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1 Introduction 

Good moral deliberation often involves taking into account what ought to be done, but likely 

will not be done. Indeed, a certain form of reasoning is common and cogent, both in the interpersonal 

and intrapersonal case: 

(i) B should φ, but he won’t – so A should φ.  

(ii) C should φ, but C won’t – so C should ψ.  

 

It is a familiar fact that our normative judgments about what an agent should do not disappear once 

it is stipulated that the agent will (or will likely) not do that thing. Consider the following cases: 

LONELY AUNT: Ann’s brother Bob has promised to visit their lonely great-aunt at the nursing 

home this weekend. But he is selfish and unreliable, and Ann knows he’s booked a luxury 

getaway. Due to COVID restrictions, the great-aunt can only have one visitor per weekend. 

Bob should visit, but he won’t – so Ann should.  

SICK UNCLE: Claire’s uncle is in the hospital and needs company. Claire hates the smell and 

ambience of hospitals, and always fails to visit when she says she will. Whenever she drives to 

the hospital, she gets drawn in by the spa next door, and goes for a massage instead of visiting. 

Claire can either drive to the hospital and visit her uncle in person, or stay home and call him, 

but cannot do both. Visiting in person is better than talking on the phone. Claire should get 

in the car and visit, but she won’t – so she should stay home and call.1 

We judge that Bob should visit his great-aunt and that Claire should visit her uncle. In each case, it is 

foreseeable that an agent will fail to do something. This is perfectly consistent with our judging that 

she should do it.2 

 
1 Worsnip (2021: 214) discusses a similar case.  
 
2 Judgments about what an agent “should” or “ought to” do refer to normative judgments about what an agent 

has all-things-considered reason to do. I use “should” and “ought” interchangeably.  
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These cases involve what I will call “non-corealizable” actions.3 A pair of actions (by a single 

individual, or by different individuals) is non-corealizable if and only if at most one of them can be 

done. You could win the race, and so could I, but we cannot both win. So your winning and my 

winning are non-corealizable. Let us call a pair of actions with this feature “interpersonally non-

corealizable,”4 and a pair of actions “intrapersonally non-corealizable” when a single agent can φ, and 

can ψ, but cannot do both. I can go to Cancun or Paris for spring break, but I cannot go to Cancun 

and Paris. These actions are intrapersonally non-corealizable.  

What these two cases – LONELY AUNT and SICK UNCLE – seem to suggest is that “should”-

judgments can be jointly coherent even when they jointly recommend non-corealizable actions. The 

judgments that A should φ and B should φ can be jointly coherent, even though it is not possible for 

both A and B to φ. Similarly, the judgments that C should φ and should ψ can be jointly coherent, even 

though it is not possible for C both to φ and to ψ. But if this is correct, then many expressivist theories, 

including the locus classicus of plan expressivism (Gibbard 2003), are in trouble. Plan-expressivists 

associate normative judgment with an attitude that satisfies a corealizability constraint. The result is 

the introduction of a consistency requirement on normative judgments where none is warranted – or, 

more cautiously vis-à-vis Gibbard, where one is warranted only by the introduction of a contentious 

first-order premise, possibilism.5  

Non-corealizability raises a second problem for plan-expressivism, elaborated in §4. To 

anticipate: while standard plan-expressivism (Gibbard 2003) associates every normative judgment with 

 
3 I adapt the term from Ayars (2022). 
 
4 Nothing hinges on the fact that, in my examples, it is one and the same act-type, φ, which each of two agents 

should perform, but which they cannot both perform. The problem I raise clearly generalizes to cases involving two act-
types, A’s φ-ing and B’s ψ-ing, which each should be performed, but cannot simultaneously be performed. 
 

5 Compare Van Roojen (1996: 322): “We have noted a recurring problem [for expressivists], that the resources 
used to explain inconsistency where all agree there is inconsistency generate inconsistency where there seems to be none.” 
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a planning subject (defined below), cases involving interpersonally non-corealizable acts prompt 

normative judgments which are not plausibly associated with any such subject. 

Allan Gibbard’s 20036 and Alisabeth Ayars’ 20227 views serve as exemplars of the plan-

expressivist program, and I focus on them in what follows. But the objections I raise apply to any 

expressivist view which identifies normative judgment with an attitude that is subject to a 

corealizability constraint. On Gibbard’s (2003) account, normative judgments are planning states. A 

“plan” is a desire-like attitude which “[determines] what to do in various contingencies, expected or 

hypothetical”;8 it is that state which settles what to do, concluding deliberation and characteristically 

issuing in intentions.9 Gibbard holds that first-personal normative judgments of the form “I should 

φ” amount to a plan, on my part, to φ. Third-personal normative judgments, by contrast, are 

contingency plans for the counterfactual scenario in which I, the judge, am also the subject of the 

judgment (hereafter: the “planning subject”). That is: the judgment I express with “Jane should φ” 

amounts to a plan, on my part, to φ if I am in Jane’s exact circumstances.10 

Ayars’ (2022) expressivist account of normative judgment follows Gibbard’s in most respects. 

Normative judgments are associated with an intention-like, non-cognitive attitude called “decision.” 

For the purposes of this paper, an Ayars-style “decision” can be understood as a Gibbard-style 

“plan.”11 The novelty of Ayars’ view lies in the fact that it gives a uniform analysis of first and third-

 
6 Gibbard (2003).  

7 Ayars (2022). Ayars (this volume) briefly summarizes Ayars (2022). 

8 Gibbard (2003: 53).  

9 I borrow this helpful characterization from Ayars (2022: 10-11).  

10 Gibbard defends an indexical theory of belief, desire, and intention-states. So on his account, all plans are de 
se. When I make a plan for what to do if I am in Jane’s circumstances, I am making a hypothetical plan for what to do in 
that set of worlds whose center is Jane, where Jane’s descriptive circumstances are those she is actually in. 

