ reading of ‘reason’— facts that are totally out-
side of one’s ken can be among one’s reasons. For example, to use
Williams’ classic example, perhaps the fact that the glass contains

12 See esp. Broome (2007, 2013: chs. 5-6); compare fn. 10 above. Likewise, Lord
(2014, forthcoming), opposing Broome on these points, takes the debate to be sub-
stantive.

13 On his view, it's guaranteed that one ought to do what one has most reason to
do, since reasons to @ are (roughly) explanations of why one ought to ® (Broome
2013: ch. 4).

4 Broome 2013: 89.

15 Though for dissent, see Kiesewetter (2017).
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petrol is a reason not to drink it, even if one is not aware that the
glass contains petrol and (justifiably) believes that it contains gin
and tonic. Plausibly, this notion of reasons doesn’t supervene on the
mind: two subjects could have identical mental states, but if the first
is in a case where the liquid in the glass is petrol, and the other is in
a case where the liquid is gin and tonic, then the former has a rea-
son (in this sense) not to drink that the latter lacks.'® And —as we
would expect, if we agree with Broome that it’s a conceptual truth
that rationality supervenes on the mind— it does seem that there’s
no recognizable sense of the term ‘rationality’ on which the former
subject is irrational if she drinks (or intends to do so), given that
the reason not to drink is one that she is totally unaware of. Thus,
Broome is right that rationality is not a matter of responding to (all
of) one’s reasons, on this understanding of ‘reason’. And this is not
just a matter of terminological stipulation: it seems to follow from
conceptual truths about rationality.

But sophisticated advocates of the view that rationality is a mat-
ter of responding to reasons have not claimed otherwise. Instead,
they have typically made one of two claims. The first is that ratio-
nality requires you to respond to some privileged subset of your
reasons: for example, the reasons that are epistemically accessible
to you.'” On this proposal, we still understand the notion of a rea-
son in a way such that facts outside of one’s ken are reasons, but
we claim that it is only the reasons that are within one’s ken that
rationality requires one to respond to. The second is that rational-
ity requires one to respond to one’s respond to all of one’s reasons,
but on a reading of ‘reasons’ where facts outside of one’s ken are
not reasons at all.*®

16 Things are more complicated if knowledge is a mental state, as Williamson
(2000) argues. Then we might suspect that there is a difference in the two subjects’
mental states: the former fails to know that the liquid is gin and tonic, whereas the
latter does know this. But I'll let this pass. For even if this is so,  don’t think it’s plau-
sible to claim that the former is irrational to drink the liquid.

7 See, e.g.,, Lord (2014).

8 See, e.g., Schroeder (2009); Kiesewetter (2017). Kiesewetter denies that
there is even a reading of ‘reason’ such that facts outside of one’s ken are reasons;
Schroeder, on the other hand, just thinks there are two readings of ‘reason’.
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Note that neither view need collapse into the view that rational-
ity is a matter of responding to one’s beliefs about the (objective)
reasons one has. It might suffice for R’s being a reason to @ in the
relevant sense that one is aware that R —one need not believe that
R is a reason to ®. Or it might suffice for R’s being a reason to @ in
the relevant sense that one’s evidence supports believing that R is an
(objective) reason— whether or not one believes that R is a reason to
@ (and perhaps even whether or not one believes that R).? Broadly
speaking, these sorts of accounts says that the reasons you're ratio-
nally required to respond to are your evidence-relative reasons. They
thus lie between the two extreme versions of the reasons-respon-
siveness view that Broome considers in chapters 5 and 6 respectively
—on one hand, one that operates on a conception of a reason that is
fact-relative and unconstrained by evidence, and on the other hand,
one that operates on a conception of a reason that is belief-relative
(or that talks of responding to beliefs about reasons). More gener-
ally, many ethicists have been stuck in a false dichotomy between
so-called “objective” reasons, which are relative to all the facts, and
“subjective” reasons, which are relative to one’s beliefs. This misses
the intermediate notion of an evidence-relative reason. That evi-
dence-relative reasons have been obscured from view in debates in
ethics and practical rationality is odd, since they form the basis for
the default view in accounts of rationality in epistemology.

On these versions of the reasons-responsiveness view, it is quite
plausible that whether one has rationally responded to the relevant
reasons does supervene on the mind. Broome takes this possibility
to be a threat.?® Because both his own view and these views might be
consistent with the claim that rationality supervenes on the mind,
he takes them to be rival views, neither of which is ruled out by the
central conceptual truth about rationality that ruled out less sophis-
ticated versions of the view that rationality consists in responding

19 Still less do these views have to claim that reasons are mental states of belief
rather than propositions or facts.

20 T learned this from Broome’s responses to an earlier draft of this paper at
the UNAM workshop. Broome doesn’t consider these views in Rationality Through

Reasoning.
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to reasons. But here I think Broome is mistaken. Plausibly, Broome’s
account of rationality and sophisticated accounts of rationality as
responding to reasons are not accounts of the same single thing,
rationality simpliciter. Broome seems to be assuming that because
both accounts accept the constraint that the notion they’re theoriz-
ing supervenes on the mind, they must be rival accounts of the same
thing. But this patently does not follow. There can be two distinct
normative notions, both of which supervene on the mind, and which
don’t compete as rival accounts of the same thing.

A concrete example may help to illustrate the point. Suppose you
know that 99% of scientific experts agree that human activities have
contributed to climate change. Call that proposition (or the fact that
it corresponds to, if you prefer) E. Assume, as is plausible, that this
E is a decisive reason to believe H —the proposition that human ac-
tivities have contributed to climate change. But suppose that you
deny that E is a decisive reason to believe H. For you hold that scien-
tific experts are all involved in a giant global conspiracy to deceive
people into false beliefs about climate change. Moreover, suppose
that there’s no interfering higher-order evidence —your belief that
scientific experts are involved in this giant conspiracy is itself unjus-
tified (though we may nevertheless suppose that you believe it to be
justified). Finally, suppose that you fail to believe H.

Now, the following seems clear. Your failure to believe that H is
unjustified, in the ordinary epistemological sense of ‘unjustified’: it
is a failure to correctly respond to your evidence.?! It is thereby a
failure to correctly respond to your reasons, (even) in the sense (or
of the kind) that the sophisticated reasons-responsiveness accounts
of rationality fix on.?? The relevant reason that you're failing to re-

21 Some epistemologists deny that absence of belief is ever unjustified. I don’t
agree with this view, but this is inessential to the example. If you have this view,
just add to the example that you believe not-H, despite the fact that E is decisive
evidence against not-H.

22 Or maybe not. Lord (2014) says that for it to be irrational to fail to respond
to a reason (for ®-ing), you have to be treating it as a reason (to ®). And you don’t
seem to meet that condition here. But in my view, this claim of Lord’s is a mistake,
at least given the ambitions of his own view: it makes his own notion of rational-
ity collapse into something very like (or in fact, perhaps even strictly weaker than)
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spond to - E - is not something outside of your ken; nor does your
evidence suggest that E is not a reason to believe H. At the same
time, you need not violate a requirement of rationality of the sort
that Broome’s theory focuses on. That is to say, you are not (or need
not be) structurally irrational; there need be no internal incoherence
in your belief-set.?? Moreover, both of these statuses —that you have
an unjustified (or reasons-unresponsive) belief, and that your be-
lief-set is internally coherent— are ones that, for all that has been
said, supervene on the mind.?* But that need not mean that, in fact,

coherence (see Worsnip 2015a: sec. 2.6 part (d)). As 'm going to suggest below, we
ought to distinguish a notion of rationality as reasons-responsiveness from a notion
of rationality as coherence - where the former corresponds to the epistemologist’s
notion of justification and can capture the sense in which our believer is irrational.
Adding Lord’s “treating condition” frustrates this end.

