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Abstract
Expressivism is a blossoming meta-semantic framework sometimes relying on -what Carter and Chrisman (2012:323) call- ‘the core expressivist maneuver’. That is, that instead of asking about the nature of a certain kind of value that we should be asking about the nature of the value judgment in question. According to expressivists, this question substitution opens theoretical space for the elegant, economical and explanatorily powerful expressivist treatment of the relevant domain. 
I argue, however, that experimental work from cognitive psychology can shed light on how the core expressivist maneuver operates at the cognitive level and that this: (a) raises worries about the aptness of the expressivist question substitution and (b) supports an evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism. Since evolutionary debunking arguments are usually run in favor of expressivism, this creates an obvious puzzle for expressivists. I wrap up by briefly responding to the objection that the debunking argument against expressivism over-generalizes and, therefore, should be rejected.

1. Introduction
Expressivism is currently a blossoming meta-semantic framework that has been applied to a wide spectrum of normative domains like morality, rationality, justification, modals, conditionals, probability, knowledge and truth.[footnoteRef:2] One core expressivist strategy has been to suggest that instead of asking about the nature of a certain kind of value, we should be asking about the nature of the value judgment in question.[footnoteRef:3] According to expressivists, this question substitution opens theoretical space for the elegant, economical and explanatorily powerful expressivist treatment of the relevant domain. For example, Gibbard (2003:6), a prominent expressivist, writes: ‘‘The expressivists’ strategy is to change the question. Don’t ask directly how to define ‘‘good’’…[rather] shift the question to focus on judgments: ask, say, what judging that [something] is good consists in’’.  Carter and Chrisman (2012:323) call this question substitution ‘the core expressivist maneuver’, and I shall follow the terminology. [footnoteRef:4]  [2:  See Ayer (1936), Hare (1952), Gibbard (1990; 2003), Blackburn (1984, 1993, 1998) Chrisman (2007), Ridge (2006; 2007), Kappel (2010), Field (2000, 2009), Kyriacou (2012), Yalcin (2012). ]  [3:  I do not mean to imply that it is the only extant expressivist dialectical strategy, but it is surely one that prominent expressivists, such as Gibbard (2003:6) and Carter and Chrisman (2012:323) explicitly endorse. More ambitiously, it could be argued that this is the fundamental expressivist strategy stemming out of a commitment to ontological naturalism, but such an argument would have been both risky and arduous and would inevitably take us too far afield. I will therefore restrict the target of discussion to one core expressivist strategy.]  [4:  This is a dialectical maneuver characteristic of value antirealism more generally and I suspect that the same style of argument could be run against other sorts of antirealism as well. But I choose to focus on expressivism for three reasons. First, prominent defenders of expressivism like Gibbard (2003) and Carter and Chrisman (2012) explicitly accept the question substitution. Second, expressivism is one of the most popular forms of antirealism in recent debates. Third, expressivists often appeal to evolutionary considerations in support of their position, something that will prove important in the ensuing discussion.] 

The purpose of this paper is to place the core expressivist maneuver in the perspective of experimental work in cognitive psychology about question substitution and examine what this might suggest about this expressivist strategy. In particular, I have in mind the pioneering work of Nobel laureate Daniel Kahneman (2011) (and the late Amos Tversky) on the psychology of judgment.[footnoteRef:5] I will first introduce the findings of Kahneman (2011) about how question substitution works, what its function in our cognitive economy is and suggest an evolutionary explanation of its causal origins akin to Kahneman’s (2011) own understanding of the evolutionary origins of our cognitive architecture. Afterwards, I will apply, with some clarifications, Kahneman’s (2011) findings to the question substitution of the core expressivist maneuver itself and explore what the application implies of expressivism.  [5:  As Kahneman (2011) acknowledges, much of this work, (the so-called ‘heuristics and biases approach’ and also ‘the prospect theory’ that won him the Nobel Prize for behavioral economics) has been carried out and published in journals with his lifelong friend and collaborator Amos Tversky. Unfortunately, Tversky passed away prematurely in 1996. Kahneman’s (2011) book is dedicated to Tversky.] 

I will argue that Kahneman’s findings support two interesting implications for the core expressivist maneuver: (a) that it is dubious whether the core expressivist maneuver is apt and (b) that an evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism can be run.[footnoteRef:6] The latter result comes as a surprise because it is often considered that the antirealist position of expressivism is supported by evolutionary debunking arguments, not undermined by them.[footnoteRef:7] Hence, if the argument is on the right track, it turns the tables on the expressivist’s appeal to evolutionary debunking arguments because such arguments may cut both ways: in favor and against expressivism. If we can appeal to evolutionary debunking arguments in order to undermine value realism and support expressivism, we can just as easily appeal to evolutionary debunking arguments to undermine expressivism. But let us first present the rudiments of the core expressivist maneuver. [6:  For ease of exposition, henceforth with ‘expressivism’ I will refer to the strand of expressivism that relies on the core expressivist maneuver.]  [7:   See for instance Gibbard (1990, 2003) and Blackburn (1998).] 


2.  The Core Expressivist Maneuver
Expressivists substitute the metaphysical question ‘what is the nature of value?’ with the semantic (or psychological) question ‘what is the nature of (the semantic content of) value judgment?’. Accordingly, they explain value talk and thought not in terms of independent value ontology, but in terms of the states of mind expressed in value judgments. For expressivists, with value judgments we ‘express’ (cf. Gibbard (1990:8) or ‘voice’ (cf. Blackburn (1998:50)) our states of mind. Such states are fully, or at least primarily, noncognitive (i.e. proattitudes, sentiments, desires, commitments, plans etc.).[footnoteRef:8] We express our noncognitive states of mind and project independent values that ‘gild and stain the world’ (in Hume’s memorable words), while there are actually no independent, robust values.[footnoteRef:9] Hence, value ontology is explained away as unnecessary to postulate and value talk and thought is understood in terms of states of mind expressed in value judgments. [8:  Expressivism comes in various forms as its proponents disagree about the content of the states of mind expressed. Some talk of plain approval (cf. Ayer 1936), approval of norms (cf. Gibbard 1990), reliance on plans (cf. Gibbard 2003) etc. Others even suggest that both noncognitive and cognitive content is expressed in value judgments but that the primary role is held by the noncognitive content that fixes the cognitive content and suggest that such hybrid, ecumenical expressivism can have ‘the best of both worlds’ (cf. Ridge 2007). ]  [9:  Compare Hume (1975: 294) ‘‘… a productive faculty… gilding or staining all natural objects with the colours, borrowed by internal sentiment, raises in a manner a new creation’’. See also Stroud (1993) for some discussion of Hume’s projectivism about values and natural necessity.] 