 
11 In fact, Ayars (2022) more than Gibbard insists on a distinction between plans and future intentions. One 

might form a future intention always to go left in a Buridan’s Ass case, but a “plan” of this sort is not a “decision” in 
Ayars’ sense. This seems the right result: someone who makes such a plan, does not thereby judge that she should go left. 
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personal normative judgments. All normative judgments of the form “X should φ” amount to decisions 

that X φ. A first-personal normative judgment is a decision I make for myself. A third-personal 

normative judgment is a decision I make for another. My judgment that I should φ is a decision to φ. 

My judgment that Jane should φ is a decision, on my part, that Jane φ.12  

The variations in Ayars and Gibbard’s views affect how the problems raised by non-corealizability 

manifest themselves. But non-corealizability presents a stumbling block for both. Let us first examine 

a problem which interpersonal non-corealizability raises for Ayars’ expressivism. 

2 The Challenge from Interpersonal Non-corealizability  

2.1 The Challenge 

On Ayars’ view, intrapersonal and interpersonal normative judgments are associated with a 

single attitude that is subject to a consistency constraint. Again, all normative judgments of the form 

‘X should φ’ amount to decisions that X φ. Decisions are subject to a corealizability constraint: an 

agent cannot coherently decide both to shave her head and to put rollers in her hair. It is therefore 

incoherent to judge that an agent should (now) shave her head and should (now) put rollers in her 

hair. More generally, it is incoherent to decide that A φ and that B ψ if one believes that’s A’s φ-ing 

and B’s ψ-ing preclude one another. Since normative judgments are decisions, one can coherently 

judge that A should φ and that B should ψ only if one believes that it is possible for A to φ when B 

ψ’s.13 

 Now recall the sad case of LONELY AUNT. We judge that Bob should visit, but we foresee that 

he won’t. So, we judge, Ann should visit. According to Ayars, these judgments are decisions. The 

 
12 See Ayars (2022) for exposition and defense of her idea that one agent can “decide that” another do something.  

13 As Ayars (2022, this volume) emphasizes. The interpersonal co-realizability constraint on normative judgment 
plays a crucial role in her arguments that rational egoism is incoherent (2022: 16-19), and that practical reasons are 
essentially public (this volume). My objection thus targets the very feature of Ayars’ view which she relies upon in defending 
various normative claims.  
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decision that Bob visit, and the decision that Ann visit, cannot both be realized. Our pair of judgments 

is made in full awareness of this fact. So Ayars’ view must say that the pair of judgments is incoherent. 

But that is false. The judgment that Ann should visit her aunt puts no rational pressure on the 

judgment that Bob should visit her – as is obvious if we consider the situation from Ann’s perspective. 

Upon resolving to pick up her brother’s slack, Ann’s judgment that he ought to be doing the job 

remains intact. The judgment she expresses by means of ‘I should visit’ does not put rational pressure 

on her to jettison her judgment, ‘Bob should visit.’14 He does not get off the hook so easily.  

2.2 Objection to the Interpersonal Challenge  

 Ayars’ view fails only if there are genuine cases about which it is coherent to judge that each 

of two agents should φ, although (as one believes) they cannot both φ. Using LONELY AUNT as an 

example,  let me address two objections to the claim that this can in fact be coherent. First, one might 

object that it is not right to say without qualification that Ann should visit. That judgment is 

underdescribed, and implicitly includes a proviso: ‘Ann should visit if Bob does not visit.’ If that 

conditional thing is what we intend when we say that Ann should visit, the objection goes, then there 

is no problem for Ayars’ view. For, once this imprecision is eliminated, our pair of judgments (‘Bob 

should visit,’ ‘Ann should visit if Bob does not’) expresses a pair of decisions that are corealizable. It 

is possible both for Bob to visit, and for Ann to visit if Bob does not. So Ayars’s view does not deem 

this pair of judgments incoherent.   

The objection fails, however. Suppose that – as the objection proposes, and as is apt – we 

judge ‘Bob should visit’ and ‘Ann should visit if Bob does not.’ Then we learn that Bob will not visit. 

 
14 Since Ayars’ view associates intrapersonal and interpersonal judgments with a single attitude, we are free to 

redescribe the case, and the relevant judgments, from Ann’s perspective. The distinction between (i) the pair made up of 
the third-personal judgments “A should φ” and “B should φ” and (ii) the pair made up of the first-personal judgment “I 
should φ” and the  third-personal judgment “B should φ” comes to nothing, because sets of “should” judgments get the 
same analysis, and are subject to the same corealizability constraint, regardless of who is making them. 
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This should lead us to form the unconditional judgment that Ann should visit, while retaining the 

judgment that Bob should visit. But these judgments are incoherent on Ayars’ view, for they express 

non-corealizable decisions. Appealing to possible worlds sharpens the point. The possible world 

which concerns us, and presents a problem for Ayars, is the one in which Bob fails to visit. Contra 

Ayars, it is coherent to judge that, in this world, Ann should visit, and that, in this same world, Bob 

should visit.15 Bob’s foreseeable failure to do what he should does not make it false that he should do 

it. That is why Ann can cogently construe her fulfillment of her obligation as picking up Bob’s slack.  

The same consideration undermines a broader version of this objection, namely that ‘Ann 

should visit’ and ‘Bob should visit’ express decisions for mutually exclusive sets of descriptive 

circumstances. On the plan-expressivist story, normative judgments are always plans (or, in Ayars’ 

lingo, decisions) for some descriptive circumstances c (the ‘fact’ half of a ‘fact-prac world’ (Gibbard 

(2003: 47)). ‘X should φ in c’ expresses the decision that X φ if the circumstances (set of descriptive 

facts) c obtains. The proposal is that ‘Bob should visit’ expresses a plan for circumstances c1, while 

‘Ann should visit’ expresses a plan for some distinct circumstances c2. So long as c1 and c2 preclude one 

another (they cannot both obtain), these judgments express corealizable decisions, and are coherent.16  

This objection, too, fails because Bob should visit even in circumstances where he does not. It 

is coherent to judge that Bob should visit in some circumstances c and that, in these same circumstances c, 

Ann should visit.17 Define c as the exhaustive set of descriptive facts about the world up to and 

 
15 Consider that if neither visits, it is appropriate for both to feel guilty.  

16 A ‘decision’ in Ayars’ sense counts as realized when its condition goes unsatisfied. Therefore, if c1 and c2  
preclude one another, the decisions ‘Bob visit if c1 obtains’ and ‘Ann visit if c2  obtains’ are corealizable.  