2 Ineed to be clear about something here. One might think that I'm resting this
claim about the case on the bolder, and more general, idea that as long as you be-
lieve that there’s nothing wrong with your states, they are coherent. But as Broome
(2013: 91-2) himself has persuasively argued, this claim is unsustainable. If there
are any exceptionless coherence requirements, they must impose what Broome
calls “strict liability”. For example, if it’s always incoherent to (believe p and believe
not-p), then it must be incoherent to be in that combination of states even if one
believes the combination to be OK (and even if one believes it to be OK for sophis-
ticated reasons, such as philosophical dialetheism). So the only way to salvage the
claim that as long as you believe there’s nothing wrong with your states, they are
coherent, is to reject the view that there are any exceptionless coherence require-
ments. Like Broome, I do not want to do this. So I am not claiming that believing
there’s nothing wrong with your states suffices for coherence. Rather, my claim is
simply that there is no requirement of coherence that forbids being in the states in-
volved in my example. There is, in my view, a requirement of coherence that forbids
(believing that your evidence decisively supports p and failing to believe p). But you
don’t violate this requirement in the example. You merely fail to believe what your
evidence actually supports. That's not a failure of coherence. The analogy to the
moral case, which I will mention shortly, may help to bring this out.

24 Of course, the claim that justification supervenes on the mind is controversial
in epistemology. It is associated with internalism - though if one is an externalist
about the mental (as Williamson (2000)) is), then it’s also compatible with exter-
nalism about justification. In any case, it suffices for my purposes that there are
many epistemologists who do accept it. My point is merely that in thinking this,
such theorists need not collapse justification and coherence. Thanks to Daniel Fogal
for help on this point.
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they are rival accounts of a single notion, rationality. Rather, they
seem simply to be distinct normative statuses.

Similarly, consider a structurally analogous moral case. Suppose
you're a CEO who knows that some action (say, opening a particular
new factory) will gravely damage the environment. And suppose the
fact that it will gravely damage the environment is a decisive reason
not to open it (and that you lack interfering higher-order evidence
that it’s not a decisive reason not to open it). But suppose you sim-
ply don’t care that it will gravely damage the environment, and don’t
believe that this fact is any reason at all not to open it. Again, you're
failing to respond to a reason of the kind that the sophisticated rea-
sons-responsiveness accounts of rationality fixes on. But there’s noth-
ing incoherent about your states. Again, both of these statuses may
supervene on the mind, yet they seem distinct and not rival account
of one single thing, rationality.

That’s not to say that there won’t be those who insist that the
term ‘rationality’ be reserved for either one or the other of these sta-
tuses. But that really is a matter of terminology (and neither usage
obviously violates the conceptual truth that rationality supervenes
on the mind). The important thing is that we mark the distinction
between reasons-responsiveness and coherence somehow.

Interestingly, it seems that when focusing on the epistemic case, it
seems to be the usage of ‘rationality’ to refer to coherence that more
often gets jettisoned, whereas when focusing on the moral case, it
seems to be the usage of ‘rationality’ to refer to reasons-responsive-
ness that more often gets jettisoned. Sometimes, the very same phi-
losopher seems to use the term ‘rationality’ to refer to (or at least
include) reasons-responsiveness in the epistemic case, but to refer
to coherence only in the moral (or more generally practical) case.?

25 This can lead to substantive mistakes. For example, some philosophers affirm
a version of expected utility theory where one rationally ought to maximize utility
given the evidential probabilities (not one’s actual credences) plus one’s preferenc-
es over outcomes (not the objective value or choiceworthiness of those outcomes).
This is a mismatched theory that takes it for granted that rationality requires rea-
sons-responsiveness on the epistemic side, but tolerates any coherent set of prefer-
ences on the practical side.
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As I've argued elsewhere,? there is no justification for this asym-
metry. Only confusion will result from using ‘rationality’ to refer to
(or include) reasons-responsiveness in epistemology, but to refer
to coherence (only) in ethics.

Indeed, Broome himself may be guilty of this. In a brief but telling
passage, he writes:

No doubt one or more requirements connect a belief that you ought to F
with your evidence that you ought to F; I do not try to specify those re-
quirements in this book. So there are a number of states you might be in
—call them ‘grounding states’— that ensure you are not rational unless
you believe you ought to F (140).%

Here, Broome seems to allow that there are rational requirements
that require one to have beliefs that are appropriately responsive to
one’s evidence. But appropriate responsiveness to one’s evidence
is just appropriate responsiveness to a particular kind of reason
—evidential reasons. So, if there are such rational requirements,
they are rational requirements to respond to one’s reasons. This is
striking, since as we’ve seen, Broome denies —with primary atten-
tion to the practical, rather than the epistemic case— that it’s ra-
tionally required to respond to one’s reasons. Of course, if evidence
supervenes on the mind, Broome’s concession here doesn’t violate
his guiding principle that rationality supervenes on the mind. But
that just reinforces my point that there is a notion of reasons-re-
sponsiveness that supervenes on the mind. It's most familiar from

26 Worsnip 2016b. In that paper, I gave an error theory to try to explain the

asymmetry in intuition. At the time, I thought that error-theory supported a con-
ceptual revision of using ‘rationality’ to refer only to coherence in both domains.
I've subsequently become less attached to this last part of the view.

27 Broome here talks here about a belief that you ought to F because that’s what
he’s discussing in the broader context of the passage, but I assume that the claims
he makes here ought to generalize beyond this particular kind of belief, and beyond
normative beliefs more broadly. After all, it would be odd to claim that rationality
requires one’s normative beliefs to be related to one’s evidence in particular ways,
but that there’s no rational requirement that one’s non-normative beliefs be so re-
lated to the evidence.
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epistemology,?® but it can be extended to the practical case also. In-
deed, anyone who denies that there’s at least an evidence-relative
sense of the term ‘reason’ will have great difficulty accounting for
the epistemic case.

Still, any requirements to respond to one’s evidence (or reasons
more generally) are of a fundamentally different kind from the re-
quirements of coherence that Broome is primarily engaged in theo-
rizing, and the two should be kept apart. So, although I'm not taking
a stand on whether ‘rationality’ should be used to refer to reasons-
responsiveness or coherence, I do think we should strive to make
our usage consistent across domains. One disadvantage of working
simply with the term ‘rationality’ is that it obscures possible incon-
sistencies of this kind.

