Gibbard’s Transcendental Arguments

Introduction


In Thinking How to Live Allan Gibbard attempts to derive commitments binding on all agents from the logic of planning. He argues every agent is committed to the claim that what one ought to do supervenes on prosaic fact and that there is a factual property that constitutes being okay to do. In doing so he thinks he vindicates much of what moral realists say while giving a more adequate expressivist explanation of these claims. He argues for these crucial claims by the method of proceeding from hyperstates, which is essentially a type of transcendental argument. He contends that these commitments are unavoidable and that to reject them is incoherent. They have the status of “a priori practical claims” (92). This paper explores Gibbard’s general methodology and his attempt to mimic realism. I contend that a question of warrant arises for even these unavoidable claims and that Gibbard’s answer to this question is unsatisfactory.

A common objection to transcendental arguments is that they only derive conclusions about what we must believe based on other practices or commitments. They do not show us anything about the world as it is independently of our concepts. Gibbard’s argument avoids these worries because his conclusion is about how we must plan, not about what the world must be like. However, the question of the justification of Gibbard’s commitments still needs to be addressed. It might be the case that normative concepts commit us to things that we simply can not have. If this is the case, not only can we not get what we want in metaethics, but we can’t even get what we need. I will not argue that this is the case. Rather I contend that Gibbard’s skepticism about a deep vindication of our capacity to judge should drive him to that conclusion. 

Gibbard’s general project is a novel one and requires some explanation. In the first part of the book he is not concerned with traditional metaethical questions regarding the semantics or metaphysics of the good and the right. Rather his focus is on the much broader questions of what to do and how to live. He attempts to offer a “possibility proof” of an expressivist language for terms of this sort (5). Since this is a question simply about how such concepts might work, this moves some philosophical issues out of the field of play. Gibbard stipulates that the phrase ‘the thing to do’ is an expressive term that possesses inherent ‘to-be-doneness’. As such motivational externalism about such concepts is ruled out. He also limits facts to the ‘prosaically factual’, which is meant to bracket off the issue of minimalism. The goal is to show that it is possible for a language with these features to work in an expressivist manner. In doing so Gibbard thinks he can illustrate the structure of normative thought and that the logic of planning forces us to accept certain features of normative concepts. 

The position that emerges is one that mimics non-naturalism, realism and intuitionism in some regards. Gibbard thinks that beginning with expressivist commitments he can develop an account that says all that these other positions want to say. It is important to note though that Gibbard has not abandoned expressivism. He argues that other positions have to take central elements of normative thought as brute metaphysical truths about the world. On the other hand, expressivism can offer an explanation and “render normative concepts unmysterious” (20). Expressivism captures all that anyone could sensibly want and offers a more complete explanation of normative language. In this paper besides examining the issue of warrant for a priori practical claims, I will also offers some suggestions as to how Gibbard’s work fits into the more traditional metaethical landscape.

Proceeding from Hyperstates


The central argumentative strategy in Thinking How to Live is proceeding from hyperstates. Gibbard introduces the notion of a hyperstate in the course of attempting to solve the Frege-Geach problem for expressivism. A hyperstate is the mental state of an agent who has adopted a hyperplan, or a maximal contingency plan that covers any occasion for choice. Hyperplans are modeled on the possible worlds of a possible world semanticist. In a hyperplan nothing is left undetermined.  An agent with hyperplan has made up her mind about every conceivable decision. Obviously, real agents do not use hyperplans, but they are an ideal we can contemplate to understand the logic of planning. Say you judge that the thing to do is not to lie unless lives are at stake. We can understand that partial plan in terms of the possible hyperplans it is compatible with. It rules out plans that allow lying to make a buck, but it allows plans that permit lying to an inquiring murderer. The content of any mental state is given by the hyperstates that it allows and the ones it rules out. This allows us to characterize the entailment relations of these judgments. Gibbard claims “logic … is a matter of the ways statements allow determinate possibilities and rule them out” (58). Hyperplans allow us to keep track of this in planning. The types of inferences that are valid depend upon the commitments that a state of mind makes. An inference is valid if there is a hyperstate that every judgment allows.