 
17 A subtler proposal is that there is a context-shift across our judgments about Ann and Bob. (Mellor & Shea 

(ms.) supports this suggestion.) According to Kratzerian contextualist semantics for ‘ought,’ ‘A ought to φ’ is true relative 
to some modal base (set of propositions held fixed by a speaker) m, if and only if, in the best worlds consistent with m, A 
φ’s (Kratzer (2012), Worsnip (2019)). Contextualists will point out that there is no single modal base relative to which ‘Ann 
should visit’ and ‘Bob should visit’ are true: ‘Ann should visit’ is true only relative to a modal base which includes the 
proposition that Bob will fail to visit, while ‘Bob should visit’ is false relative to any modal base which includes this 
proposition (since there are no worlds compatible with this proposition in which Bob visits). 
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including the time at which Bob boards the flight to his getaway. Ann should visit in c because Bob is 

going to fail to do so. And Bob should visit in c because he promised that he would. Again, he does 

not escape his obligation by foreseeably failing to fulfill it.  

3 The Challenge from Intrapersonal Non-corealizability 

3.1 The Challenge 

Gibbard avoids Ayars’ unfortunate result in cases involving interpersonally non-corealizable 

actions – viz. the result that it is incoherent to judge that an agent A should φ and that another agent 

B should φ, whenever one believes A’s and B’s φ-ing to be incompatible.18 On Gibbard’s account, a 

third-personal judgment is a contingency plan for what to do in another agent’s shoes.19 One’s 

judgments that A should φ and that B should φ express two plans for two different scenarios: one, a 

plan to φ if one finds oneself in A’s descriptive circumstances; and another, to φ if one finds oneself 

in B’s. These two plans are corealizable, even if A’s φ-ing and B’s φ-ing preclude one another. For one 

will not find oneself in both of A and B’s descriptive circumstances at the same time, and conditional 

plans (e.g. ‘if in A's circumstances, φ’) count as realized when the relevant condition goes unsatisfied. 

Thus, on Gibbard’s account, the fact that it is impossible for A to φ whenever B φ’s has no bearing 

on the coherence of judging that A should φ and B should φ.20 Take LONELY AUNT. On Gibbard’s 

 
Could Ayars’ expressivism incorporate Kratzerian contextualism, and avoid the challenge? It is not clear that it 

could, since Kratzerian contextualism gives a descriptivist analysis of ‘ought.’ Supposing that it could, it is not clear how 
doing so would address the challenge I have raised. The imagined contextualist-expressivist theory would have to introduce 
some subtler analysis of ‘ought’ and some subtler coherence constraint on normative judgment than Ayars provides. For 
ex hypothesi, the semantic values of ‘ought’ judgments vary as the modal base varies, while Ayars (2022, this volume) is silent 
on how this multiplicity of semantic values could be understood in terms of decisions. In the absence of a developed 
hybrid view, which answers this question and identifies a subtler coherence constraint on normative judgment, it is difficult 
to say whether accepting ‘ought’ contextualism would help Ayars’ view address my objection. Even if it would, 
contextualism is a costly toll to pay for a plan-expressivist view.  

 
18 See note 4.  
 
19 See note 10. 
 
20 Mutatis mutandis for the pair of judgments ‘I should φ’ and ‘B should φ,’ where my φ-ing and B’s φ-ing are 

interpersonally non-corealizable. The former judgment amounts to a plan, on my part, to φ in my actual circumstances; 
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view, the judgment that Bob should visit is a plan to visit if in Bob’s exact descriptive circumstances. 

The judgment that Ann should visit is a plan to visit if in Ann’s exact descriptive circumstances. One 

cannot be in both of Ann and Bob’s exact descriptive circumstances at the same time. So the fact that 

it is impossible for Ann to visit whenever Bob visits has no bearing on the coherence of judging that 

Ann should visit and Bob should visit.21  

However, the problem I now raise concerning intrapersonal non-corealizability affects Ayars 

and Gibbard equally. Since they face the exact same quandary, for the exact same reason, I will lump 

them together in the remainder of this section under the name “plan-expressivists,” and talk of “plans” 

rather of “decisions.” It is incoherent to plan to perform each of two acts which one believes to be 

mutually exclusive in a given circumstance. So much is uncontroversial. According to plan-

expressivists, intrapersonal normative judgments – judgments about what a single agent should do – 

just are plans for that agent. So intrapersonal normative judgments are subject to this same constraint: 

it is incoherent to judge that an agent should perform each of two acts which one believes to be 

mutually exclusive in a given circumstance.  

Yet, just as one’s judgments that A and B should φ can be jointly coherent even when one 

does not believe that A and B both can φ, so one’s judgments that a single agent A should φ and 

should ψ can be jointly coherent, even when one does not believe that A can both φ and ψ. This much 

plan-expressivists must allow, unless they assume a contentious normative premise, possibilism. Recall 

SICK UNCLE: Claire can either get in the car and visit her uncle in the hospital (φ) – which would be 

best, but which foreseeably she will fail to do – or she can stay at home and telephone him (ψ). She 

cannot do both. (Suppose that patients have only one hour for socializing a week, and that there is no 

 
the latter amounts to a plan to φ in Bob’s circumstances. My actual circumstances and Bob’s circumstances are distinct, so 
my plans are corealizable, and my judgments coherent.  

21 Thanks to Jamie Dreier for discussion of this point.  
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cellphone signal within 100 miles of the hospital, such that driving to the hospital precludes calling.) 

Note that whether Claire successfully gets in the car and visits her uncle is under her agential control. 

Though it is foreseeable that she will fail, it is not impossible for her to succeed, and if she fails, this will 

be a failure for which she is responsible. Addiction and compulsion undermine genuine agency, but it 

is not as though Claire is addicted to the seductive eucalyptus scent wafting from the spa’s entrance, 

or compulsively averse to entering the hospital. 