The result of all of this is that, once we have the best reasons-re-
sponsiveness view on the table, the debate about whether rational-
ity is about reasons-responsiveness or about coherence does seem to
be close to being terminological. This might seem like a disappoint-
ment for Broome’s project, since two whole chapters of Rationality
Through Reasoning are devoted to arguing that rationality doesn’t re-
quire responding to reasons. But in fact, I think that it doesn’t really
compromise the ultimate project at all (indeed, I think it strengthens
it). My proposal is that we use the term ‘coherence requirements’, or
‘structural requirements’, to refer to the sorts of requirements that
Broome is engaged in theorizing, and ‘coherence’ or ‘structural ratio-
nality’ to refer to the phenomenon that they’re a part of.?° It would
be a change of vocabulary for Broome to talk this way, instead of just
talking of ‘rational requirements’ and ‘rationality’, simpliciter. But the
crucial point is that it's compatible with this change of vocabulary to
continue to think that the distinction between reasons and structural
requirements is deep and important —in contrast to the many philos-
ophers who have ignored it, equivocated on it, and so on. The change
in vocabulary also preserves the possibility of asking many questions
about the relationship (or lack of) between reasons and structural ra-

28 QOr at least from internalist epistemology - see fn. 24 above.
29 For similar proposals, see Scanlon (2007); Kolodny (2007, 2008); Easwaran
& Fitelson (2015); Worsnip (2018a, 2018b); Fogal (ms.).
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tionality, and to translating Broome’s claims about the relationship
of reasons and rationality simpliciter into those terms.

Finally, suppose I'm wrong that the issue between the reasons-
responsiveness view and the coherence view is terminological.
Though the constraint that rationality supervenes on the mind
won’t rule out the (best version of the) former view, perhaps there’s
some other conceptual constraint that does. Note that the change
in vocabulary I'm proposing wouldn’t preclude recognizing this. We
would simply present this claim as the further claim that structural
requirements exhaust the requirements of rationality as a whole.
Indeed, I think it’s more perspicacious to present this claim as just
what it is: a further claim —rather than using ‘requirements of ra-
tionality’, in effect, to refer to structural requirements by stipulation.
So I think that however things shake out, we should adopt my pro-
posed change in vocabulary, and this is what I'll do in what follows.
To have a single set of terminology, I'll use the vocabulary of struc-
tural requirements and of structural rationality. But that of coher-
ence requirements and of coherence would do just as well.

2. The threat of superfluousness

A different threat to the significance of the distinction between
reasons and structural requirements comes from the thought that
structural requirements might be superfluous. The idea here is that,
as long as one responds appropriately to one’s reasons, this will
guarantee that one obeys all the structural requirements.*® In that

30 Cf. Kolodny 2007; Lord 2014. Interestingly, Easwaran & Fitelson (2015), who
(unlike Kolodny and Lord) think that structural requirements, as distinguished
from reasons, are both real and interesting - and who (unlike Broome, cf. section 1.3
below), give a kind of analysis of what structural requirements are, seem to define
structural requirements (or ‘coherence requirements’, as they call them) in a way
that guarantees their superfluousness. On their analysis, a combination of attitudes
is forbidden by a structural requirement iff we know a priori that anyone who has
such attitudes must (whatever their particular circumstances, evidence and rea-
sons) be failing to respond appropriately to their reasons in some way (that is, that
at least one of the attitudes must be one that they have most reason to abandon).
But that means that all instances of structural irrationality are already forbidden by
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sense, structural requirements are superfluous, because they don’t
introduce any further demands on one’s attitudes that one’s reasons
don’t already impose. An example will help here. One might think
that, whatever one’s evidence is, it could never both permit believ-
ing p and permit believing not-p. If that’s so, correctly responding
to one’s evidential reasons guarantees that one satisfies the (struc-
tural) requirement to avoid contradictory beliefs. The superfluous-
ness charge aims to extend this general sort of challenge to other
structural requirements.

Of the three threats I am exploring here, this is the only one that
Broome directly discusses.’! He discusses it in the context of his
aforementioned contention that rationality is not a matter of re-
sponding appropriately to reasons. Part of what Broome is claiming
is that even if rationality did require responding to reasons in some
sense, responding to reasons is not the only aspect of rationality.3?
But if structural requirements are superfluous, there’s a sense in
which that is not so. On such a view, once we have said what our
reasons demand of us, we are done saying what rationality requires.
Or, if rationality consists only in structural rationality, and does not
require responsiveness to our reasons, then rationality as a whole
is superfluous: we can capture all the demands on our attitudes by
talking only about our reasons.

There’s a stronger and a weaker way of construing the threat of
superfluousness. On the stronger version of the threat, showing that
putative structural requirements are superfluous shows (or at least
provides strong reason to think) that there in fact are no such struc-
tural requirements. Once these requirements are superfluous, we
can simply eliminate them from our ontology.** So, for example, it
will be true that it's never permissible to both believe p and believe
not-p, but not because there’s a requirement banning this combina-
tion as such, but rather because, for any proposition and any evi-
dential state, one’s evidence will forbid (at least) one of these two

one’s reasons, delivering the superfluousness of structural requirements.
31 Broome 2013: 84-87.
32 (Cf, e.g., Broome 2013: 90; also, again, Broome 1999: 398.
33 This seems to be the view of both Kolodny (2007) and Lord (2014).
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beliefs. On the weaker version of the threat, structural requirements
might be real in spite of their superfluousness, but they are never-
theless uninteresting, since they don’t tell us anything to do any-
thing that our reasons don’t already tell us to do (and fail to tell us to
do some of the things that our reasons do tell us to do). They can, on
this view, be fairly ignored by those interested in normativity.

I'm not sure I agree that, were structural requirements superflu-
ous, they would be completely uninteresting. It might be that fail-
ures to conform with structural requirements represent a deeper
kind of irrationality than failures to respond appropriately to rea-
sons, or that there is a distinctive mode of criticism involved in
charging someone with structural irrationality.** Moreover, struc-
tural requirements may play a constitutive role in the attribution
of mental states, or in the explanation and prediction of behavior,
that reasons (or requirements to respond appropriately to reasons)
do not.* Still, it’s clearly at least something of a disappointment for
those who want to draw attention to structural requirements if they
turn out to be superfluous. I'll mention two ways in which the super-
fluousness result might be blocked.

The first is offered by Broome himself, and attempts to exploit
cases where one’s reasons are permissive.?® The trick is to find cases

3 (Cf, e.g., Elga (2005: 115).

%5 Cf. Davidson (1985); Worsnip (2018Db).
% Tl grant for the sake of argument that reasons can be permissive. In fact,
though, I don’t think that reasons-talk handles permissions very well. In the rea-
sons literature, it's typically taken for granted that if you have most reason to @,
you ought to @. But, it's an elementary principle of most deontic logics and deontic
semantics that if you ought to @, then it's impermissible not to ®. Putting these two
seemingly innocuous principles together, we get the claim that if you have most
reason to &, then it's impermissible not to ®. If we combine this with a picture
where all reasons have weights that must, when added up, either be equal or not
equal, then we get the startling result that the only way for more than one option to
be permissible is for each option to have reasons supporting it that are of precisely
equal weight. In my view this result turns on an equivocation: the kind of ‘ought’
that features in the first principle is not the same as the kind of ‘ought’ that features
in the second: the ‘ought’ that is guaranteed by having most reason is a kind of “op-
timal” ‘ought’, whereas the ‘ought’ that is the dual of natural permissibility-talk is a
stronger notion corresponding to something more like obligation. But that suggests

74 Problema. Anuario de Filosofia y Teoria del Derecho
Num. 12, enero-diciembre de 2018, pp. 59-93

BJV, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México-I1J, 2018
https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/index.php/filosofia-derecho/issue/archive