Of course, expressivists substitute the metaphysical for the semantic question by means of independent reasoning and do not just substitute-dismiss the metaphysical for the semantic question.[footnoteRef:10] That would be question-begging at its best and expressivists are competent philosophers not liable to any such simple dialectical mistake. Expressivists will set aside the metaphysical question as the wrong kind of question and opt for the semantic question because they embrace ontological naturalism and thereby consider value ontologies to be rather implausible to exist.[footnoteRef:11] The natural, causal realm seems bereft of robust values (moral, aesthetic, epistemic etc.), something supported by a wide variety of antirealist arguments consonant with ontological naturalism (open question arguments, supervenience arguments etc.), while the alternative of nonnaturalism seems too ‘queer’ to offer a viable alternative for a committed naturalist.[footnoteRef:12]   [10:  Carter and Chrisman (2012:323) rely on the (alleged) disanalogy between ordinary descriptions of the world and nondescriptive normative evaluations for the core expressivist maneuver. The maneuver is supposed to avoid the hard questions of a realist normative ontology and epistemology. But it is actually disputed whether there is such a disanalogy. Greco (2000), McBrayer (2010) and Cowan (2015) have argued for the parity between ordinary higher-order properties perception and moral perception. Compare Greco (2000: 241-2): ‘‘[M]oral perception [is] just another kind of perception. For example, the moral perception that some man is dishonest would not be essentially different from the empirical perception that some man is a waiter’’.  For the distinction between higher and lower properties see McBrayer (2010:310-313).]  [11:  Compare Carter and Chrisman (2012:323): ‘‘The basic thought is that, by construing ethical evaluations as interestingly disanalogous to descriptions of the world, we do not have to countenance in our ontology something –ethical facts or values- epistemic access to which is potentially mysterious and elusive; rather we can investigate something that is quite common -ethical evaluations- by the typical philosophical means by which we come to understand our thoughts and practices.’’]  [12:  For the classic statement of the ‘queerness’ objection to nonnaturalism, see Mackie (1971).] 

 So, the question substitution of the core expressivist maneuver is a mediated, reasoned substitution and not an immediate, intuitive substitution. That is, it is a substitution based on and mediated by independent reasoning that is coherent with and supported by ontological naturalism. If expressivists occasionally find the substitution directly intuitive, this is because their intuition is already reasoned-driven and shaped by various antirealist arguments they have in favor of the substitution.[footnoteRef:13] It is not merely a groundless intuition of dubious evidential import that just springs into the expressivists’ mind. [13:  See Audi (1997) and Haidt (2012) for some discussion of how intuitions may be reasoned-driven and shaped by background arguments, beliefs, theories etc., quite often in an unconscious manner. In other words, judgment just like perception is cognitively penetrable.] 

What is more, expressivists typically propose that the cognitive process of the projection of values is explainable in evolutionary terms because it is likely that it was adaptive and conducive to survival and reproduction.[footnoteRef:14] It helped promote cooperation, cement coordination in action and decision-making between community members, foster social cohesion and stability within the community etc. (cf. Gibbard 1990; Blackburn 1998).[footnoteRef:15] Expressivists also like to focus on emotions, attitudes etc. and explain in evolutionary terms how emotions, attitudes etc. expressed in value judgments (like approval, praise, guilt and shame) have evolved to help us adapt, survive and reproduce.[footnoteRef:16] So, evolutionary theory helps explain the origins and function of value judgment as well as the cognitive process of projection of values and thereby debunks the corresponding ontology as a useful, adaptive illusion imposed on us by our genome.  [14:  Similar projectivist views are often propagated by Humeans for causal relations and natural necessity (cf. Blackburn (1993)). Compare Ruse (1995:183): ‘‘Although there may not be an objective necessity in the world…it is part of our evolved nature that we are inclined to think that there is such a necessity in the world. Because we are thus deluded by our biology, we act in ways that are advantageous to us.’’]  [15:  Other value antirealists also appeal to the same style of evolutionary arguments, like the constructivist Street (2006), Kitcher (2007) and the error theorist Joyce (2007).]  [16:  Gibbard (1990:7, 26, 57-80), for example, has argued that moral rationality judgments express moral norm-endorsement and that this form of judgment has been adaptive because it promoted coordination in action for the members of a community. See also Blackburn (1998:69).] 

To wrap up this section, the core expressivist maneuver is a subtle and promising dialectical maneuver. On the one hand, expressivists embrace a prima facie plausible naturalistic framework and avoid hard ontological and epistemological problems that beset realist conceptions of value and, on the other hand, appeal to our evolutionary history in order to explain the nature and function of value judgment (attitudes, the projection process etc.) and support the debunking of realist conceptions of value.
With this much about the core expressivist maneuver and the appeal to evolutionary debunking arguments, let us now introduce Kahneman’s (2011) work on question substitution and cognition.

3. Kahneman (2011) on Question Substitution (and Cognition) 
Kahneman (2011) has studied question substitution and its impact on cognition at considerable depth. ‘‘[It is] the core of what became the heuristics and biases approach’’ (2011:98). The results are intriguing. He found that agents are inclined to substitute one hard question with an easier one and answer the easier one in the place of the harder one. Kahneman (2011: 90) hints in passing that cognition has developed for evolutionary reasons this substitution heuristic because it often helps advance (subjective) coherence and understanding, feelings of cognitive ease and confidence etc. that presumably were generally adaptive and conducive to survival and reproduction.[footnoteRef:17] It helped our hunters-gatherers ancestors to cope with the challenges their Pleistocene lives presented them with (nutrition, predation, safety etc.). Let us elaborate in some detail. [17:  The evolutionary approach to the origins and function of cognitive faculties, processes etc. is nowadays the norm in philosophy and cognitive science more generally. For example, Quine (1969; 1975) suggested that perhaps our cognitive capacity for inductive inferences has been shaped by natural selection and the same style of evolutionary argument has been applied to abduction (cf. Goldman 1990), more recently to deduction (cf. Schechter 2013), the belief in an external, independent world (cf. Stewart-Williams 2005), language (cf. Pinker (1995), representation and intentionality (cf. Millikan 1984), understanding of other minds and instrumental reasoning (cf. Papineau 2003), memory, the concepts of space, time and causation (cf. Boulter 2007), moral judgment (cf. Gibbard 1990; Joyce 2007) and beyond.] 

 Kahneman (2011:97-8) distinguishes between two sorts of questions, the hard target question and the easier heuristic question. ‘The target question is the assessment you intend to produce. The heuristic question is the simpler question that you answer instead’’. The technical definition of heuristic is ‘a simple procedure that helps find adequate, though often imperfect, answers to difficult questions’. As Kahneman (2011:98) notes, often the substitution heuristic works well because the substitution is apt (as in simple algorithms of very similar import), but often also fares poorly because it is inapt.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Kahneman (2011) gives examples of statistically robust, simple algorithms that help us answer much harder questions with some plausibility. For example, following Robyn Dawes he suggests (2011:226-7) that marital stability= frequency of lovemaking minus frequency of quarrel. He also refers to the ‘Apgar score formula’ for quickly conducting a health assessment of newborn babies.] 