It is uncontroversial that, all things considered, Claire should drive to the hospital and visit her 

uncle in person.22 But is it also true that, all things considered, Claire should stay home and call her 

uncle? The answer to this question depends on whether “actualism” or “possibilism” is correct. These 

are rival accounts of the appropriate frame of comparison to adopt in determining whether an agent 

should perform act or act-sequence χ. Possibilism is the view that an agent should χ if and only if, of 

all the act-sequences available to her, χ-ing is, or is part of, the best act-sequence (that is: if the best 

world that she can bring about is a world in which she χ’s).23 Actualism is the view that an agent should 

χ if and only if her χ-ing is better than her not χ-ing (that is: if the nearest world in which she χ’s is 

better than the nearest world in which she does not χ).24 Both views have considerable intuitive appeal 

and counterintuitive consequences.25 Which to accept is a substantive normative question, the 

resolution of which is, for the purposes of this argument, beside the point. What matters is that 

possibilism and actualism entail different judgments about Claire’s situation and, more precisely, that 

 
22 Actualists and possibilists ground this judgment in different considerations, described below. 

23 This formulation is adapted from Timmerman & Cohen (2016).  

24 One may prefer to formulate the distinction in terms of expected value. Possibilism is the view that an agent 
should χ if and only if, of all the act-sequences available to her, χ-ing is, or is part of, the act-sequence with the highest 
expected value. Actualism is the view that an agent should χ if and only if the expected value of χ-ing is higher than the 
expected value of not-χ-ing. 

25 Timmerman & Cohen (2016).  
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only possibilism supports the introduction of an intrapersonal non-corealizability constraint on 

normative judgment.  

Possibilists hold that Claire should drive to the hospital and visit in person, on the grounds 

that this is the best act-sequence available to her. They deny that Claire should stay home and call, on 

the grounds that this is not the best act-sequence available to her. More generally, possibilism 

guarantees that whenever φ and ψ are intrapersonally non-corealizable, one of the two judgments ‘C 

should φ’ and ‘C should ψ’ is mistaken. Possibilism thus warrants an intrapersonal corealizability 

constraint on normative judgment. Actualists agree with possibilists that Claire should get in the car 

and visit, but they explain this fact differently. Claire should get in the car and visit because it is better 

that she do so than that she not do so. But for the same reason, Claire should stay home and call: it is 

better that she stay home and call than that she not do so.26 So, actualists say, Claire should leave the 

house and visit her uncle; and she should stay at home and telephone him. 

Of course, there is no world in which Claire can live out both of the plans which these 

judgments express. So, the plan-expressivist must say, the actualist’s judgments are incoherent. But 

the imposition of this coherence constraint is appropriate only on the assumption that possibilism is 

true. This is a doubly bad result for the plan-expressivist. First, many people find possibilism 

 
26 According to the actualist, it is better that Claire stay home and call her uncle than that she not do so because, 

in the nearest possible world in which she does not do so, she does not drive to the hospital and visit; her uncle is altogether 
ignored.  
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implausible.27 Second, most expressivists do not want the viability of their meta-ethical theory to hinge 

on a contentious answer to a controversial normative question.28  

3.2 Objections to the Intrapersonal Challenge 

 It may be objected that, in cases like SICK UNCLE, actualists are not committed to two 

normative judgments which express non-corealizable plans. Actualists must hold that Claire ought to 

get in the car and visit, and that Claire ought to stay home and call. But it may be proposed that only 

one of these judgments is action-guiding, and so analyzable as a plan.29 Contra this proposal, prima facie 

both actualist ‘ought’ judgments are of the kind standard plan-expressivism sets out to analyze: viz., 

action-guiding, all-things-considered ‘ought’ judgments, which predicate “to-be-doneness” of actions 

(Gibbard 2003: 13).30 Standard actualism holds not that one ‘ought’ judgment about Claire is action-

guiding and the other not, but that both are action-guiding judgments, which hold relative to distinct 

option-sets. After all, actualists adduce pairs of judgments like ‘Claire ought to get in the car and visit’ 

 
27 See Timmerman & Cohen (2016). Possibilism struggles to do justice to the idea that agents ought to plan around 

their anticipated moral failings. Imagine a person who always blows up at colleagues in faculty meetings. Although it would 
be best for him to attend faculty meetings and manage his temper, and although this is possible (losing his temper is under 
his control), it is plausible that, after repeated outbursts, he is under an obligation to stop placing himself in the temper-
triggering situation. Possibilism struggles to explain this because it enjoins agents always to act as the best act-sequence 
requires, even when there is overwhelming evidence that they will fail to execute it. See Kiesewetter (2015, 2018) for a reply 
on the possibilist’s behalf, and White (2017) for criticism of Kiesewetter (2015). 

28 In a primer on moral cognitivism versus non-cognitivism, Mark Van Roojen (2018) writes: “Many think it a 
desideratum in metaethical theorizing that a candidate theory be consistent with all or most normative theories actually 
defended by serious normative ethical proponents.” Compare remarks in Gibbard (1990: 88) and Van Roojen (1996: 324) 
regarding the relation between the possibility of moral dilemmas and proposed solutions to the embedding problem (also 
cited in Van Roojen (2018)). 

Whether to accept possibilism or actualism is a normative ethical question. The choice is between two accounts 
of what our normative reasons or ‘ought’s consist in. Theories about what our normative reasons or ‘ought’s consist in 
are normative ethical theories, rather than meta-ethical theories, on any conventional understanding of that distinction. 
(Cf. Estlund 2019: 166-167)).  

 
29 A related proposal is that the actualist’s two judgments about Claire feature semantically distinct ‘ought’s. If 

the proposal is that both ‘ought’s are action-guiding, then it is a version of the proposal addressed below (p. 14). If the 
proposal is that only one is action-guiding, then the proposed view is not conventionally actualist (n. 31). Thanks to Alex 
Worsnip for discussion.  