Esta revista forma parte del acervo de la Biblioteca Juridica Virtual del Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas de la UNAM
http://www.juridicas.unam.mx/ https://biblio.juridicas.unam.mx/bjv https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/iij.24487937e.2018.12.12443

REASONS, RATIONALITY, REASONING: HOW MUCH PULLING-APART?

where one’s reasons permit one to have some attitude A, and permit
one to have some attitude B, but having both attitude A and attitude
B is structurally irrational.’” For example, it might be that it’s per-
mitted by one’s evidence to have a credence for p anywhere in the
range between 0.32 and 0.33, inclusive. It plausibly follows from this
that it’s permitted by one’s evidence to have a credence for not-p
anywhere in the range between 0.67 and 0.68, inclusive. Neverthe-
less, it would be structurally irrational to have credence 0.33 in p
while also having credence 0.68 in not-p. Or, to take an example from
the practical domain: it might be permissible, so far as one’s reasons
go, either to intend to go the office or to intend to work from home,
and thus also be permissible either to intend what you believe to be

that the concepts of obligation and permissibility aren’t simply a matter of adding
up all the reasons; reasons on their own can’t explain what’s permissible and what
isn’t. Of course, this is quick and could be objected to at a number of points.

37 1 suspect that, interestingly, we cannot give a definition of what so-called
“permissive cases” are without appealing to structural requirements. In the litera-
ture in epistemology on permissivism, it’s often said that one counts as a permissiv-
ist, or believes in permissive cases, if one thinks that there can be cases where, even
holding fixed a body of evidence, there’s more than one doxastic attitude that it can
be rational to take toward a proposition (White 2005: 445; Ballantyne & Coffman
2011: 1; Schoenfield 2014: 194). Strictly speaking, though, this definition is clearly
too inclusive. Here are two doxastic attitudes that virtually all epistemologists think
can sometimes both be rational toward the same proposition p: believing p, and
having credence 0.99 in p. (I'm thinking here of epistemologists who don’t think of
belief as incompatible, either descriptively or rationally, with credence 0.99.) Surely
they don’t qualify as permissivists thereby. What's instead wanted to define permis-
sivism is the idea that sometimes, more than one “incompatible” attitude toward p
is permissible. But “incompatible” in what sense? If we define “incompatible” atti-
tudes as attitudes that it is impossible to hold at once, then our definition of permis-
sivism is now too exclusive: surely someone who thinks that there are cases where
it is rational either to believe p or to disbelieve p (where disbelieving p involves
believing not-p) counts as a permissivist, even if they think that it’s possible to both
believe p and disbelieve p by having contradictory beliefs. So it seems that “incom-
patible” needs to be understood in terms of structural rationality: a permissivist is
someone who thinks that there are cases such that: attitude A1 toward p is permis-
sible, attitude A2 toward p is permissible, even though A1l and A2 are incompatible
in the sense that they would be structurally irrational to hold together. In fact, once
we have this definition, we can drop the “toward p” qualification, which provides a
nice generalization of our definition of permissive cases beyond the doxastic realm.
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necessary means toward going to the office (say, asking to borrow
the car), or to not intend those believed means. But it’s structurally
irrational to intend to go to the office but fail to intend to ask to bor-
row the car (while believing that you need to ask to borrow the car
in order to go the office).

There are, however, some complications here. In general, it
doesn’t follow from its being permissible to @ and its being permis-
sible to W that it’s permissible, even by the same set or kind of norms,
to (® and V). Thus, one’s reasons might permit two things individu-
ally, without permitting them jointly. For example, it might be that
your reasons permit you to propose marriage to your partner to-
night, and that your reasons also permit you to watch a gory horror
movie with your partner tonight. But for all that, your reasons might
not permit doing both: it might be that although each plan is an in-
dividually reasonable course of action, the two together are a very
unreasonable course of action. This isn’t, it bears stressing, a matter
of structural irrationality.®® On its own, there’s nothing structurally
irrational about intending to propose and simultaneously intending
to watch the gory horror movie. You might be structurally irrational
if you also have certain further attitudes: say, believing that condi-
tional on watching the horror movie, you shouldn’t propose. But it’s
possible for there to be no structural irrationality here (you might
wrongly think that it’s a great idea to propose while watching a gory
horror movie), compatibly with its still being the case that it is in
fact unreasonable to (intend to) do both. Your reasons forbid doing
both jointly not because of the structural irrationality or incoher-
ence of having both intentions, but rather because the reasons that
speak in favor of each individual plan are undermined by pursuing
the other one: the reason-generating benefits of proposing are un-
realized if you do it while watching a gory horror movie, and the

3 Note that this creates a problem for a minimal, purely formal account of
structural requirements that defines them simply in terms of their governing com-
binations of attitudes. We can state a requirement that forbids you from both in-
tending to propose and intending to watch the gory horror movie, and this is a re-
quirement that governs a combination of your attitudes. But it’s not a requirement
of structural rationality in the relevant sense.
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reason-generating benefits of watching a gory horror movie are un-
realized if it is interrupted by a proposal.®

Having clarified that one’s reasons can forbid doing two things
jointly even while permitting each individually, it's now open to
someone defending the superfluousness of structural requirements
to claim that in the permissive cases where it is structurally irra-
tional to have both attitudes, one’s reasons also forbid having both
attitudes (though they permit each individually) —so that the struc-
tural requirement is in fact superfluous after all. For example, per-
haps it’s unreasonable (and not just structurally irrational) to intend
to go to the office, while not intending to ask to borrow the car. After
all, one might say, the primary point of intentions is to help us get
things done. The point of the intention to go to the office is (typi-
cally) in the actually going to the office; but if one doesn’t intend to
ask to borrow the car, one won’t actually go the office, and so the rea-
son-generating benefit of intending to go is unrealized. So perhaps,
though taken individually, both intending to go to the office and not
intending to ask to borrow the car are reasonable, jointly they are un-
reasonable (and not just structurally irrational). Admittedly, it's a bit
harder to see how to generalize this to doxastic permissive cases. But
perhaps it can be done, and besides, doxastic permissive cases are
more controversial than practical permissive cases. So it’s uncertain,
[ think, whether permissive cases really do save us from superfluous-
ness. By this, I really do mean that it’s uncertain. Permissive cases are
a good way to put some pressure on the claim that structural require-
ments are superfluous, but more work remains to be done to show
that they defeat it.

Elsewhere, I've pursued a different way to undermine the claim
that structural requirements are superfluous, namely, to argue that
there are cases where reasons and structural requirements conflict
with each other, in the sense that it's impossible both to take the at-
titudes your reasons support and to satisfy the structural require-

39 This is just a special case of the general point that just because it’s permis-
sible to @, it doesn’t follow that all ways of ®-ing are permissible. In the special case,
both ®-ing and W-ing are permissible, but any way of both ®-ing and W-ing is an
impermissible way of ®-ing, or an impermissible way of W-ing, or both.
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ments.*’ In such cases, taking the attitudes one’s reasons support
would put one into violation of the structural requirements; a for-
tiori, taking the attitudes one’s reasons support does not suffice for
satisfying the structural requirements. Thus, it directly follows from
the possibility of such conflicts that the structural requirements are
not superfluous. My particular strategy is to appeal to cases of mis-
leading higher-order evidence, where one has misleading evidence
either about what one’s evidence is, or about what it supports. I ar-
gue that in some such cases, one’s total evidence can support a dox-
astic attitude A, yet one’s total evidence also supports the belief that
one’s total evidence does not support A. In such cases, the only way
to have the attitudes one’s evidence (and thus, assuming no inter-
fering non-evidential reasons, reasons) supports is to have attitude
A, but also believe that one’s total evidence does not support A. And
that, [ claim, is structurally irrational. So, we have a conflict between
reasons and structural requirements. I won’t rehearse my defense
of this line of argument here, and I am not pretending that it is un-
controversial. I do think that, if it succeeds, it can be extended to the
practical domain, giving us cases where one ought to (intend to) @,
but also decisive reasons to believe that one ought not @ - again, a
combination that would make one structurally irrational.*!