Kahneman (2011) does not explicitly say much about what makes substitution apt or inapt, but the natural way to embellish Kahneman’s own thinking and distinguish between apt and inapt question substitution is by means of the concept of ‘conduciveness to answering the target question’. For current purposes, a fairly intuitive approximation along the following lines will suffice: a question substitution is apt (fully or partly) if and only if it is conducive to answering the target question. If not, then it is irrelevant and the substitution inapt. Full aptness is the kind of aptness where the heuristic question settles the target question on its own. Partial aptness is the kind of aptness that conduces to answering the target question, but does not settle it on its own. The aptness in play here is clearly epistemic, that is, evidential aptness in regard to answering the question.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  This embellishment is in the spirit, if not the exact letter, of Kahneman’s (2011) understanding of apt\inapt question substitution, so it is a natural extension of his work and not a departure. 
] 

 If we substitute one question with a question that is irrelevant we obviously change the subject and commit an informal fallacy, the ingnoratio elenchi fallacy. We are called to answer one question but instead we miss the point and facilely answer a distinctively different, indeed irrelevant, question. Let us offer simple examples of (in)apt substitution in order to illustrate how the heuristic is supposed to facilitate cognition.
Some simple examples of apt substitution are the following: Target Question- ‘Is John a bachelor?’ Heuristic Question- ‘Is John an unmarried, adult man?’ This is a trivially apt question substitution because on the basis of conceptual analysis the target and heuristic question have full relevance (and equivalence). Answering the target question conceptually answers the heuristic question and vice versa. The following is a slightly less trivial substitution: Target Question- ‘How old is Mary?’ Heuristic Question- ‘When Mary was born?’ This is an apt question substitution because the target and heuristic question are relevant. Answering the target question necessarily answers the heuristic question and answering the heuristic question elicits necessary information that by means of easy arithmetic manipulation (e.g. ‘1982, therefore she is 33’) suffices to answer the target question.
There is also apt question substitution that involves partial relevance as in the following example: Target Question- ‘What is knowledge?’ Heuristic Question- ‘Does knowledge entail truth?’. Here we substitute one question with a partially relevant but logically weaker question in order to try to disambiguate what the original question implies. This is standard conceptual analysis and if the agent is aware of the fact that the substitution is relevant, though, not fully equivalent, then there is of course no fallacy of ignoratio elenchi. In such cases, we change the question but not the subject.
 A couple of simple examples of inapt substitution would be the following: Target Question- ‘Is he a competent scientist?’ Heuristic Question- ‘Is he attractive, dress well and speak softly?’. Obviously, the two questions are irrelevant because being a good scientist has nothing to do with being attractive, dressing well and speaking softly. Here is another: Target Question- ‘Is she a talented basketball player?’ Heuristic Question- ‘Do I like her?’. Again, the two questions are irrelevant because being a good basketball player has nothing to do with subjective likeability.
Of note is that, as Kahneman (2011:98-9) observes, we need not be aware of the largely automatic substitution of the target question by the heuristic question (sometimes even in combination with other heuristics and effects like the affect heuristic or the halo effect) as this is typically produced almost instinctively by what he calls System 1. System 1 is the automatic cognitive system that manipulates heuristics to quickly judge and offer intuitive answers to questions. Often it appeals to the substitution heuristic -among others-, which invokes associative memory in order to answer hard questions with some subjective coherence and plausibility.[footnoteRef:20] Instead what he calls System 2 is more lazy and inattentive, difficult and effortful to concentrate but when finally summoned it plays a usually valuable, reflective monitoring and examining role on the operations of System 1.  [20:  Kahneman (2011: 105) offers a detailed description of the processes and features of System 1.] 

Why is it that our cognitive architecture is bifurcated between the almost automatic System 1 and the more effortful, reflective System 2?[footnoteRef:21] Kahneman (2011) is not so much interested in the evolutionary origins of our cognitive architecture but in the structure of the architecture. Nevertheless, he often hints (2011:90) that we have been designed thus by Darwinian evolution and it seems quite plausible that he is right. Having a System 1 that is automatic, intuitive and almost instinctive can help us solve problems quickly in a rough-and-ready manner that was generally adaptive and conducive to survival and reproduction.[footnoteRef:22] It helped us cope with challenges reliably. System 2 was also adaptive because it reflectively monitored the intuitive and often automatic processes of System 1 and through criticism often improved on them.[footnoteRef:23] So, System 2 helped make a generally reliable System 1 even better.  [21:  It is interesting to note how Kahneman’s (2011) bifurcated picture of our cognitive architecture resembles ideas suggested by Sosa (2007). Sosa distinguishes between apt, animal knowledge, which is the product of mechanical belief-forming faculties and reflective, human knowledge, which is the product of the monitoring of mechanical belief-forming faculties on the basis of coherence considerations.]  [22:  See also Papineau (2003), Boulter (2007) and Griffiths and Wilkins (2015) for virtually the same point.]  [23:  It should not be thought that System 2 is always corrective of System 1. Sometimes System 1 intuition can be reliable while System 2 reflective theorizing unreliable, even plain stupid. Think, for example, of far-fetched, reflective, conspiracy theories build to undermine evidence-driven intuition e.g. ‘The 9\11 attack was organized by the Jews in order to manipulate US foreign policy etc.’. Thus, reflection can often impugn evidence-driven, intuitive knowledge.] 

For example, System 1 is inclined to look for quick, causal explanations even when there is none and we should instead be looking for statistical explanations. The result is that it often leads to easy statistical failures, such as the base rate fallacy or failure to regress to the mean (cf. Kahneman 2011: 166-184). System 2 can identify through reflection and empirical study these deficiencies of System 1 and try to enhance our cognitive processes. Indeed, the work of Kahneman (2011) itself is a manifestation of how System 2 can identify biases that the System 1 propagates and try to get rid of them, which is of course not easy because they are often deeply ingrained in our dispositions. Thus, we have a round and overall plausible evolutionary explanation why cognition is bifurcated between System 1 and System 2 and why System 1 is prone to appeal to –among others- the substitution heuristic.
Let us now offer some of Kahneman’s (2011:98) own examples in order to illustrate how substitution is supposed to work.
    1. Target Question                                                      
How much would you contribute to save an endangered species?
        Heuristic Question
How much emotion do I feel when I think of dying dolphins?

    2. Target Question
How happy are you with your life these days?
        Heuristic Question
What is my mood right now?

    3. Target Question
How popular will the president be six months from now?
       Heuristic question
How popular is the president right now?

    4. Target Question
How should financial advisers who prey on the elderly be punished?
        Heuristic Question
How much anger do I feel when I think of financial predators?

    5. Target Question
This woman is running for the primary. How far will she go in politics?
        Heuristic Question
Does this woman look like a political winner?
In these examples the surreptitious substitution of the hard target question with the easier heuristic question misleads the agent to misjudge the matter as it answers a question that is not of relevance (full or partial). Note also that in three (1,2,4) of these examples the heuristic question appeals to emotions that point to the so-called affect heuristic, namely, the heuristic that judges what to believe by appeal to what we feel. The heuristic question (5) seems to involve one aspect of the also famous halo effect, namely, the tendency to judge the quality of something by the mere appearance of it. 
Finally, the heuristic question (3) seems to misidentify the temporal element of the target question. The question is not about the present state-of-affairs but about the relatively near future (i.e. six months time). So, to conclude, the substitution heuristic may also involve other heuristics and effects that the System 1 often unconsciously exemplifies. These heuristics and affects are often of dubious epistemic reliability because are not always responsive to evidence.
With this much of an introduction to Kahneman’s (2011) work on question substitution and cognition, let us examine now how it could, with some clarifications, be applied to the core expressivist maneuver.