Armed with the notion of a hyperplan, Gibbard introduces the technique of “proceeding from hyperstates” (90). He attempts to show certain commitments are binding on all agents because they are part of every hyperplan. If some commitments are part of every hyperplan, then no agent can coherently reject them because they are entailed by what the agent already accepts. To express this point Gibbard offers us the following:

Principle of Commitment: A person is committed to a claim Q if in every hyperstate he could reach without changing his mind he would accept Q (93).

A consistent agent with a partial plan has some set of hyperstates he can reach without changing his mind.
 If some claims are entailed by every hyperstate he could reach without changing his mind, then he accepts that claim. He can not coherently deny it.


So one can derive a commitment on all planners by showing it belongs to all hyperplans. Gibbard argues that supervenience is such a commitment. Consider Hera, a hyperdecided planner, who has made up her mind on what to do in every possible situation. For every situation she has a plan of action for that situation. Note though

she must distinguish between situations based on properties she can recognize. She can not simply plan to do what is right because that is no plan at all. It does not give her advice she can follow. Instead her plan of what to do must supervene on factual properties because factual properties are how she will distinguish situations. All hyperdecided planners must plan likewise. Therefore, all hyperstates accept supervenience. Since all hyperstates have this property, so do all the hyperstates anyone can adopt consistently. Gibbard concludes, “anyone who thinks and plans is thereby committed to the supervenience of being okay to do on prosaic fact. I am myself a thinker and planner, and so are you. I therefore invite you to join me in accepting and asserting something to which we are both committed: being okay supervenes on prosaic fact” (92). There is simply no way around accepting supervenience.


Gibbard also proceeds from hyperstates to show that all planners are committed to the claim “there is a factual property that constitutes being okay to do” (96). The strategy is the same as the argument for supervenience. Gibbard needs to show that all hyperplans accept factual constitution. A hyperplan provides for what to do in every possible contingency. Gibbard claims “this plan must amount to permitting all and only acts with some factual property P” (96). This is because planners must identify acts and situations in terms of factual properties. For every situation the plan will recommend some act by specifying it in terms of factual properties. It follows then that we could always construct some factual property, perhaps an infinite disjunction of more typical properties, that constitutes being okay to do.
 Since this is accepted by all hyperplans, all planners are committed to it. For any normal agent with an undecided or tentative plan it will be the case that all the possible ways she can make up her mind entail a commitment to factual constitution. She might be undecided as to what factually constitutes being okay to do, but she can not coherently maintain that there is no property that factually constitutes being okay to do. To do that is to reject planning.


A few further comments about the nature of these commitments are in order. In one way, Gibbard’s account of supervenience is quite standard. His account is modeled on the strong supervenience of Kim (1993). Supervenience, in this sense, involves strong co-variance and a kind of dependence. There is no change in the thing to do unless there is a change in factually prosaic properties and a change in the thing to do depends upon a change in factual properties. However, Gibbard is hesitant to describe the supervenience relation at issue as a relation between sets of properties. In part, this is because supervenience is a plan-laden claim. It is not a purely descriptive claim about the relations between sets of properties. It is a practical claim about the nature of planning. More importantly, Gibbard thinks of this sort of supervenience as a relation between “the class of plan-laden concepts and the class of prosaically factual properties” (94). Instead of taking properties to be either normative or descriptive, Gibbard recommends that we see concepts as having those features. Properties are neither descriptive nor normative, but they can be picked out different concepts with those features. 

Also note that the justification of this commitment is partly pragmatic. For plan-laden concepts to do the work they need to do they must respect supervenience. Otherwise, they would not be of any use to us as planners. Supervenience appears to be an artifact of our concepts and the use we put them to. 