*0° Worsnip (2018a). Interestingly, Broome's early view (Broome 1999) seemed
to disavow the possibility of such conflicts, by holding that rational requirements
can be expressed using the same ‘ought’ that corresponds to what one has most
reason to do.

41" One might think that this is actually easier to get than conflicts of the purely
doxastic kind, since one might think it’s just obvious that one can have misleading
evidence about whether one ought to ®. However, we must be careful not to make
this look too easy by tacitly relying on an evidence-insensitive notion of ‘ought’ and
‘reasons’ when it comes to action and intention, but an evidence-sensitive notion of
‘ought’ and ‘reasons’ when it comes to belief (cf. the discussion in the previous sec-
tion). It's not so obvious that one can have (all-things-considered) misleading evi-
dence about whether one ought to @, where ‘ought’ in that claim is itself read as ev-
idence-sensitive. Kiesewetter (2016) and Way & Whiting (2016) both deny that one
can, and thus deny the possibility of the sort of conflict described here. Still, I think
that the doxastic case, where ‘@’ itself refers to a belief, illustrates how such a thing is
possible, and certainly shows that it is at least conceptually possible. For the claim that
one’s evidence decisively supports the first-order proposition p is not the same thing
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[t’s worth mentioning a two other, perhaps simpler, ways in which
we might hope to get conflicts between reasons and structural re-
quirements. First, there are cases where having some structurally
irrational combination of attitudes is beneficial. For example, some
eccentric madman might offer you millions of dollars to violate a
structural requirement (or threatens to do something awful to your
family if you don’t). If the madman’s offer is a reason to have the at-
titudes that violate the structural requirement, then it seems like it
should be strong enough to, in principle, be decisive; a conflict would
then follow. Whether this is a successful example of a conflict case
turns on whether there are so-called “wrong kinds of reasons” for
attitudes that are nevertheless genuine reasons for those attitudes
(as opposed to something else, such as wanting to have the attitude
or trying to get yourself to have it).*?

Secondly, if one thinks that it’s incoherent to have inconsistent be-
liefs, then preface paradox-style cases, where one’s evidence seems
to support inconsistent beliefs (due to the agglomeration of risk of
error), might be examples of conflicts between (evidential) reasons
and structural requirements. Whether this is a successful example
of a conflict case turns on whether it really is incoherent (even in
preface-style cases) to have inconsistent beliefs.*?

Overall, then, the two ways of trying to head off the superfluous-
ness problem have different virtues and vices. The existence of per-
missive cases is relatively uncontroversial (at least in the practical
domain), but the argument from permissive cases to the claim that
structural requirements are not superfluous turns out not to be
straightforward. By contrast, the existence of conflict cases is more
controversial and takes some work to establish, but the argument

as the claim that one’s evidence decisively supports the higher-order proposition that
one’s evidence decisively supports believing p. So similarly, I think it’s at least not
conceptually impossible for it to be the case that one ought (even in an evidence-rel-
ative sense) to perform an action ® but also that one has decisive (evidential) reason
to believe that it’s not the case that one ought (in an evidence-relative sense) to @.

*2 For discussion, see among many others Hieronymi (2005); Parfit (2011: Ap-
pendix A); Way (2012); Howard (2016).

4 Unfortunately (for my purposes here), I believe that it is not. See Worsnip
(2016a).
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from conflict cases to the claim that structural requirements are su-
perfluous is straightforward. Either way, if 'm right, those who (like
both Broome and I) want to stress the importance of the distinc-
tion between reasons and structural requirements have substantive
work to do here.

3. The threat of disappearing subject-matter

As Broome clarifies several times, his use of ‘requirement’ is not
such that a requirement is necessarily normative in a robust sense.*
In a robust sense of ‘normative’, something is normative if it helps
determine what you ought to do. It follows from Broome’s discus-
sion of the relationship between reasons and ‘ought’ that reasons
are normative in this sense. But —and here we find another impor-
tant element of the distinction between reasons and structural re-
quirements— it is not guaranteed that structural requirements are
normative in this sense. Broome says that he although believes that
rational requirements (i.e., structural requirements) are normative,
he “has no argument” for this claim.*

This may leave some readers puzzled. In what sense could a struc-
tural requirement be a requirement if it were not normative? But as
Broome points out, the idea of a non-normative requirement can be
made sense of. To use his example, the claim that Catholicism re-
quires you to abstain from eating meat on Fridays is both intelligible
and true even from the point of view of someone who thinks that we
have no reason whatsoever to comply with the requirements of Ca-
tholicism.** Similarly, we can talk about requirements of etiquette,
of grammar, of Mafia morality, and so on, without committing our-
selves to thinking of these requirements as normative.

However, there is a major disanalogy between all of these (po-
tentially) non-normative requirements, on one hand, and structural
requirements of rationality on the other. The difference is that every

4 See Broome (2013: 26, 192).
4 Ibid.: 193.
4 Ibid.: 192.
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clear example of the former seems to be in some way fixed by facts
that are (in a broad sense) conventional. For example, what 19" cen-
tury British etiquette requires is simply a matter of what the con-
ventional practices and beliefs of 19' century Brits are. By contrast,
[ want to suggest, we do not have clear examples of requirements
that are both non-normative and non-conventional. Yet structural
requirements of rationality do not seem to be conventional. So per-
haps it is, after all, hard to make sense of the idea that structural re-
quirements of rationality are non-normative.

This creates a puzzle even if one, like Broome, suspects that struc-
tural requirements are, ultimately, normative. For Broome still takes
it to be a possibility worth taking seriously that structural require-
ments are not normative. But he never seems to take it to be a pos-
sibility worth taking seriously there simply are no genuine struc-
tural requirements. Assuming that structural requirements are not
conventional, this combination of attitudes requires us to be able
to at least make sense of the idea of a non-normative, but also non-
conventional requirement.