4. Question Substitution in the Core Expressivist Maneuver
 Recall the core expressivist maneuver. Expressivists have the metaphysical target question ‘What is the nature of (moral etc.) value?’ and substitute it with the semantic heuristic question ‘What is the nature of value judgment?’. At first sight, it would seem that Kahneman substitution and expressivist substitution are ‘on a par’ (because they both involve question substitution) that allows us to compare for interesting aptness\inaptness parities.
Such parity thinking, however, is immediately threatened by a fairly obvious disanalogy between Kahneman substitution and expressivist substitution. Expressivist substitution is a reasoned-driven substitution of the reflective System 2 and not a merely intuitive substitution carried out by the automatic System 1, such as the Kahneman’s own examples we have presented above. True enough, when people think heuristically they are trying to answer the target question and often proceed in the wrong way via an inapt question substitution. Expressivists, though, do not commit any inapt, heuristic substitution and do not proceed in the wrong way. Rather, on the basis of independent reasoning, they suggest that we should be focusing on the nature of value judgment and not on the nature of value. So the expressivist substitution is apt, even if the Kahneman substitution is often inapt. 
But secunda facie the disanalogy does not bar any attempt to bring closer together the two substitutions. We can still contrast the reasoned expressivist substitution with the intuitive Kahneman substitution and examine if the expressivist substitution, in spite of independent reasoning, mirrors inapt Kahneman substitution. As I argue below, in spite of expressivist reasoning, the expressivist substitution is dubious because it arguably mirrors two properties that Kahneman substitution has taught us that they are conducive to inapt question substitution. These ‘inaptness-conducive’ properties are (a) dubious relevance between target and heuristic question and (b) involvement of dubious heuristics in the question substitution. Let us explain. 
First, the metaphysical and the semantic question are obviously not fully relevant (or equivalent) and it is dubious whether they are even partially relevant and this is supported by the following considerations. If we decide the latter question (cognitivism, noncognitivism, hybrid theories of judgment) we have not yet decided the matter about the former question (realism\antirealism\quasi-realism, reductionism\antireductionism about value) and vice versa. So the two questions are prima facie irrelevant.  
All three families of theories about the nature of value judgment are in principle compatible with both realism and antirealism.  That is, we could be cognitivists and be anti-reductionist realists, reductionist realists, relativists, subjectivists, Kantian constructivists or error theorists[footnoteRef:24]. We could be noncognitivists and be either antirealists (cf. Ayer (1936), Hare (1952) or quasi-realists (cf. Blackburn (1993, 1998), Gibbard (2003)). Or we could be either hybrid theorists (ecumenical cognitivists (cf. Copp (2001), Grajner (2015)) or ecumenical expressivists (cf. Ridge (2007), Kappel and Moeller (2014)) and be realists, antirealists or quasi-realists. It is also to be noted that although noncognitivism is typically understood to reject traditional robust realism the two are not necessarily incompatible, although to the best of my knowledge no one is both a noncognitivist and a traditional realist because that would create immediate and serious problems, such as how we represent and track such independent facts if the states expressed in value judgments are not representational. [24:  Some have even argued for the half-breed of nondescriptive cognitivism (cf. Timmons and Horgan (2000)). Timmons and Horgan (2000) advocate the non-traditional view that moral judgments express beliefs but of a non-standard, nondescriptivist variety. They are states that are nondescriptive but still function as beliefs. Whether the view is ultimately defensible is a moot point that need not concern us.] 

 Inversely, if we decide the metaphysical question we thereby do not decide the semantic question. For if we are realists about value then we could be cognitivists (cf. Jackson (2000) Shafer-Landau (2005), Cuneo (2007), Wedgwood (2007), Enoch (2013)), ecumenical cognitivists (cf. Copp (2001)) and even noncognitivists (pure or ecumenical), although, to repeat, noncognitivist realists are not to be found in the literature for the reason I just adduced above. Again, if we are antirealists we could either be cognitivists (e.g. error theorists (cf. Mackie (1971), Olson (2010, 2011)), subjectivists (cf. Wiggins (1991)), relativists (cf. Harman (1975), Stich (1992)), noncognitivists or hybrid theorists (ecumenical expressivists or ecumenical cognitivists). 
So, it seems that the expressivist substitution is not fully relevant. The obvious expressivist rejoinder would be that independent expressivist reasoning can show how the two questions are at least partly relevant and, therefore, the substitution is apt. Yet this rejoinder is undermined by at least two reasons. First, there is serious philosophical disagreement about independent expressivist reasoning and commitments supposed to mediate the substitution (such as the commitment to ontological reductionist naturalism)[footnoteRef:25], something that renders expressivist reasoning contentious.[footnoteRef:26] This much is shown by decades of metanormative debate and disagreement over expressivist arguments. And if expressivist reasoning is contentious and the core expressivist maneuver relies on it, it does not make it any less contentious.  [25:  For example, Shafer-Landau (2003:64), Das (2016: 418-9, ftn. 3), Wedgwood (2007) and Heathwood (2015) argue that a weak form of naturalism, non-reductive naturalism, is compatible with nonnaturalism. So we cannot simply assume reductionist naturalism and deny irreducible values in the expressivist substitution. Recall also (see ftn. 9) that some reject the Carter and Chrisman (2012) disanalogy between ordinary descriptions of the world and nondescriptive normative evaluations.]  [26:  It is to be noted that recent debates in the epistemology of disagreement have indicated that disagreement between epistemic peers should at least mitigate the confidence with which they endorse a proposition (see Matheson (forthcoming) for discussion). There are disagreements about how much weight peer disagreement should bear on one’s confidence but many epistemologists think that the steadfast ‘egocentric view’ (cf. Wedgwood (2007)) that simply brushes aside peer disagreement is kind of dogmatic and should be avoided. If this is right, then in light of metanormative peer disagreement the expressivist (and the non-expressivist) should somewhat mitigate her confidence on her arguments. This is not to abandon her arguments, of course.] 