 
30 “Ought questions…are by their very nature questions of what to do. Understanding this is the way to understand 

what ought assertions mean…[ought claims] are claims about what to do:” Gibbard 2003: 9-10. 
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and ‘Claire ought to stay home and call’ as evidence that the action-guiding ‘ought’ is always relativized 

to an option-set.31 A version of plan-expressivism which denies that both judgments feature the action-

guiding ‘ought’ is to that extent less actualist.  

 Moreover, the objection is undermotivated. The main reason to think that only one of the 

actualist’s judgments about Claire is action-guiding is a principle I will call ENKRATIC HARMONY:32 an 

agent cannot be rationally committed to an incoherent intention-set. Benjamin Kiesewetter (2015: 

931), e.g., appeals to this principle in arguing that that agents cannot have conclusive deliberative reason 

to perform two non-corealizable acts. Stipulate that Claire is a perfectly informed actualist. She judges 

that she ought to get in the car and visit, and that she ought to stay home and call. Then – granting 

the widespread assumption that agents are rationally committed to intend in accord with their action-

guiding ‘ought’s – ENKRATIC HARMONY is violated. So it must be false that Claire deliberatively ought 

to get in the car and visit, and ought to stay home and call. 

 
31 To elaborate: when answering open-ended ‘ought’ questions of the form ‘What ought Claire now to do?’, 

actualism directs us to consider “all the maximally relevantly specific actions possible at or during that time.” When 
answering action-specific ‘ought’ questions of the form ‘Ought Claire to φ?’, actualism directs us to consider “the set 
consisting of the action and what the agent would do instead” (Jackson & Pargetter 1986: 255). So, granting actualism, the 
answer to the question ‘What ought Claire to do?’ is ‘Get in the car and visit;’ the answer to the question ‘Ought Claire to 
stay home and call?’ is ‘Yes;’ and the answer to the question ‘Ought Claire to get in the car and visit?’ is also ‘Yes.’ The 
relevant point for our purposes is that actualists do not distinguish between the kind of ‘ought’ which figures in ‘Claire 
ought to stay home and call’ and ‘Claire ought to get in the car and visit.’ Both are taken to be instances of the conclusive, 
deliberative ‘ought.’ Notably, this is precisely the feature of actualism which Kiesewetter (2015) attacks. My interest is in 
observing that it is a part of the seminal statement of actualism (Jackson & Pargetter 1986), not in defending it.  

 
32 Kiesewetter (2015: 930-934) offers a second reason to think that only one of the actualist’s judgments about 

Claire is deliberative. He holds that an ‘ought’ judgment is deliberative only if it provides a ‘rational basis’ for making a 
decision about what to do, and that it is not rational to make a decision “on the basis of a judgment that an action is 
recommended out of a subset of options.” Since Claire’s judgment ‘I ought to stay home and call’ recommends this act-
sequence out of a subset of her options, it is not deliberative. I cannot address Kiesewetter’s argument in detail, but offer 
two brief replies. First, actualists should reject Kiesewetter’s claim that the only rational basis for making a decision is a 
judgment that an action is recommended out of all options. Actualists face the burden of identifying a procedure for 
rational decision-making in situations like Claire’s, but in doing so they need not give up the claim that Claire’s judgments 
‘I ought to get in the car and visit’ and ‘I ought to stay home and call’ are both deliberative. For, second, although there is 
indisputably a tight connection between deliberative judgment and practical deliberation, this does not entail Kiesewetter’s 
definitional claim, that a judgment is deliberative only if it “settles the conclusion of practical deliberation,” where this 
means that it recommends an action not out of some subset of options, but out of all options. Plausibly, deliberative 
‘ought’ judgments characteristically and generically play this role, but are obstructed from doing so in cases like Claire’s, where 
an agent is irrational. Kiesewetter’s definition of deliberative judgment strikes me as too strong, and difficult to motivate 
without assuming possibilism. 
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 This is too quick. ENKRATIC HARMONY looks most plausible on the assumption that agents are 

never in situations in which they deliberatively ought to perform each of a set of non-corealizable 

actions. But that is just what actualism denies. Moreover, as Stephen White (2017: 728) observes, to 

avoid the implausible result that “rationality itself [could] require an incoherent set of intentions” (my 

emphasis), it is not necessary to claim that agents cannot be rationally committed to an incoherent 

intention-set. It is enough to claim that, whenever an agent is thus committed, this fact traces back to 

her irrationality. Cases like Claire’s are ones in which an agent is, by stipulation, irrational (e.g. 

foreseeably akratic). Provided that she is irrational, White argues, an agent’s ‘ought’s can rationally commit 

her to an incoherent intention-set. I am persuaded by White’s argument.33 But even those who are not 

persuaded should see that plan-expressivism is in trouble. As White and Kiesewetter’s exchange 

attests, ENKRATIC HARMONY occasions live normative-ethical disagreement. So whether it is 

possibilism, or the principle that an agent cannot be rationally committed to an incoherent intention-

set, which warrants the introduction of a corealizability constraint on normative judgment, the 

problem facing plan-expressivism is the same. That constraint is warranted only by the introduction 

of a contentious normative premise.  

 A distinct objection is that ‘Claire ought to get in the car and visit’ and ‘Claire ought to stay 

home and call’ express plans for two mutually exclusive sets of descriptive circumstances. This is the 

analogue of an objection raised, above, to my discussion of LONELY AUNT (§2.2). Recall that 

normative judgments are plans for some descriptive circumstances, and that conditional plans count 

as realized when the relevant condition goes unsatisfied. If the actualist’s judgments about Claire are 

that she should get in the car and visit in circumstances c1 and that she should stay home and call in 

 
33 But see Kiesewetter’s (2018) response to White’s (2017) response to Kiesewetter (2015).  
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some mutually exclusive circumstances c2, then these judgments express corealizable plans, and are 

coherent.  

 The objection fails because, granting actualism, ‘Claire ought to get in the car and visit’ and 

‘Claire ought to stay home and call’ must express plans for a common set of descriptive circumstances. 