The claim of factual constitution is a mixture of the familiar and novel as well. The familiar aspect is that the constitution one is committed to roughly parallels the way in which H2O constitutes water. That is, there is a “necessary coextensionality” and  “a kind of explanatory dependence” (95). The novel is the partly pragmatic justification of this commitment. Gibbard says a planner “must identify acts in terms of their prosaically factual properties” (96). If one does not, that defeats the purpose of planning. So to plan at all one must be committed to the claim the some set of factual properties constitute the thing to do. Moreover, one must be committed to the claim that the thing to do is constituted by some properties that planners can recognize. To plan requires distinguishing between alternatives based on qualities the planner can appreciate. So not only does some factual property constitute the thing to do, but also that property must be recognizable by the planner.


On might think that this argument proves too much. Consider Harry Frankfurt’s “wanton” (1971). The wanton has no second-volitions and does not care what desire constitutes his will. Is he committed to the claims of supervenience and factual constitution? It would seem that he would be. His hyperplan is to do whatever he desires at the moment. Of course, since he is a wanton he does not plan at all. Yet, the force of the argument does not seem to depend at all on how much one tends to plan. All that seems to be required is that one acts on the basis of considerations. That commits one to some partial plans. If this is true, it seems that many non-human animals accept the claims of supervenience and factual constitution. My dog plans to chase the ball. That is why he waits patiently at my feet while I hold the tennis ball. This bit of planning rules out some hyperplans and allows others. All the hyperplans it allows accept supervenience, factual constitution and tennis ball chasing. One might protest that something has obviously gone wrong because my dog does not have these commitments. However, I am inclined to think there is no real problem here. The issue could be handled in a number of ways. The easiest way might be to stipulate that to be committed to a claim one must be able to understand it.
 More importantly, regardless of how broadly these claims apply they do seem to apply to all normal humans.

Methodology in Metaethics

It is worth pausing briefly to note how Gibbard’s book differs from most other approaches to metaethics. Mark Timmons describes the fundamental aims of metaethical inquiry as satisfying two accommodation projects (1999: 11-12) One the one hand the metaethicist attempts to accommodate the common sense assumptions of ordinary moral discourse. For instance, moral statements seem to express beliefs that are capable of being true or false. On the other hand one attempts to accommodate one’s own more general metaphysical and epistemological commitments. Typically, this means preserving some form of philosophical naturalism because most philosophers can not find room in their ontology for intrinsically normative entities. These projects may pull apart, but almost all parties agree that they both need to be met.

It seems to me that there are at least two good reasons to hope for a different methodology in metaethics. For one, it is far from clear that there is an uncontroversial and consistent set of assumptions about morality operative in folk moral discourse. It is possible that the assumptions of the folk are in just as much conflict as the intuitions of philosophers. So it may be that the facts about ordinary moral discourse are too imprecise to determine which philosophical view is superior. The second reason is what Jamie Dreier calls the problem of “creeping minimalism” (2004). As minimalist approaches to metaphysical debates have become popular it has become harder to say what exactly is at issue between irrealists and realists. For instance, many irrealists are now completely happy to say that moral statements can be true and that there are moral facts. This used to be the telltale marks of a realist. Now there are many virtues to the dominant methodology in metaethics, but these considerations may reasonably lead one to see what other options are available.

Accommodation is not much of a concern for Gibbard. As we noted at the outset, Gibbard is not even concerned in the first part of his book with our actual moral language. He is attempting to offer a possibility proof for a set of expressivist concepts that deal with all practical questions. To do so he attempts to illuminate the logical properties of all possible coherent plans, which have the status of “a priori practical claims” (92). This allows him to side step any appeals to how actual speakers use moral language. Furthermore it is not based on any particular metaphysical assumptions. Instead it works solely based on the logic of planning. Because of this the problems noted above simply do not arise for Gibbard’s methodology.

However, new issues arise with this approach. In the first six chapters of the book Gibbard says he is making no claims about our actual concepts. Yet, when Gibbard proceeds by hyperstates it appears he has to be making claims that apply to our actual concepts. Since all planners need concepts that work in this way and we are planners, it would seem that we must have concepts that work like this. The only way we could not have concepts that worked like this is if we employed concepts that violated the logic of planning. It seems to me that Gibbard wants to allow for this possibility. In explaining his approach he says “do the attitudes we normally take toward life and figuring out how to live it, I ask, lie anywhere in the vicinity of a coherent set of views?” (261). So our concepts, as they stand, might be in need of a rather through going revision. 