Second, expressivist reasoning seems objectionably circular. Independent expressivist reasoning supports the expressivist substitution and independent expressivist reasoning is supported by the expressivist substitution –this is the goal of the Carter and Chrisman (2012) paper. As reasoning involved in narrow circularity, expressivist reasoning seems objectionable. For one thing, in spite of its overall coherence, there are other coherent theoretical alternatives to expressivist reasoning that would resist the substitution on independent grounds.  So the expressivist substitution remains dubious, in spite of expressivist reasoning.
Another expressivist rejoinder could be that the two questions are at least partly relevant (and therefore the substitution apt) because the heuristic-semantic question disambiguates to some extent the target-metaphysical question. But if we are right in our above discussion of the possible relations between answers to the semantic question and answers to the metaphysical question, it seems that this relevance is next to trivial because it is merely charting the conceptual space of possible relations between positions in value metaphysics and semantics. 
The expressivist could bounce back that expressivist reasoning delimits what is the most plausible conceptual space of positions in value metaphysics and semantics (of course, expressivism), but then the indicated disagreement about expressivist reasoning and its objectionable circularity would reemerge and call into question this line of response as well.[footnoteRef:27]  So, it remains contentious whether the expressivist substitution is apt. [27:  Even if the expressivist substitution is granted, many non-expressivists would not even concede that the question ‘What is the nature of value judgment?’ should be answered in pure noncognitive\expressivist terms. For example, Joyce (2006:51-7), who is an error-theorist, argues that we have good reasons to be ecumenical cognitivists about moral judgment and that we should resist pure noncognitivism. For one thing, moral judgments, like other judgments, seem to be propositional in both syntactic and semantic form. It is just that they often also express conative attitudes.  ] 

Our exploration has so far shown that the expressivist substitution is contentious. But it is to be granted that it is at least apt for those who independently find expressivist arguments forceful. Anyone who finds independent expressivist arguments plausible, it is likely to find ‘the core expresivist maneuver’ plausible. Of course, this is little comfort for those skeptical of the expressivist substitution. They might object that the appeal to contentious expressivist arguments threatens to beg the question against non-expressivists at the crucial juncture of the dialectic and, therefore, can have little bearing on non-expressivists. 
Be that as it may, it is on both sides clear that insofar as the plausibility of expressivist arguments remains an open question, the expressivist substitution remains an open question. This seems to suggest that we have reached a dialectical stalemate between the expressivist and the skeptic about the core expressivist maneuver. Each can acknowledge their peer disagreement but cling onto her own perspective of things (even with mitigated confidence). 
The second ‘inaptness-conducive’ property, though, seems to offer some evidence that favors the skeptic about the expressivist substitution over the expressivist. If this is correct, the two arguments when combined seem to raise legitimate concerns about ‘the core expressivist maneuver’ that diminish its overall plausibility. This is the case because the joint exemplification of the two ‘inaptness-conducive’ properties, in spite of expressivist reasoning, mirrors how inapt Kahneman substitution operates (as we have attested in the previous section). Let us present the second ‘inaptness-conducive’ property.
More doubt on the expressivist substitution is cast by the fact that dubious heuristics, identified by Kahneman (2011) to be often involved in Kahneman inapt substitution, are plausibly involved in the core expressivist maneuver. This worry requires some unpacking. It seems plausible that the metaphysical question appears much harder than the semantic question from the naturalistic perspective of expressivists because it is very difficult for an expressivist to determine the nature and existence of normative ontologies (and respective epistemologies) and, therefore, the easier semantic question comes up and takes precedence. It takes precedence because it seems more tractable and easier to answer for an expressivist for at least two basic reasons.
 First, the substitution is straightforwardly in line with the expressivists’ ontological naturalistic sensibilities. So, it is likely to induce a feeling of cognitive ease and consonance.[footnoteRef:28] Second, on the face of it, the metaphysical question (i.e. ‘what is the nature of value?’) seems to evoke no particular subjective phenomenology (feelings, intuitions etc.) for philosophical neophytes, perhaps even so for professional philosophers such as expressivists who try to face the question with impartiality and neutrality.[footnoteRef:29] When asked this question, we are at a loss about how to address the problem by appeal to feelings or intuitions because the question is so abstract and theoretical.  [28:  As Kahneman (2011:59) notes, System 1 is prone to seek cognitive ease and avoid cognitive strain. System 2, which is more attentive and effortful, seems to be quite lazy with limited resources, and very often it is not called for duty. Most of the time, most people tend to rely on their uncritical System 1 intuitions. Expressivists, of course, as philosophers try to rely more on their System 2 reasoned-driven intuitions. ]  [29:  Worthy of note, is that we are talking about the abstract metaphysical question ‘What is the nature of value?’ in particular. More colloquially framed metaphysical questions such as ‘Is there really something good and bad?’ addressed to laypeople may yield a high percentage of affirmative answers due to priming and framing effects (see Kahneman (2011:52-9, 88, 271-2) for priming and framing and Goodwin and Darley (2008) for some empirical evidence that laypeople are largely moral objectivists). But we are talking here of the more neutral and abstract ‘What is the nature of value?’ question, which as such it is likely to dumbfound laypeople.] 

In contrast, the heuristic-semantic question easily appeals to how expressivists (and the rest of us) experience value judgments, even so for trained philosophers who try to be impartial and free of implicit biases. Normative judging is something we do all the time and typically involves the obvious expression of attitudes, desires, sentiments etc. and therefore the question is easier to answer.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  There is a danger for the expressivist here, namely, Searle’s (1969) ‘speech act fallacy’. Compare Searle (1969:139) on ‘the speech act fallacy’: ‘‘The general nature of the speech act fallacy can be stated as follows, using ‘‘good’’ as our example. Calling something good is characteristically praising or commending or recommending it, etc. But it is a fallacy to infer from this that the meaning of ‘‘good’’ is explained by saying it is used to perform the act of commendation.’’. Needless to say, expressivists do not make such simple dialectical mistakes because they do not merely rely on some uses of normative predicates in order to argue for expressivism. ] 

In confirmation of the proposed hypothesis, I adduce below textual evidence from three prominent expressivists that testifies to the workings of the expressivist substitution. Admittedly, this evidence does not amount to statistical results from a large pool of expressivists (besides, expressivism, like other philosophical communities, is relatively small), but this quantitative shortage is balanced by the qualitative fact that we adduce evidence from prominent expressivists who know first-hand how reasoning for expressivism works. So their testimony is to be considered serious evidence.
Carter and Chrisman (2012:323) are quite explicit about how ‘the core expressivist maneuver’ works: ‘‘The basic thought is that, by construing ethical evaluations as interestingly disanalogous to descriptions of the world, we do not have to countenance in our ontology something –ethical facts or values- epistemic access to which is potentially mysterious and elusive; rather we can investigate something that is quite common -ethical evaluations- by the typical philosophical means by which we come to understand our thoughts and practices.’’
The ‘‘common [and] typical philosophical means by which we come to understand our thoughts and practices’’ are our first-person intuitions and feelings that can be easily accessed by introspection and associative memory, in other words, our subjective phenomenology.  But in contrast to normative judgments, it is plausible that, for the expressivist, judging about the nature of normative ontology hardly evokes any intuitive responses because of the abstract nature of the metaphysical question. So, with the question substitution expressivists do not only address the problem in line with their naturalistic sensibilities, but also in line with their own subjective phenomenology.
In the same vein, Gibbard (2003:6) also proposes that ‘‘[t]he expressivist’s strategy is to change the question. Don’t ask directly how to define ‘good’, for no correct definition can break out of a normative circle…Any other straight definition might either fail or likewise shift the burden. Instead of seeking a straight definition, expressivists propose, seek a characterization of a different form. Ask what states of mind ethical statements express…shift the question to focus on judgments.’’ As I read Gibbard (2003:6), he urges us to shift the question from the question of reductive analysis of value (Moorean, irreducible value is out of the question) that seems hard and intractable to the more tractable heuristic question about judgments.
 Hume (1739\1985: 520), who is arguably the forefather of expressivism, has expressed similar sentiments: ‘‘You can never find it [vice], till you turn your reflection into your own breast, and find a sentiment of disapprobation, which arises in you, towards this action. Here is a matter of fact; but ‘tis the object of feeling, not of reason. It lies in yourself, not in the object’’. Like Carter and Chrisman (2012) and Gibbard (2003), Hume sets out from a naturalistically-driven ontological pessimism about the prospects of ‘out there’ values and then appeals to introspective feelings, which are easily accessible and more familiar to us, and naturalistically-friendly.
Such textual evidence is important because it substantiates the hypothesis we are laying out and indicates that it is not mere speculation. It is a hypothesis that relies on a plausible cognitive theory about how agents tend to reason (i.e. Kahneman’s (2011)) and on reports-textual evidence from prominent expressivists that testify to the workings of ‘the core expressivist maneuver’. Thus, it is a prima facie plausible empirical hypothesis that the semantic question is prima facie more tractable and easier to answer for expressivists, due to their subjective phenomenology and naturalistic sensibilities (and independent expressivist reasoning coherent with ontological naturalism[footnoteRef:31]) and this suggests that expressivists who adopt the core expressivist maneuver are at least partly influenced by their own feelings and intuitions about the heuristic question, that is, the affect heuristic. [31:  Like open question arguments, motivation arguments, disagreement arguments, supervenience arguments, queerness arguments etc.] 