Define c as the fully specific set of propositions about the way the world is at the time at which Claire 

has to decide whether or not to drive to the hospital. Actualism entails that in c Claire ought to get in 

the car and visit her uncle, and ought to stay home and call him. Thus, actualism entails a pair of 

judgments which express non-corealizable plans.34 

Of course, plan-expressivists drawn to actualism could modify their theory in light of the 

challenge I have raised. Standard plan-expressivism holds that normative judgments are plans for some 

particular agent X in some particular descriptive circumstances c. An actualist-friendly plan-

expressivism would have to add that these plans are relative to the options X has in c, and that there 

are two admissible construals of X’s options in c, such that ‘ought’ judgments are ambiguous between 

plans for two different option-sets. On the imagined view, the corealizability constraint on normative 

judgment is internal to each disambiguated class of plans: when choosing from one and the same set of 

options, it is incoherent to judge that an agent should perform each of two acts which one believes to 

be mutually exclusive in a given circumstance. The proposal will then be that ‘Claire ought to get in 

the car and visit’ expresses a plan relativized to one option-set while ‘Claire ought to stay home and 

 
34 Just as they discern a context-shift across our judgments about Ann and Bob (note 17), Kratzerian 

contextualists will discern a context-shift across the actualist’s two judgments about Claire. There is no modal base relative 
to which ‘Claire ought to get in the car and visit’ and ‘Claire ought to stay home and call’ are both true. For the latter is 
true only given the proposition that Claire will fail to get in the car and visit, while the former is false given this proposition 
(there is no world compatible with it in which Claire gets in the car and visits, so it cannot be that in the best world 
compatible with it, Claire gets in the car and visits). As aforementioned, is not clear that plan-expressivists can adopt 
Kratzerian ‘ought’ contextualism, given its descriptivist analysis of ‘ought.’ Assuming they can, it is not obvious what 
follows from the observation that the actualist’s judgments about Claire are made relative to different contexts. I suspect 
it supports a version of plan-expressivism on which plans are relativized to option-sets (p. 14). Thanks to Alex Worsnip 
for discussion of this point. Worsnip (2021: 213-15) offers a contextualist take on cases like SICK UNCLE. 
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call’ expresses a plan relativized to the other (which excludes the option of getting in the car and 

visiting), with the result that the actualist’s pair of judgments are coherent.  

I take no position on whether plan-expressivists should modify their view in this way. Whether 

they do or not, my main point stands. To introduce a distinction between (familiar) plan-expressivism, 

which precludes actualism, and (revised) plan expressivism, which permits it, is to concede that in 

developing their account of what planning is, plan-expressivists will have to choose between actualism 

and possibilism. For this is what will determine, first, whether there is an additional (ambiguous) 

parameter – options – relative to which all plans are made, and second, what scope the corealizability 

constraint on normative judgment has. 

4 Conjunctive Subjects: Unfinished Business for the Plan-Expressivist 

4.1 Normative “Clumping”  

 The cases which looked to make trouble only for Ayars – cases in which it is coherent to judge 

that each of two agents should φ, although it is impossible for both to φ – draw our attention to a 

broader phenomenon, which (among numerous intriguing ramifications) threatens the standard plan-

expressivist analysis of third-personal normative judgments, associated with Gibbard. Cases like 

LONELY AUNT show there to be a distinction between (i) the conjunction of the judgments that A 

should φ and that B should φ and (ii) the judgment that φ-ing should be done jointly – i.e. by the pair of 

A and B. When pointed out, this distinction may seem obvious, but it is easily overlooked: ordinary 

language obscures it,35 standard deontic logic ignores it, and in many cases, it is normatively 

insignificant. 

 
35 Some may deny that ‘A and B should φ’ is ambiguous, in ordinary language, between two interpretations. Some 

English speakers report that the only interpretation of this sentence they hear is one on which it expresses the judgment 
that A and B jointly should φ. Thus they deny that, in LONELY AUNT, there is any interpretation of ‘Ann and Bob should 
visit’ which is true. Contra these reports, it seems appropriate to say ‘Ann and Bob should feel guilty that their aunt feels 
lonely; after all, they should have visited.’ But nothing much hinges on this. For it is Gibbard’s view which assumes that ‘A 
and B should φ’ is semantically equivalent to the conjunction of ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ.’  This is the feature of the 
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‘A and B should φ’ has two semantically distinct interpretations. So I will introduce some 

disambiguating terminology.  

(i) The judgment ‘each of A and B should φ’ is written ‘A and Be should φ,’ and is simply 
the conjunction of ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ.’36   
 

(ii) The judgment ‘A and B jointly should φ’ is written ‘A and Bj should φ,’ and holds if 
and only if φ-ing is a thing which should be done by the pair of A and B.37  
 

(iii) Clumping refers to the phenomenon wherein the conjunction of ‘A should φ’ and ‘B 
should φ’ (i.e., ‘A and Be should φ’), together with relevant features of the context, 
grounds the further judgment ‘A and Bj should φ.’38  
 

Cases like LONELY AUNT show that sets of “should’ judgments do not always clump. The judgments 

that A should do some thing and B should do this same thing, i.e. the judgment that A and Be should 

do this thing, does not entail the judgment that they jointly should do that thing. For is not always the 

case that the normative considerations which support the performance of an act by each of a set of 

individuals, support the performance of this act by all those individuals. So, not all pairs of atomic 

judgments (judgments about individual agents) compose into a judgment about what this pair of 

agents should do. ‘A should φ and B should φ’ and ‘A and B jointly should φ’ have distinct truth-

conditions.39  

 
view I attack. If one can felicitously assert ‘A and B should φ’ only when one judges that A and B jointly should φ, so much 
the worse for Gibbard. He does not provide any bespoke analysis for judgments of this form, which – I argue – are not 
semantically equivalent to the conjunction of ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ.’  
 

36 E.g. in LONELY AUNT, ‘Ann and Bobe should visit’ is true.  
 
37 E.g. in LONELY AUNT, ‘Ann and Bobj should visit’ is false. The word ‘joint’ is not meant to evoke teamwork.  

38 E.g. in LONELY AUNT, ‘Ann should visit’ and ‘Bob should visit’ do not clump: the judgment ‘Ann and Bobe 
should visit’ does not entail the judgment ‘Ann and Bobj should visit.’ Clumping is similar to agglomeration. I refrain from 
using that term because the cases under consideration involve multiple necessity operators (“Ann-ought,” “Bob-ought,” 
etc.), while agglomeration involves only one. 