Because of this it is unclear to what extent Gibbard is offering his theory as a revision of our ordinary moral concepts. Gibbard’s project is one of setting out the logical features of a discourse that we must have. With this approach if the theory does not match our concepts, then it is our concepts that need to be changed, not the theory. Any set of concepts used for the normative work of planning must have these features if it is to be coherent. Yet, it is an open question whether the concepts we actually use are coherent. Our moral thought might simply be confused. Perhaps, this can only be settled by an empirical study of the concepts we actually use and not by a metaethical analysis alone. Nevertheless, philosophers who embrace Gibbard’s methodology need to be aware of this complication. 

The Transcendental Turn

Now though let us turn to back to Gibbard’s central argument. The argument is transcendental in nature. Gibbard attempts to establish a claim by showing that anyone is committed to it. For instance, factual constitution is a necessary condition for the very possibility of planning, so planning requires a commitment to factual constitution. 

There is a natural worry about transcendental arguments, best developed by Barry Stroud (1968). Stroud emphasizes the fact that transcendental arguments aim to vindicate our right to use a concept. However, only showing that we need a concept does not do this. Such conclusions only have a psychological status about what human minds require in order to make sense of the world. It does not follow that the world must actually be as we need it to be to have knowledge. For instance, just because we need to believe in spatially extended individuals in order to make sense of experience, it does not follow that there are any such individuals. Gibbard thinks he is immune from this charge because the commitment to factual constitution is plan-laden.
 Plan-laden claims concern how to live. The question regarding plan-laden claims is whether to live in accordance with them or not. The claim of factual constitution tells one to live in a way such that there is a factually property that picks out what to do. Gibbard says, “This is no real constraint at all, … any way of living satisfies it, and so to reject it would be incoherent” (97-98). There simply is no way to reject the claim to factual constitution.

Stroud warns us not to draw metaphysical conclusions from psychological premises. Gibbard dispenses with this problem because his claim is a normative practical claim. The commitment to factual constitution is a claim about how to plan, not a claim about metaphysics. However, I contend that there still is a question of the justification of the commitment. To show that a judgment is inevitable is not the same thing as showing it is warranted. For example, it is indispensable for the practice of witchcraft that one believes in magical powers. It might be psychologically inevitable that humans make inductive inferences. That though does not show we are warranted in believing in magical powers or making inductive inferences.
  To be sure, the indispensability that Gibbard points to is not like either of my examples. It differs from induction in being logical, not psychological. It differs from witchcraft in that the practice of planning is itself inevitable. For these reasons I take it that Gibbard thinks the question of the justification of the commitment to factual constitution simply does not arise. It is neither warranted nor unwarranted. It is simply one of the underlying structures of the logic of a necessary practice.  

Yet, even if these a priori practical claims are impossible to reject, there is still an issue of their justification. To see this, note what appears to be an open possibility. It could be that some logical error is inevitable in planning and action. Perhaps, normative concepts that express decisions make incompatible commitments. That is, there is no possible world in which we could form a coherent conception of how to life. Mackie (1977) defends an error theory primarily based on the fact that the actual world just so happens to have no queer, inherently motivating properties. Hence, all moral claims are false. The imagined objection is that the semantics of normative concepts are even more problematic in that they involve some hidden, but inevitable logical error. If this is true, then there is no world where normative concepts could work properly because of some unnoticed logical inconsistency. That is, it might be that our thinking about how to live does not lie anywhere in the vicinity of a coherent set of views, a possibility that Gibbard allows. If this is a live possibility, then it could be that the commitment to factual constitution is unjustified. Whether the commitment is unavoidable or not, there may be reasons, such as its logical inconsistency, that count against fully accepting it.