They may consider the metaphysical question and find it dry, abstruse and misplaced for our naturalistic times, but consider the related but distinct semantic question and feel that it has a clear answer because associative memory indicates that, indeed, value judgments express noncognitive content, which is also a naturalistically-friendly answer. It is also prima facie plausible that the expressivist substitution involves what Kahneman (2011:129) calls ‘the availability heuristic’, which is ‘‘the process of judging frequency by the ease with which instances come to mind.’’. The fact that it is fairly easily available to introspection that normative judgments have noncognitive content might encourage the thought that normative judgments are primarily noncognitive in content and this might also partly influence the substitution.
I conclude that it is prima facie plausible that expressivists are somewhat influenced by the subtle workings of question substitution and the involvement of the dubious affect and availability heuristics and find some reason for belief in expressivism by appeal to how they experience value judgments. But as almost everyone concedes and expressivists accept, first-person phenomenology is often a very bad counselor about the matter at hand. Feelings and intuitions can often lead us to misjudgment and this is something both philosophers and psychologists have taken pains to make explicit.[footnoteRef:32]  [32:  Kahneman (2011: Part III) himself refers to a plethora of cases where subjective phenomenology, even in cases of subjective absolute certainty, misleads us: cases of clinical prediction that relies on subjective phenomenology in contrast to statistical prediction in medicine, the so-called illusion of validity (exhibited by experts like political pundits), the planning fallacy, the hindsight bias or the optimism bias. 
] 

Thus, as an interim result, I conclude that the expressivist substitution is dubious because it arguably exemplifies the two Kahneman ‘inaptness-conducive’ properties. On the one hand, it is dubious whether answering the semantic question is even partly relevant to answering the metaphysical question (and vice versa). On the other hand, it is prima facie plausible that expressivists are partly influenced by the subtle workings of question substitution and by how they experience value judgments (via the dubious affect and availability heuristics) and it is dubious how reliable subjective phenomenology can be. This is the first interesting result of our exploration. The result is relatively modest in that it does not defeat ‘the core expressivist maneuver’, but this is not to detract from the fact that it goes some distance in diminishing its plausibility. 
With the application of Kahneman’s (2011) insights about question substitution to ‘the core expressivist maneuver’, we have a broad outline of the psychology of expressivist reasoning that bolsters the conclusion that ‘expressivism is justified’. We are now poised to run an evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism. That is, if we can offer the outline of an evolutionary psychological explanation of how expressivists come to believe that ‘expressivism is justified’, as we just did, and evolution is not a truth-tracking process in regard to evaluative truth (incl. ‘expressivism is justified’), then expressivism can be debunked as unjustified (and self-defeatingly so). This would also prove an interesting result on its own right. 

5. Is Expressivism Self-Debunking?
 Before we move on to spell out the argument, let us look into how evolutionary arguments generally work, how they have been run in favor of expressivism and then examine how they can be run against expressivism in light of Kahneman’s (2011) work. Following Kahane (2011:111), we can schematize evolutionary debunking arguments thus:
‘‘Causal Premise: We believe that p, an evaluative proposition, because we have an intuition that p, and there is an evolutionary explanation of our intuition that p.
Epistemic Premise: Evolution is not a truth-tracking process with respect to evaluative truth.
  Therefore, we are not justified in believing that p.’’ 
In similar style expressivists (and other moral antirealists) have run evolutionary debunking arguments against moral facts:[footnoteRef:33]  [33:   The most systematic appeal to evolutionary considerations by an expressivist is found in Gibbard (1990). For other antirealist appeals to evolutionary consideration see Street (2006), Joyce (2007), Kitcher (2007) and Griffiths and Wilkins (2015).] 

‘Causal Premise: We have moral beliefs that purport to represent moral facts because we have intuitions in support of moral beliefs and there is an evolutionary explanation of our intuitions in support of moral beliefs. There is even an evolutionary explanation of why we have moral beliefs\judgment at all and why it has the general form it has’.
Epistemic Premise: Evolution is not a truth-tracking process with respect to evaluative truth’.
Therefore, we are not justified in believing that moral judgments are ever true (in the correspondence sense).’[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  I speak of traditionally-conceived moral realism that understands moral facts as ontologically robust. I waive discussion of quasi-realism that understands moral facts as ontologically light quasi-facts. For some criticism of quasi-realism, although from different perspectives (respectively, realist and antirealist), see Cuneo (2007) and Street (2011). Street (2011) has run an evolutionary debunking argument against quasi-realism, mimicking her evolutionary debunking argument of (2006) against realism. Her debunking argument, however, is different from the one developed here. Her argument is based on ‘the Darwinian dilemma’ of either explaining tracking of (quasi-)facts in Darwinian style or denying such tracking, and of course both horns are found intractable for the (quasi-)realist. The argument developed here relies on the idea that expressivist reasoning itself relies on evolved cognitive processes and, given that evolution is not truth-tracking in respect to evaluative truth, we have no good reason to accept the evaluative truth of ‘expressivism is justified’. ] 