The problem would go away if we took the specification of struc-
tural requirements to be essentially a matter of stipulation. Some
philosophers do talk about ‘coherence’ this way. For example, epis-
temologists typically call any set of credences that do not obey the
axioms of the probability calculus “probabilistically incoherent”. In
doing so, they are just stipulatively using the term ‘incoherent’ to
refer to any set of credences with those probabilities. Indeed, some
of these philosophers go on to deny that probabilistic incoherence is
in fact irrational, or that there is any genuine requirement on us to
avoid it.*” Similarly, some may treat it as a matter of stipulation that
any set of deductively inconsistent beliefs is incoherent. Broome,
however, doesn’t treat the specification of structural requirements
as a matter of stipulation. Chapters 9 and 10 of Rationality Through
Reasoning are concerned with trying to determine, as a substantive
matter, which putative structural requirements are genuine require-
ments of rationality, and which aren’t. For example, for Broome, it’s
a substantive question for debate whether (e.g.) there is a genuine

47 Cf. Foley (1993); Caie (2013).
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structural requirement of rationality forbidding all inconsistent be-
liefs (in fact, he thinks there is not).*8

But, to reframe the problem, what does that substantive question
come to? One might think the question of whether there is a genu-
ine structural requirement forbidding inconsistent beliefs just is the
question of whether we really ought (or at least, have some rea-
son) to refrain from having inconsistent beliefs. But as we’ve just
seen, for Broome, this can’t be so, since saying that something is a
(genuine) structural requirement of rationality is not supposed to
commit one to the claim that this requirement is normative. (He
turns to the question of whether the requirements of rationality
are normative only in Chapter 11, independently of and after ask-
ing which putative requirements of rationality are genuine require-
ments.) Broome’s method of uncovering requirements of rational-
ity is to “appeal largely to our intuitions”.** But our intuitions about
what? It’s not clear how to have an intuition about whether a puta-
tive structural requirement is genuine without at least tacitly asking
ourselves questions like “is this really a (putative) requirement that
[ ought to comply with?”.

Of course, you could ask yourself “is this a (putative) requirement
that it would really be irrational to violate?”. But, as I've already ar-
gued in section 1.1, the bare concept of rationality (as a status that
supervenes on the mind) doesn’t automatically zero in on the rel-
evant notion: given the right interpretation, the notion of a failure
to respond to one’s reasons can be thought of as irrational, in a
good sense that respects the supervenience constraint. Rather, we
have to zero in on structural rationality, or coherence, specifically.
But then the question is just: is this a requirement that it would be
structurally irrational to violate?. And it’s hard to know how to have
intuitions about that question without an answer to the question
of what makes a putative requirement a requirement of structural
irrationality.

The final threat to the depth of the distinction between reasons
and structural requirements, then, is that when the two are cleaved

4 Broome (2013: 154-5).
4 Broome (2013: 150).
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apart so that calling something a structural requirement does not
in itself commit one to saying there is reason to comply with it, the
very substance of the subject-matter of a theory of structural re-
quirements (that is, a theory of which structural requirements are
genuine and which aren’t) may seem to disappear.>® Heading off this
problem, I think, requires us to give a more substantive account of
what structural rationality, or coherence, is.>! It's not enough to have
a purely formal account —that is, one that tells us only the form of
structural requirements, for example that they govern combinations
of attitudes, or are “wide-scope”. For this, at most, enables us to see
which things are of the right form to be putative structural require-
ments.> The putative requirement not to have inconsistent beliefs,
for example, clearly has the right form. So do absurd putative re-
quirements, like the claim that it’s rationally required not to both
hope that p and simultaneously believe that if p then q. This purely
formal account, then, doesn’t help us say which requirements are
actually genuine and which aren’t. Especially if it is not necessarily
normative, we need a substantive account of what structural ratio-
nality is in order to know what we are looking for when we accept or
reject putative structural requirements as genuine.

II. RATIONAL PERMISSIONS AND CORRECT REASONING

For someone who wants to separate reasons and structural require-
ments sharply, as both Broome and I ultimately do, a further ques-
tion is how the notion of correct reasoning, and of a rule of correct

50 To be clear, however: even if this problem were to force Broome to commit to
the claim that calling something a structural requirement is to commit oneself to the
claim that there is reason to comply with it, this would not collapse the distinction
between reasons and structural requirements entirely. There could be a distinctive
category of reasons to comply with structural requirements that do not exhaust the
reasons as a whole.

51 For my own attempt, see Worsnip (2018-b).

2 It may not even do this, if what I argued in section 1.2 (and fn. 38, in particu-
lar) above is right, and there are reasons that pertain specifically to combinations

of attitudes.
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reasoning, fits in with these notions. A paradigm rule of correct rea-
soning is:

Modus Ponens Rule. From the belief p and the belief if p then q, derive the
belief q.

It’s part of the concept of correct reasoning that reasoning can
be correct even if the attitudes involved are not supported by rea-
sons. For example, even if the belief p and the belief if p then q are
both hopelessly unsupported by the evidence, it’s still true that if
one were to reason from these beliefs to the belief g, one would be
reasoning correctly. This might make us suspect that correct reason-
ing is tied, not to reasons, but to structural rationality.>®* And that’s
exactly what Broome claims. It’s this link that I want to put pres-
sure on in what follows. I'll be suggesting that correct reasoning and
structural rationality are less intimately related than Broome thinks,
and that we may thus need to make room for correct reasoning as a
third sui generis normative notion, alongside reasoning and struc-
tural rationality, that cannot be analyzed in terms of the other two.

In attempting to tie correct reasoning to structural rationality,
one might think that the place to start is with the claim that reason-
ing is correct just when it brings one into satisfaction of structural
requirement of rationality.>* However, Broome argues (correctly)
that this not right: it is neither necessary nor sufficient for reason-
ing to be correct that it bring one into satisfaction of a structural
requirement.”® One reason that it isn’t necessary is that there are
many instances of correct reasoning that are trivial extensions of
one’s existing beliefs (for example, inferring from a belief that p to
the disjunction of p and any other proposition). Such reasoning is
correct when one does it, but there is no rational requirement to be-
lieve all these trivial extensions of one’s beliefs, and so the reasoning

5 Some philosophers have argued for other ways of linking between (rules of)
correct reasoning and reasons. Way & Whiting (2016), for example, argue that cor-
rect reasoning from attitudes supported by your reasons always issues in attitudes
supported by your reasons. See Worsnip (forthcoming) for criticism of this view.

5 On one interpretation, this is Hussain’s (ms.) view.

5% Broome (2013: 246-7).

84 Problema. Anuario de Filosofia y Teoria del Derecho
Num. 12, enero-diciembre de 2018, pp. 59-93

BJV, Universidad Nacional Auténoma de México-I1J, 2018
https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/index.php/filosofia-derecho/issue/archive



Esta revista forma parte del acervo de la Biblioteca Juridica Virtual del Instituto de Investigaciones Juridicas de la UNAM
http://www.juridicas.unam.mx/ https://biblio.juridicas.unam.mx/bjv https://revistas.juridicas.unam.mx/
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.22201/iij.24487937e.2018.12.12443

REASONS, RATIONALITY, REASONING: HOW MUCH PULLING-APART?

does not bring one into satisfaction of any structural requirement.
One reason that it isn’t sufficient is that, if rationality requires you to
hold some attitude given other attitudes you have (for example, if it
requires you to intend to W, given that you intend to @ and believe
that to @ you must ¥), and you currently lack the intention to ¥,
it’s always possible for some other, incorrect process of reasoning to
happen to lead you to form the intention to . This would bring you
into satisfaction of a structural requirement, but would not count as
correct reasoning thereby.