To be clear, I am not arguing that normative concepts are inconsistent. Rather the point is that because of this possibility, the justification of normative concepts remains a live question. This is true even if Gibbard is right about the logic of planning. I doubt that our concepts are incoherent in this way, but other possibilities seem livelier. It might be that we could not maintain a commitment to factual constitution while being aware of some other fact about ourselves. Reflection on our practices might undermine them because we see that they involve beliefs we have no reason to accept.
 In the next section I argue that Gibbard himself raises a worry about normative concepts along these lines. Gibbard seems to hold that planners need to act as if there is a factual property that constitutes being the thing to do, but upon reflection this commitment is shown to be without grounds. I contend that Gibbard cannot have the commitment to factual constitution in good faith. 

Deep Vindication and Practical Judgment

To see this consider Gibbard’s remarks regarding the relation between a deep vindication of a capacity for judgment and knowledge. Gibbard claims that for usual cases of factual apprehension when an agent claims to know something “he commits himself to there being a deep vindication of the capacities he exercises in making the judgment” (254). A deep vindication does not require a God’s eye point of view, but it does require some correct, non-trivial explanation about why such judgments tend to be accurate. A deep, Darwinian vindication of many of our capacities can be given by appealing to a contingency detection schema. Getting matters right tends to increase fitness, which is the beginning of a deep vindication of perceptual capacities. Gibbard does not claim to show, but he thinks it likely that all uncontroversial cases of knowledge require a commitment to a deep vindication. For instance, it seems likely that mathematical judgments have a deep vindication because it is difficult to believe we could reach such a complex coherence and be massively in error. To be clear, knowing does not require being in possession of a deep vindication, but in claiming to know, in this sense, agents commit themselves to there being a deep vindication of their capacities. To deny that one exists would be incoherent.

Can we expect a deep vindication of our capacity to evaluate ultimate ends? Gibbard is pessimistic. He is baffled by “how any such story could be told” (267). His basic argument for this is that he cannot see how what is truly worth striving after has an important connection to the reproduction of one’s genes. We can see why what we prefer has some important connection to the reproduction of one’s genes, but that only gets us so far. We are still left with the question of why does what we prefer have a tendency to track the good?  That is just the question we started with. One might appeal to culture, civilization or progress as further elements in the story of why we tend to make correct evaluative judgments. These things might improve us in ways evolution could not. Gibbard remains skeptical. Unless we become complete conventionalists, any improvement we make must be refinements of some capacities that we have simply as human beings to make correct judgments. It seems unlikely that a deep vindication is forthcoming when we only have these tools to use.

Gibbard does not take this to be support for value skepticism though. These requirements only hold for one very strong sense of belief and knowledge. Gibbard says “one might make one’s plans with full coherence, and yet deny that any deep vindication of one’s planning capacities is to be had” (258). One can not avoid planning and absent a deep vindication one should just move to a more modest epistemic assessment of one’s plans. Nevertheless, these weaker judgments still bring commitments and the demands of coherence. One important commitment is, Gibbard says, “if I make a judgment, I commit myself to that’s judgment’s being warranted” (259). This is because planning commits one to plan to make that judgment in one’s situation. On Gibbard’s account that is simply what it is to take a judgment to be warranted. It is to plan to make such a judgment in that situation. We can see this because to plan to P in situation S is to rule out ruling out P in S. By the very act of judging you have already become committed to that plan. A plan to plan to so judge in that situation. Of course, we do not normally make any of these meta-level plans, but by planning we commit ourselves to them. Because of this fact coherent planning requires practical confidence. One simply must trust one’s capacity for planning. Gibbard says, “in living and making judgments at all, one manifests a kind of practical faith- a practical faith in one’s capacities” (261).

Gibbard’s considered opinion seems to be that we must make normative judgments and have confidence in them. However, when we reflect on them he can see no non-circular reason why they would tend to be right. Of course, from the deliberative perspective one must judge that some factual property constitutes the thing to do. However, when one adopts a reflective view of one’s capacity to make these judgments one can see no reason at all why one would tend to judge correctly.
 Nevertheless, we must have a degree of faith in these abilities.