 
39 More generally, there is a semantic difference between the conjunction of atomic judgments ‘A ought to φ and 

B ought to ψ’ and the judgment ‘A and B [jointly] ought to φ and ψ [respectively]’ (Mellor & Shea (ms)). 
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 This fact is easily overlooked, perhaps because clumping failures are relatively rare. With  the 

right background conditions, unclumped judgments (of the form ‘A and Be should φ’) ground their 

clumped counterparts (of the form ‘A and Bj should φ’). For example, the judgment ‘Trump and Barrj 

should resign’ is partly grounded in the pair of judgments that Trump should resign and that Barr 

should resign (i.e. in ‘Trump and Barre should resign’). The contextual features needed for clumping 

very often obtain, so clumped judgments very often follow from their unclumped counterparts. 

While I cannot here provide a thoroughgoing theory of the contextual features necessary or 

sufficient for atomic judgments to clump, I proffer two preliminary observations. First, if ‘B does not 

φ’ grounds ‘A should φ,’ ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ’ will fail to clump. For if A should φ because B 

does not φ, then whenever B does φ, it is false that A should φ. So ‘A and Bj should φ’ is false: φ-ing is 

not something which should be done jointly by A and B. Second, for two atomic judgments to clump, 

it is necessary but not sufficient that the acts which they prescribe be corealizable. If it is impossible 

for all of a set of agents to perform some act which each individually should perform, then it is false 

that they jointly should perform it, and clumping fails. But this necessary corealizability is insufficient 

for clumping because sometimes it is good for each of two agents to do a thing, and possible but worse 

for them jointly to do it. In these cases, clumping fails, not because it is impossible for A and B jointly 

to φ, but because it is normatively undesirable that they jointly φ. Consider this modification of our 

case: 

LONELY AUNT*: Ann’s brother Bob has promised to visit their lonely great-aunt at the 
nursing home this weekend. But he is selfish and unreliable, and Ann knows he’s booked a 
luxury getaway. The nursing home does not place restrictions on how many visitors their great-
aunt can have. But she is mentally deteriorating, and finds it overwhelming to keep up with 
more than one family-member. She fares best when only one relative visits. 

 
As with the original version of the case, we judge that Bob should visit his great-aunt (because he 

promised to), and we judge that Ann should visit her (because Bob will fail to), but we do not judge 

that Ann and Bob jointly should visit her. So, ‘Ann and Bobe should visit,’ but not ‘Ann and Bobj 
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should visit.’ Perhaps a further contextual requirement, then, is that the outcome of φ-ing by all of the 

agents implicated in the conjunction of atomic judgments, be no worse than the outcome of one of 

them φ-ing. 

Leaving the task of identifying all of the contextual features required for clumping for another 

day, it suffices here to observe that there is a semantic distinction between unclumped judgments and 

their clumped counterparts, such that unclumped judgments do not entail their clumped counterparts. 

Establishing this is enough to cause trouble for Gibbard’s analysis of third-personal judgment. The 

basic problem for Gibbard’s plan-expressivism, as I turn now to explaining, is that it is committed to 

the thesis that, whenever there is an irreducible “should” judgment, there is some planning subject 

with whom that judgment is associated. But clumped judgments undermine that thesis.  

4.2 The Problem for Gibbard  

A consequence of the fact that sets of normative judgments do not always clump, is that the 

judgment ‘A and B should φ’ requires a two-pronged analysis from the plan-expressivist. A theory of 

normative judgment should tell us what attitude the unclumped judgment ‘A and Be should φ’ 

expresses, as well as what different attitude the clumped judgment, ‘A and Bj should φ’ expresses, as 

well as what logical and semantic relations hold between the two. The analysis of unclumped 

judgments does not pose any special puzzle for Gibbard’s view. These judgments are simply the 

conjunction of atomic judgments, like ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ.’ So their meaning is given by the 

standard clause for “and” in the semantic theory: for Gibbard, by taking the intersection of the 

semantic values of ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ’ (viz. ‘I plan to φ if I am A’ and ‘I plan to φ if I am B’). 

By contrast, the clumped judgment ‘A and Bj should φ’ is not just another way of stating the 

conjunction of the discrete judgments ‘A should φ’ and ‘B should φ,’ and it is not clear how Gibbard 

should understand it. For Gibbard, a normative judgment is always a contingency plan for the judging 
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subject to do this or that if she is planning subject X in circumstances c. The trouble posed by clumped 

judgments is that there seems to be no X. It is one thing to plan for the case in which one is Ann, or 

for the case in which one is Bob. But what is the contingency one is planning for when one judges 

that Ann and Bob jointly should φ? Gibbard does not explain how clumped judgments are to be 

analyzed. The natural development of his view, though, would be to treat clumped judgments like any 

old third-personal judgment, understanding ‘A and Bj should φ’ as a plan associated with a conjoined 

planning subject, (A and B), such that it means ‘I plan to φ if I am (A and B).’ 

But what does it mean to plan for being two agents at once? When I judge what another 

person should do, I am making a plan for what to do if I am that person. I am identifying the “thing 

that is to be done” from an imagined perspective: my perspective if I were the person about whom I 

am making the judgment. But in the class of cases we are considering, there is no such perspective. There 

is no agent whose shoes I can imaginatively fill. There is nothing that it is like to be (A and B). And 

there is nothing that is to be done from that practical position, because it does not, in any familiar 

sense, exist.40  

It may be countered that, even if there is nothing that it is like to be (A and B), there is a 

practical position associated with being (A and B), viz., the position of a collective agent which 

performs various collective actions. Arguably, ‘A and B should φ’ sometimes expresses a judgment 

about what a collective should do. Speaking of a doubles tennis team, the statement “Jane and Jill 

should regain focus so they can win the match” might mean that Jane and Jill, as a team, should regain 

their collective focus – where this means something different from the conjunction of judgments that 

Jane should regain her focus and that Jill should regain hers. So perhaps some clumped judgments can 

be glossed as plans associated with a collective agent. But even if this is so, the analysis will hardly 

 
40 Nor does it seem to be epistemically available. Michael Ridge (2018) raises this point regarding judgments 

about collective agents (n. 41).  
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apply to all judgments involving multiple agents, because in many cases, it is simply false that clumped 

judgments are saying something about a collective agent.41 For example, regarding LONELY AUNT and 

LONELY AUNT*, ‘it is false that Ann and Bobj should visit’ is not the claim that it is false that Ann and 

Bob, understood as a collective agent, should visit. It is the claim that it is not the case that visiting 

should be done, independently and individually, by the both of them.  