The problem now is that, by parity of reasoning, we could run an evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism. As we have seen, roughly, expressivists arrive at ‘expressivism is justified’, an evaluative proposition, because they have a reasoned-driven belief produced by System 2 that expressivism is justified, and there is a general evolutionary psychological explanation of their reasoned-driven belief that ‘expressivism is justified’. 
Roughly, they have the evaluative belief because they have evolved to use the question substitution heuristic and replace perceived hard questions with perceived easier ones (as seen from the expressivist perspective), while they have also evolved reflective System 2 and the ability to reason things out (in independent support of the substitution, including evolutionary debunking arguments). But according to the theory of Darwinian evolution, evolution is not a truth-tracking process with respect to evaluative truth because evolution ‘aims’ (figuratively speaking) at survival and reproduction, not truth, and especially evaluative truth that it is hard to accommodate naturalistically. Hence, expressivism is unjustified.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  I attribute to expressivists a commitment to ‘propositions’ and ‘truth-tracking of evaluative truth’, which the classical expressivist does not accept in any robust sense. For the sake of the argument, however, I will assume a quasi-realist, deflated reading of these notions that is often accepted by sophisticated expressivists (cf. Blackburn (1993), Gibbard (2011). ] 

More formally:
‘‘Causal Premise: We believe that expressivism is justified, an evaluative proposition[footnoteRef:36], because we have a belief produced by System 2 that expressivism is justified (arrived at due to reasoned-driven question substitution), and there is an evolutionary psychological, causal explanation of our reasoned-driven belief that expressivism is justified.  [36:  It might be objected that ‘expressivism is justified’ is an epistemic (and not moral) evaluative proposition and that this makes all the difference. It makes all the difference because we might be antirealists\expressivists about moral value but not about epistemic value, such as justification. I am skeptical about the plausibility of this position because there are obvious normative analogues between the moral and the epistemic domain (reasons, categoricity, supervenience, motivation etc.) (cf. Cuneo 2007) that are difficult to understand in realist, naturalistic terms. Heathwood (2009) has independently argued -against Cuneo (2007)- that the moral and the epistemic might not share the same metanormative fate, because epistemic reasonability seems naturalistically reducible while moral properties seem not, but his argument is problematic on a number of counts. I cannot afford to go into the matter here, so I will direct to criticisms of his proposal by Rowland (2013) and Cuneo and Kyriacou (forthcoming). To conclude, whether the causal premise is to be resisted is something to be shown and, henceforth, I will be assuming that is plausible. Whether we could be naturalistic epistemic realists in a way that defuses the debunking problem for expressivism is something to be shown, not assumed. ] 

Epistemic Premise: Evolution is not a truth-tracking process with respect to evaluative truth (incl. ‘expressivism is justified’).[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Note that the epistemic premise here need not rely on the plausibility of the argument of the previous section about the dubious aptness of the expressivist substitution and it is, therefore, no hostage to its fortune. The premise can independently follow from a mainstream understanding of the Darwinian theory of natural selection. The argument here is meta-epistemological while the argument in the previous section is a first-order epistemological argument that presupposes our minimal reliability for truth-acquisition. In this section this presupposition is made explicit and it is questioned whether expressivism can account for it. Kahneman’s (2011) work is meant to primarily bear on the causal premise and not the epistemic premise of the debunking argument.] 

  Therefore, we are not justified in believing that expressivism is justified.’’ 
Thus, we arrive at a dialectical situation that resembles what Kant (1787\2003) called ‘an antinomy of reason’.[footnoteRef:38] The same style of debunking argument can be run both in favor and against a theory, which gives rise to a contradiction and creates an obvious puzzle. This is a startling result. Our best theory of cognition coupled with our best theory of the origins of cognition, namely, evolutionary psychology suggest that we can both run an evolutionary debunking argument in favor and against expressivism.  [38:  Kant (1787\2003) was referring to antinomies of pure reason in regard to ‘transcendental ideas’, such that the world has a beginning in time and that is limited in space.] 

Two clarifications of the argument are in due. First, the debunking argument against expressivism does not debunk expressivist truth. It grants (at least for the sake of argument) deflationary expressivist truths but questions our reliability for tracking such expressivist truths.[footnoteRef:39] Besides, sophisticated quasi-realist expressivists deny the existence of a robust (evaluative) truth, but they do not deny that there is deflated (evaluative) truth.[footnoteRef:40] There are worries about deflationism in general and expressivist deflationism in particular[footnoteRef:41], but the debunking argument is not about the existence of deflated evaluative truth, but about reliable tracking of the deflationary evaluative truth ‘expressivism is justified’.  [39:  Griffiths and Wilkins (2015) suggest, against Plantinga’s (1993) ‘evolutionary argument against naturalism’, that truth-trackingness of basic, domain-specific faculties (e.g. perception, memory) would have been instrumental for survival and, therefore, we can expect natural selection to indirectly select of such faculties. But although this line of thought is plausible, it does not help with truth-tracking about highly theoretical subjects, especially if these do not appear directly empirical and conducive to survival, such as value metaphysics and set theory. See Cuneo and Shafer-Landau (2014:427-8) and Huemer (2008:216) for a similar point.]  [40:  According to deflationism, roughly, to say that ‘P is true’ is simply to assert that ‘P’ and perhaps also express approval of p, confidence in P, recommendation of P and so on. Hence, ‘expressivism is justified’ can be true (in the deflationary sense) because it is justified in virtue of certain epistemic norms that the expressivist endorses (if, say, we assume Gibbard’s (1990) influential norm expressivism).]  [41:  For instance, ontologically light theories of truth (such as deflationism) face a grounding problem (see Glanzberg (2013: section 6.2)).] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Second, the evolutionary debunking argument does not primarily aim at debunking expressivism as unjustified because it cannot explain reliable tracking of expressivist evaluative truths, such as ‘murder is wrong’ (as in Street (2011)).[footnoteRef:42] Rather, it debunks expressivism because it proves expressivism epistemically self-defeating. That is, in light of the fact that we arrive at ‘expressivism is justifed’ via evolved processes that do not aim at evaluative truth (robust or other), we have good reason to think that ‘expressivism is justified’ is unjustified. It is unjustified because we rely for its tracking on unreliable cognitive processes that, by Darwinian lights, are not truth-tracking. Hence, expressivism prima facie entails its own unjustifiedness and it is, therefore, epistemically self-defeating (and self-debunking).  [42:  Gibbard (2011) has offered a response to Street’s (2011) debunking argument against quasi-realist expressivism by appeal to coherence considerations and one might surmise that the same style of response could be applied to the current debunking argument. I have no space to do any justice to the sophisticated Gibbardian line of response, but my brief remark is that coherentist accounts of justification\rationality are problematic and, by extension, any such appeal is likely to carry over these problems. For critical discussion of coherentism see Olsson (2009). It is also worthy of notice that an expressivist, who is anti-reductionist about normative concepts, relies on a coherentist account of rationality that seems like a reductionist position. See Greco (2015) for an epistemic open question argument and Kyriacou (2016: section 4) for some discussion.] 

This is a doubly interesting result because Carter and Chrisman (2012) appeal to ‘the core expressivist maneuver’ in order to rescue expressivism from various epistemic self-defeat charges (e.g. by Cuneo (2007)). Yet if the argument adumbrated here is on the right track, it turns out that the modus operandi of ‘the core expressivist maneuver’ commits expressivism to yet another, evolution-backed this time, epistemic self-defeat. This second result of our exploration is also modest in that it does not defeat expressivism, but merely registers a challenge for expressivism. 
Let us now examine a ‘companions-in-guilt’ objection against the evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism.