Before considering the merits of this faith lets once again attempt to locate Gibbard in the traditional metaethical terrain. Gibbard claims to be able to mimic everything that a realist says, but I think there is a clear difference between his account and the realist’s account.
 Russ Schafer-Landau claims the best way to characterize realism is by “reference to its endorsement of the stance-independence of moral reality” (2003: 15). This is a difficult idea to get hold of and Gibbard can likely have it in some of its important senses. Yet, there is at least one explanation of normative judgment in which part of the warrant of judgments is, in an unexpected way, stance dependent. It is not dependent on some particular stance, but on the inevitability of having a stance. Evaluative beliefs have no deep vindication, but we can not get by without them. Since we must choose, we are justified in our confidence of our choices. A particular perspective is not what justifies, but the fact that we have to take a perspective is part of what justifies making evaluative judgments. The justification of the practice of making normative judgments depends upon the need to take a stance. This pragmatic element of the explanations Gibbard offers will not help him mimic realism and is one way to still distinguish his expressivism from realist rivals.

On Practical Faith
Now let us turn our attention to the nature of practical faith. We have seen that even granting Gibbard’s transcendental arguments there is still a question of the justification of our a priori practical commitment. It is possible that these commitments are unavoidable, but confused or incoherent as well. Nevertheless, Gibbard contends that we must have faith in these commitments. For instance, given the recognitional constraint on factual constitution we must have faith that our perceptual and rational capacities are such that we can recognize the thing to do. As Gibbard puts it each individual must have practical faith in the claim that “I’m a kind of being who isn’t hopeless at thinking how to live” (261, emphasis in original). Gibbard’s own position is that even though we can see no reason why we tend to make correct practical judgments and that sort of vindication of our capacities is usually necessary for knowledge, we must have practical faith. 

My complaint is that Gibbard’s practical faith is in bad faith. It is to be committed to something that in other frames of mind one believes one can not have. Compare Richard Rorty’s “ironist” (1989:73). She has commitments, but can see no reason why her way of planning would tend to be correct. Her values have no claim greater claim on legitimacy than rival values. Because of this she entertains her commitments with an aesthetic detachment. Gibbard might seem to put us in the same position without the irony. Evaluative thought lacks a deep vindication, so perhaps we should not take them too seriously. Now the extent to which we should take our value commitments seriously is a normative question, or, in Gibbard’s terminology, a question of how to plan. It may well be that in some situations the only humane thing to do is to be steadfast in one’s commitments.
 Yet, the reflective agent will know that these commitments are something less than fully warranted. We must act as if there is a property that constitutes being the thing to do, but this is, in the end, just an act. Anything else would embody commitments that upon reflection we see that we can not have. 

Gibbard seems to think that simply because we plan we are committed to the claim that our plans are warranted. This is supposed to show that we can plan with full coherence. However, this is just a logical feature of the practice of planning, it is not a justification of that practice. Recall that he says that, “if I make a judgment, I commit myself to that’s judgment’s being warranted” (259). But the bare fact that for our practices to be coherent we need to take ourselves as warranted does not show that we are in fact warranted. From the fact that we are committed to our judgments being warranted it does not follow that they are warranted. Indeed, it would seem that this logical feature of planning places a certain burden on us. Since planners are committed to taking all judgments they make as warranted, then planners ought to try to make good on this commitment. That is, they ought to try to understand why they would tend to judge matters right. In denying that any deep vindication is to be had Gibbard leaves planners with a commitment that can not possibly make good on. 