Broome attempts to deal with this problem by tying correct rea-
soning not to structural requirements but to structural permissions.
As he claims, “if it is correct to reason to some conclusion, that is
because rationality permits you to reach that conclusion” (Broome
(2013: 219). So correctness of reasoning is understood in terms of
structural rationality: but not structural requirements; rather, struc-
tural permissions. According to Broome, (correct) reasoning will of-
ten bring one into satisfaction of rational requirements, and is one of
our main ways of doing this.>® But equally, “in many cases, you com-
mit no offense against rationality by failing to do a piece of reason-
ing that would have been correct had you done it”.>’

Broome develops his account by appealing to the notion of a “bas-
ing permission”, which specifies that it is rationally permissible to
base some particular attitude on some other attitude or attitudes.*®
Though basing permissions make appeal to a notion of basing that
has not featured in the structural requirements we have considered
so far, they are still permissions of structural rationality: they per-
tain to the rationality of how one combines one’s attitudes.>®

6 Op. cit.: 207.

57 Ibid.: 219.

56 Ibid.: 189-90.

%9 One can imagine basing permissions that are content-specific in a way that
takes them out of the realm of pure structural rationality. For example, I might claim
that it's permissible to base a belief that England will win the cricket match on a
belief that the conditions for swing bowling are favorable. Here, I am partly relying
on claims about which kinds of considerations (viz. the conditions for swing bowl-
ing being favorable) provide adequate reasons to draw further conclusions (viz. the
belief that England will win the cricket match), which is not a matter of structural
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According to Broome, “each permission will determine a rule, and
reasoning by correctly following that rule will be correct”.®® For in-
stance, reasoning by the modus ponens rule is correct because it is
always (structurally) rationally permissible to base a belief that q
on believing that p and believing that if p then q. Here is the way
Broome writes out the basing permission corresponding to the mo-
dus ponens rule (with the notation slightly adjusted):

Modus Ponens Permission. Rationality permits N that (N believes q at
some time on the basis of believing p at some time and believing (if p
then q) at some time).*!

It’s crucial to understand that this is a supposed to be a schema
that holds for all possible propositions p and q. Thus, it claims that
it's always structurally permissible to base a belief g on a belief p and
a belief if p then q.°* This is a very strong claim. [ will argue that, even

rationality. But Broome’s structural permissions are not like this. They say, for ex-
ample, that it’s permissible to believe q on the basis of the believing p and believing
(if p then q). Since this relies only on the logical relations between these variables
that stand in for propositions, it doesn’t turn on any particular substantive theory
of which particular considerations provide adequate reason for particular conclu-
sions. And so I think it makes sense to think of them as remaining within the do-
main of structural rationality. Broome is talking about which attitudes it’s permis-
sible to base on others by the lights of structural rationality, not which attitudes it’s
permissible to base on others in light of what’s a reason for what.

60 Op. cit.: 247; see also 255.

61 Ibid.: 191.

62 One might be misled by the fact that Broome says that a basing permission
is a negation of a basing prohibition, which is a requirement that forbids basing
one attitude on another. If requirements were understood as universally quantified,
rather than as schemata, then the negation of the basing prohibition would simply
be the claim that it is sometimes permissible to base a belief q on a belief p and a
belief if p then q. Understood this way, basing permissions are evidently too weak
to correspond to rules of correct reasoning. For some propositions p and q, it’s per-
missible to base a belief in g on a belief in p, but evidently there’s no general rule of
reasoning telling one to go from a belief in p to a belief in q. However, since basing
prohibitions (like all other requirements) are, for Broome, in fact to be understood
as schemata, we can think of basing permissions as negating each of their instances.
Thus, the right way to read the modus ponens permission is itself as a schema that
yields individual permissions for all propositions p and q —that is, as saying that it’s
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confining ourselves to purely structural rationality (and so bracket-
ing whether your beliefs in p and (if p then q) are themselves justi-
fied), there are cases where, in believing q on the basis of believing p
and believing (if p then q), you are not structurally rational.

For a first example, suppose that you believe that it is raining, and
believe that if it is raining then it is not raining. And suppose that
on the basis of these two beliefs, you believe that it is not raining.
This combination of states is structurally irrational, since it involves
your believing that it is raining and believing that it is not raining;
that is, believing contradictory propositions. For all that, though,
the application of the modus ponens rule is still correct reasoning
here.®® So we have a failure of correspondence between correct rea-
soning and structural rationality: there is a rule of correct reason-
ing for which there is no genuine corresponding basing permission.

In conversation, Broome suggested two lines of response to this
objection. The first is this. As he sets out basing permissions in his
book,** the basing permission says that it’s (structurally) permissi-
ble to be in the following combination of states in this case: {believ-
ing that it’s raining, believing that if it's raining then it’s not raining,
believing that it’s not raining on the basis of the first two beliefs}.
However, Broome denies the axiom of deontic logic that says that if
p is permitted, and p entails g, then it follows that q is permitted. So,
Broome says, he can deny that the basing permission entails that it’s
permitted to be in the following combination of states: {believing
that it’s raining, believing that it’s not raining}. I do not agree with
Broome’s rejection of the relevant axiom here. Though he has inde-
pendent purported counterexamples to this axiom and other closely
related ones, I think these counterexamples can be easily dealt with
by accepting a standard contextualist semantics for deontic modals.

always permissible to believe q on the basis of believing p and believing (if p then
q). Thanks to Broome for setting me straight on this.

% One might take the lesson of these two examples to be that the modus ponens
rule itself is not a rule of correct reasoning as it stands, and needs revision. I don’t
think this is the right response, but can’t argue this here. See Worsnip (forthcom-
ing) for discussion.

% Broome (2013: 190).
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But it would take me too far off-track to argue for this here.®® Fortu-
nately, | have another response, which is that it is already an unac-
ceptable result to say that any total state involving a belief that p and
a belief that not-p is structurally rational. Even if Broome denies the
relevant axiom of deontic logic, he is still committed to this unac-
ceptable result.

Broome’s second line of response is different. It is to revise his
statement of the relevant basing permission, so that it says the fol-
lowing: rationality permits that (if you believe that it’s raining, and
you believe that if it’s raining then it’s not raining, then you believe
that it’s not raining on the basis of the first two beliefs). So what's
permitted is not a conjunction but a (material) conditional. But once
we switch to this reading of basing permissions, they become too
weak to vindicate the purported connection between basing permis-
sions and rules of reasoning. Consider the following permission:

Rationality permits of you that (if you believe that it’s raining, and you
believe that it’s not raining, then you believe that pink elephants will
invade China on the basis of your belief that it’s raining and your belief
that it’s not raining).

If we read the conditional here as material, it is permissible to be
such that this material conditional is true. Specifically, it's permis-
sible to make it true by making its antecedent false: by not having
the contradictory beliefs in question. Of course, there’s also a way of
making the material conditional true that is not structurally permis-
sible, namely making both the antecedent and the consequent true.
But no-one accepts the principle that if it's permissible to @ only if
any way of ®-ing is permissible. So this is no objection to the basing
permission as stated. But clearly, this basing permission does not
correspond to a rule of correct reasoning. It definitely isn’t correct
reasoning to go from the belief that it’s raining and the belief that’s it
not raining to the belief that pink elephants will invade China.

A better option for Broome might be simply to claim that it’s the
basing on its own that is permissible. Both attempts at stating the bas-

% T argued for this in my dissertation (Worsnip 2015a), section 3.8.
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ing permission just considered mention the state of basing the belief
that it’s raining on the belief that it’s raining and the belief that if it’s
raining, then it’s not raining. So perhaps we can say that this state on
its own is permissible. But even this doesn’t strike me as the right re-
sult. There is something distinctively (structurally) irrational about
basing a belief that it’s not raining, in part, on the belief that it is rain-
ing. This is not a structurally rational way to be.