6. A ‘Companions in Guilt’ Objection and A Brief Reply
Some might be tempted to object to the evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism by appeal to a ‘companions in guilt’ argument.[footnoteRef:43] That is, it might be objected that the evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism is unfair because any basic cognitive process (perception, memory, etc.) is expected to have an evolutionary pedigree and, therefore, we could easily generalize the debunking argument against any kind of argument\belief whatsoever. That would of course lead to epistemic self-defeat and global skepticism about justification because no argument\belief would be justified in light of the evolutionary origins of our basic cognitive abilities and processes[footnoteRef:44].  [43:  See Shafer-Landau (2005) and Cuneo (2007) for some ‘companions in guilt’ style of arguments in favor of antireductionist moral realism. The phrase was coined by Mackie (1971).]  [44:  See Plantinga’s (1993:216-37) ‘evolutionary argument against naturalism’ and De Cruz et al. (2011:521-2) for different versions of similar self-defeat worries against evolutionary debunking. They both frame the problem in terms of the reliability of cognitive processes. However, both Plantinga (1993) and De Cruz et al. (2011) do not press the worry at the fundamental metaepistemological-ontological level (as they should, I think). Vavova (2014) and Kyriacou (forthcoming-a) do press the self-defeat at the metanormative-ontological (moral and epistemic) level and, correctly I think, suggest that the evolutionary debunking maneuver is prima facie epistemically self-defeating. Of note is that self-defeat arguments against epistemic antirealists have a celebrated history going all the way to Plato’s Theatetus. See Burnyeat (1976) for some scholarly discussion of Plato’s own argument against Protagorean relativism.] 

It would lead to epistemic self-defeat because if there are no justified arguments\beliefs, then nothing would be epistemically justified and worthy of believing.[footnoteRef:45] But of course almost no one accepts so radical a form of skepticism as global skepticism about justification. Hence, the argument generalizes and leads to a reductio. Therefore, there must be something wrong with the argument and we can safely set it aside, even if it is very hard to identify what exactly goes awry with the argument. [45:  Trivially, epistemically self-defeating arguments undermine themselves. Thus, they provide us with good epistemic reason to reject them. Of note is that we are concerned here with epistemic self-defeat that implies undercutting (e.g. Descartes’ cogito) and which is to be distinguished from the stronger logical self-defeat that implies contradiction (e.g. the self-referential semantic paradoxes). Epistemic self-defeat provides us with pro tanto sufficient epistemic reason to reject an argument. See Fumerton (1995:43-53) for some discussion of the distinction between epistemic and logical self-defeat.] 

We can briefly answer the companions in guilt objection in the following way. The expressivist will not be off the hook of the evolutionary debunking argument just by merely generalizing the argument and indicating that it leads to self-defeat and unpalatable global skepticism about justification. It would remain a problem for expressivists to explain why their theory is justified if their justificatory reasoning can be explained in evolutionary psychological terms and evolution is not a truth-tracking process in regard to evaluative truth. If the argument can be generalized in a way that implies epistemic self-defeat and global skepticism about justification, then so much the worse for expressivism that has such dire implications. It will not help to retort that this is not a problem because it is a problem for everyone.
This is especially the case for expressivism because rival epistemic realists would seem to be in a position to deny that it is an equally hard problem for everyone. They could argue that, in principle, epistemic realism has the resources to tackle the epistemic self-defeat and global skepticism about justification worries. That is, epistemic realists would seem to be more resourceful in addressing the problem and fending off epistemic self-defeat and global skepticism about justification because, as realists, they can insist that there are indispensable epistemic facts (cf. Cuneo (2007:229)) in virtue of which rational reasoning (and debunking reasoning) should take place, such as the Humean epistemic fact that ‘rational belief ought to be proportionate to evidence’ or the epistemic fact that ‘knowledge entails truth’.[footnoteRef:46]   [46:  Such an epistemically realist position could dovetail with Enoch’s (2013) defense of moral realism by appeal to the practical indispensability of moral facts. In the epistemic case, epistemic facts would be indispensable for theoretical reasoning (cf. Cuneo (2007:229)). Perhaps we could also -following Cuneo’s and Shafer-Landau’s (2014) case for ‘moral fixed points’ of conceptual truths- understand these epistemic facts as ‘epistemic fixed points’ of conceptual truths, see Kyriacou (MS).  Those who miss moral and epistemic fixed points (such as ‘killing for fun is wrong’, ‘knowledge entails truth’) would be (meta-)conceptually deficient, see Kyriacou (forthcoming-b).] 

In addition, they could suggest that we have evolved basic cognitive abilities that can be properly trained and developed in a cultural context to reliably track the truth.[footnoteRef:47] Of course, realists would have other serious trouble in their hands, such as explaining with some plausibility the ontology and epistemology of epistemic facts given our evolutionary history[footnoteRef:48], but at least they would not have the particular ‘antinomy of reason’ problem we have been pressing against expressivism. [47:  See FitzPatrick (2015) for the idea and some discussion.]  [48:  See Street (2006) for this worry and Enoch (2013) and FitzPatrick (2015) for different kinds of antireductionist realist responses. Enoch (2013) suggests a third-factor, ‘pre-established harmony’ response that accepts causal closure and the inertia of moral facts. FitzPatrick (2015) is willing to accept that moral facts are causally powerful.] 

The objector’s rejoinder might be to modify her objection: she might counter that because her belief is produced by specifically System 2 this provides an independent reason to trust it. Even if System 2 evolved (as it surely did), it is a kind of domain-general, reasoning ability that the debunking argument may not apply to it in the way that it does to more domain-specific, automatic intuitions (e.g. perception). Had the debunking argument applied to System 2, it would have entailed universal skepticism about System 2 reflective justification, including even the argument of this paper, which would render the current argument self-defeating.
 Very briefly, the line of thought of the previous response applies to this modified version of the argument as well: to insist that such evolutionary skepticism should not apply to the domain-general faculty System 2 because we are otherwise goaded towards disastrous reflective skepticism and inevitable self-defeat seems ad hoc.[footnoteRef:49] The expressivist will not be off the hook by pointing out that it is a problem for everyone. What is more, the epistemic realist can prima facie resist the assumption that it is an equally hard problem for everyone because, as a realist, has by definition more resources to employ in avoiding such reflective scepticism and self-defeat (at least if she can hold onto realism in the face of serious objections, which is another topic). That is, they can appeal to indispensable epistemic facts in virtue of which rational reasoning (and debunking reasoning) should take place (cf. Cuneo (2007:229)).  [49:  We should also recall (see ftn. 21) that the reflective System 2 is not itself infallible or incorrigible, and therefore it should not be invested with blind trust. Of course, it is via self-reflection that we can aspire to correct System 2 processes.] 

I conclude that expressivism owes us an answer for the antinomy we have presented, namely, that evolutionary debunking arguments can be run both in favor and against expressivism. Overall, I have argued that experimental work from cognitive psychology can shed some light on how the core expressivist maneuver operates at the cognitive level and that this: (a) raises worries about the aptness of the expressivist question substitution and (b) supports an evolutionary debunking argument against expressivism. 
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