There are several responses a proponent of Gibbard’s approach might offer to this problem. One might claim that one can take oneself as warranted without any understanding of why this would be. I believe this would be Gibbard’s response. He seems to understand commitment to a claim as only amounting to the impossibility of coherently denying it. If our practices are coherent, then they do not need any positive epistemic status. On this account though commitments come too easily. For agents capable of reflecting on their commitments something further is required. To be sure, to maintain that every commitment requires a justification sets the epistemic bar very high. But, the claim is not that these commitments require positive epistemic status. Rather that planners maintain some could be given. A deep vindication is not required, but a belief that one could be had in better epistemic circumstances. Gibbard sees no reason for such optimism. In fact, one might take that there to be an incoherence in such a combinations of attitudes. Agents make practical claims they take to be correct. Upon reflection though they do not see any reason why this would be so. The status they accord to their judgments shifts from moment to moment. One might have faith in such situations, but it seems to be predicated upon a degree of self-deception.  
Another approach would be to follow Blackburn (1998, 294-298) and claim that on such issues we can never get off “Ramsey’s Ladder”. In the spirit of minimalism, the approach here is that any attempt to give a deep vindication is actually a move within first-order ethics. It is an issue regarding how to judge, not an issue about the capacity for judgment. We can only vindicate our values by appealing to other values. Pretty clearly though Gibbard does not think this is the case. The question of a deep vindication of our practical judgment is an issue he takes seriously. I think he is right to do so. Minimalism does not settle the question of whether our judgments have some non-subjective source of vindication. We are asking about the merits of certain practice, which can not be settled by claims within the practice. Can our practice of making normative practical claims survive our reflective understanding of the nature of that practice? That is a perfectly coherent question and one that expressivists ought to be concerned with.

A third approach is to attempt to give a vindication that is not quite as deep as the one Gibbard aspires to in his work. Perhaps, other features of human nature can be used to shore up our confidence in our capacity to make practical judgments. I will not offer a proposal for how such a vindication would go, but I think those of us sympathetic to expressivism ought to examine the possibilities.

On Gibbard’s account planning is forced on us. That is all that can be said for or against it. We must have faith in this planning, because there is simply no alternative short of giving up on planning. However, without some sort of vindication of our evaluative judgments the practice of planning seems to be at odds with the rest of our reflective lives. For agents to fully accept this aspect of themselves it seems they owe the beginnings of an account of why they are warranted.  If our practical faith is to be in good faith we need some account of why we are not hopeless judges of how to live. Otherwise, we are committed to something we have every reason to belief we have no right to accept.
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� Consistency is an idealization we must impose on normal agents so we can examine the logic of planning.


� Most of us are inclined to think that the property that constitutes the thing to do is not a wild disjunction. But, whether it is or not is a question of first-order ethics so it is not a question Gibbard is engaged in answering. He is only concerned with the logic of planning and a wild disjunction is not ruled out by logic.


� One might worry that this will rule out too many humans because supervenience is a rather technical philosophical term. However, I would contend that all relevant parties could understand this concept if explained by a skilled teacher.


� While Russ Schafer-Landau (2003) does reject naturalism, it does not reject accommodation. Rather it aims to show that non-natural moral properties are not metaphysically or epistemologically problematic.


� It should be noted that Stroud (1999, particularly 170-172) is optimistic about the possibility of modest transcendental argument for the indispensability of evaluative beliefs that seems to be close to what Gibbard offers. 


� Hookway (1999:178) makes a similar point against Stroud’s suggestions discussed in the note 7.


� This seems to be the sort of skepticism that Williams (1985) advocates.


� Compare Timmons (1999: 217-221) on the difference between engaged and detached moral contexts.


� One objection one might raise to this account is that it fails to match our ordinary practice. The objection claims that some practical judgments (that torture is wrong) are the sorts of judgments we have the highest degree of confidence in. Since Gibbard contends that we lack a deep vindication of such judgments, he can not account for this very intuitive feature of our moral experience. All practical judgments, no matter how obvious and widely accepted, have a lesser epistemic status than capacities of judgment that do have a deep vindication. Moral judgments can never be as well supported as mathematical judgments. This conflicts with folk moral practice, so that provides pro tanto reason to reject it. However, this objection misconceives the goal of Gibbard’s work. He is not engaged in an accommodation project by which one gives a philosophical explanation of folk moral discourse. He is exploring the logic of planning. If this is forced on us by the logic of planning we need to change our practices to match it. 


� For further skepticism that Gibbard vindicates realism see Schroeter and Schroeter (2005). 


� Blackburn (1998: 286-294) makes this point against Rorty’s relativism on behalf of the expressivist.
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