So much for the first example of a case where it’s not structurally
rational to base a belief g on a belief p and a belief (if p then q). For a
second example, consider a long chain of modus ponens deductions,
like so:%¢

P1

If P1, then P2
So, P2

If P2, then P3
So, P3

[..]

So, Pn-1

If Pn-1, then Pn
So, Pn

Suppose that, although the agent believes each (underived) prem-
ise in this long chain of deductions (i.e. both PI1 and each conditional
premise), there is a slight risk of error associated with each prem-
ise. These risks aggregate so that eventually the probability of the
conclusion, Pn, is low, and as such doesn’t warrant belief. And let us
suppose that the agent herself recognizes these risks of error, and
even recognizes how they aggregate. Would she be even structurally
rational to base belief on the conclusion of the basis of these prem-
ises? I think not.

But consider what would be so if it were always structurally ratio-
nal to base a belief g on a belief p and a belief (if p then q). It would
be structurally rational for her to believe P2 on the basis of P1 and (if

% These kinds of “risk accumulation” cases derive from the preface paradox,
originally introduced by Mackinson (1965). See Foley (1993) and Christensen
(2004) for particularly powerful reiterations.
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P1, then P2). And it would be structurally rational for her to believe
P3 on the basis of P2 and (if P2, then P3). And so on, until it would
be structurally rational for her to believe Pn on the basis of Pn-1 and
(if Pn-1, then Pn). There would be no structural irrationality in the
chain. But that isn’t correct. So it cannot be that it is always structur-
ally rational to base a belief g on a belief p and a belief (if p then q).

[ therefore conclude that Broome’s basing permissions are too
strong to be plausible. There are rules of correct reasoning (such as
the modus ponens rule) with no corresponding basing permissions.
And so the purported connection between rules of correct reason-
ing and basing permissions fails.

My tentative suggestion is that rules of correct reasoning are a
sui generis notion that can’t be understood either in terms of rea-
sons or in terms of structural rationality.®” Thus, the kind of separa-
tion between these latter two notions that Broome so importantly
draws our attention needs to be effected again between each of
them and the notion of a rule of correct reasoning. It may be hard
to hear claims about correct reasoning in a way that doesn’t involve
any claim about structural rationality. But then again, many philoso-
phers have found it hard to hear claims about (structural) rational-
ity in a way that doesn’t involve any claim about reasons. We need to
expand our conceptual horizons here.

If I'm right about this, it's a problem for Broome’s project of inti-
mately tying reasoning and rationality together, reflected in the title
of his book. But in a broader sense, I hope this conclusion is a fitting
tribute to somehow who’s done so much throughout his career to in-
sist that philosophers of normativity not treat different normative no-
tions as interchangeable, and to show us why separating them mat-
ters. In my view, it turns out that we need one more such separation.
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Broome on the Connection between Normative
Beliefs and Motivation*®

Acerca de la conexion entre creencias normativas
y motivacion en Broome

Carlos NUNEZ**

SUMMARY: 1. The Motivation Question. 11. Enkratic Reasoning. 111. Ac-
knowledgments. 1V. References.

I. THE MOTIVATION QUESTION

John Broome says that his main goal in Rationality Through Reason-
ing is to give an answer to what he calls the “Motivation Question”.!
The question is the following: “When you believe you ought to do
something your belief often causes you to intend to do what you be-
lieve you ought to do. How does that happen?”.?

Broome’s answer is this: at least in the philosophically interesting
cases, what happens is that you reason your way from the belief that
you ought to do something to the intention to do it. You bring your-
self, through reasoning, to intend to do what you believe you ought
to do. How exactly does this happen?

The idea, roughly, is that your belief that you ought to do some-
thing (together with the belief that doing so is up to you —I will

" Articulo recibido el 8 de agosto de 2017 y aprobado para su publicacion el 8
de noviembre de 2017.

* University of Viena.

! I limit my comments to what Broome says in Rationality through Reasoning
(Wiley Blackwell 2013). All page numbers refer to this book.
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avoid mentioning this belief from now on, but it should be taken as
given) causes you to acquire the intention to do that thing, through
a process whereby you operate on the marked contents of your be-
liefs, following a rule, to construct the marked content of your in-
tention.

The relevant rule is the following:

From

<[ ought that p; belief>

(and <It is up to me whether or not p; belief>)
to derive

<p; intention> (p. 290)

And for the process to count as a case of reasoning whereby you
are following this rule, it must be true of you both that you are dis-
posed to behave in accordance with the rule, and that doing so would
seem right to you.

Broome contrasts this answer to the Motivation Question to Mi-
chael Smith’s attempts to explain why it is that normative beliefs im-
ply motivational states,® and says also that it is intended to remove
one of the grounds for noncognitivism.*

However illuminating I find by Broome’s account, [ am perplexed
by this way of framing the project. It suggests to me that he is try-
ing to address the very same question that people working in meta-
normativity are trying to address when they attempt to account for
what has come to be known as “judgment internalism”. This, roughly,
is the thesis that (certain) normative judgments necessarily imply
(certain) motivations (though the specific flavor of the necessity in-
volved might vary according to theories). The question such theo-
rists are trying to answer is, roughly, why it would be that normative
beliefs imply motivations. Call this “the question for Judgment Inter-
nalism”. Broome’s answer to the Motivation Question explains how
it is that normative beliefs often lead to motivational states. They do
so through reasoning. [ am in broad outlines convinced by Broome’s

3 ibid.
* ibid 6.
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answer to this question. But I fail to see how it could serve also as
an answer to the question for Judgment Internalism. This makes me
unsure about what exactly the theoretical and dialectical target of
Broome’s account is. I will concentrate on this issue in the following
comments.

II. ENKRATIC REASONING

Broome tells us how it is that, often, when you believe you ought
to do something, you intend to do it. The answer is that you rea-
son your way to that intention, and he explains how such reasoning
—“enkratic reasoning”— could be something you do.

Suppose one is convinced by Broome’s account. Still, one could
wonder why it is that such a belief would lead you to do this. In
other words, granting Broome that this is something you do, one
could still wonder why you would do it. After all, not all beliefs are
like this. In fact, many people think normative beliefs are unique in
this respect: they think that it is only such kind of beliefs that, on
their own and without the aid of further motivational states, would
reliably lead you to reason from them to intentions. Why do they
do that? What it is about these beliefs, exactly, that would reliably
engage the type of reasoning for which the natural and appropriate
conclusion would be an intention?

There are two —no doubt related— issues here. On the one hand,
one may want to know why it is that it would be correct reasoning
for you to derive that intention from that belief. On the other hand,
one may want to know why your deriving that intention from that
belief would be normal reasoning, a form of reasoning we could reli-
ably expect. Let me focus on each of these issues in turn.

1. Why is Enkratic Reasoning correct reasoning?

Why would it be appropriate to reason from the belief that you
ought to do something to the intention to do it? Why do these beliefs
sustain such inferences?
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Broome would point here to the permission of rationality that
makes this kind of reasoning correct: the Enkratic Permission. So he
would say (roughly) that it would be correct to derive that intention
from that belief because rationality allows you to derive that inten-
tion from that belief. But why does rationality allow this?

Broome suggests that perhaps rationality allows you to reason in
this way because rationalit