This is a subtle distinction, but a simple example elucidates it. The judgment that John and 

Jim oughtj to pass the exam is not the judgment that they ought to pass the exam collectively –that they 

ought to divvy up the labor of studying, each tackle half the questions, and so on. It is just the judgment 

that they both should pass. The normative considerations which support the clumped judgment ‘John 

and Jimj should pass’ support the formation of two discrete intentions (John’s intention to pass, Jim’s 

intention to pass), and two discrete actions (John’s passing, Jim’s passing), not the formation of a 

shared intention or the performance of a collective action. This is the sense in which our clumped 

judgment, that they jointly should pass, is not associated with any real practical position. And this is 

why I deny that plan-expressivists can, as a general rule, analyze clumped judgments as contingency 

plans for the situation in which one is the collective agent (A and B). I leave the task of finding some 

superior analysis of clumped judgments – some plausible planning subject with whom to associate 

this class of plans – to the exponents of Gibbard’s plan-expressivism.  

Gibbard’s view is not alone in its insensitivity to the clumped versus unclumped readings of 

third-personal judgments with conjunctive subjects, nor in failing to provide an adequate account of 

 
41 Moreover, even those clumped judgments which can plausibly be glossed as judgments about a collective agent 

look to pose a problem for the plan-expressivist. Ridge (2018) rejects Gibbard’s plan-expressivism on the grounds that it 
cannot make sense of normative judgments about collectives. He appeals to the fact that “there is no ‘what it is like’” 
associated with collective agents, and therefore no “epistemically possible scenario in which [one] find[s oneself] in 
circumstances just like those facing” them, in arguing that it is impossible for individuals to “form a contingency plan for 
what to do if in the circumstances facing a collective agent” (2018: 840-844). Ridge is concerned with collective agents like 
states and corporations, which do not have a phenomenology, whereas the ‘collective’ we are now considering is made up 
of agents each of whom does have a phenomenology. But the distinction may be unimportant: there is no phenomenology 
associated with being A and B simultaneously! 
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the logic and semantics which govern how the two relate. Take standard deontic logic. It treats “it 

ought to be the case that” as a necessity operator. Necessity operators agglomerate. So standard 

deontic logic has it that, if it ought to be the case that A φ and if it ought to be the case that B φ, then 

it ought to be the case that A and B φ. But that entailment holds for only one of the two senses of ‘A 

and B should φ,’ i.e., ‘A and Be should φ’. A great many theories – including a great many cognitivist 

theories – will have to fine-tune the semantics of “ought,” in order to theorize clumping correctly.42  

At the same time, plan-expressivists are alone in having recourse only to the menu of plan-like 

non-cognitive attitudes in performing this fine-tuning. For expressivists, the semantics of normative 

language is a function only of the non-cognitive attitude(s) in whose terms normative judgment is 

analyzed. This means that, when plan-expressivists wish to give an analysis of some semantic structure 

in normative discourse, they must locate that structure within the relevant planning attitude(s). But 

the semantics of clumping is subtle, so doing so could prove difficult. 

To sum up: to allow for the distinction between clumped judgments and the conjunction of 

atomic judgments, plan-expressivists must find some ground for differentiating their analysis of 

judgments of the form ‘A and Be should φ’ from their analysis of judgments of the form ‘A and Bj 

should φ.’43 This requires identifying some planning subject with which clumped judgments can 

plausibly be associated.  

5 Conclusion  

 
42 Mellor & Shea (ms.)  
 
43 Although they face other grave objections, two rivals of Gibbard’s plan-expressivism look comparatively well-

positioned to deal with the semantic distinction between clumped judgments and the conjunction of atomic judgments. 
The first is Ayars’ version of plan-expressivism. Arguably, making decisions on behalf of a set of agents, A, B, and C, is 
different from making decisions on behalf of A, and separately, on behalf of B, and separately, on behalf of C. The second 
is preference-expressivism, which analyzes ‘ought’ in terms of a desire-like attitude. Desire-like attitudes are sensitive to 
the relevant distinction. One can desire to have coffee and desire to have oysters, without desiring to have coffee and 
oysters together (thanks to Jamie Dreier for raising this point).  
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Non-corealizability challenges plan-expressivism in two ways. First, plan-expressivism 

associates normative judgment with an attitude which satisfies a corealizability constraint, which 

constraint is (in the interpersonal case) unwarranted, or (in the intrapersonal case) warranted only by 

a contentious normative premise. On Ayars’ view, interpersonal normative judgments are coherent 

only if they express interpersonally corealizable decisions, but this is false (§2). On both Ayars and 

Gibbard’s views, intrapersonal normative judgments are coherent only if they express intrapersonally 

corealizable plans, but this is true only on the assumption that possibilism is true (§3). Notably, plan-

expressivists have favored intention or intention-like attitudes for the analysis of normative judgment 

precisely because these attitudes are subject to a corealizability constraint, and therefore hold promise 

for the derivation of various commonsensical consistency norms on our judgments.44 A challenge to 

the corealizability constraint is thus a challenge to the very feature of plan-expressivism which looks 

to recommend it. 

Second, Gibbard’s plan-expressivism associates all normative judgments with a planning 

subject. But cases involving non-corealizability suggest that this is a mistake, because these cases give 

rise to judgments about what multiple agents should do, which are not associated with any such subject 

(§4). In cases involving interpersonal non-corealizability, the judgments that each of a set of agents 

should perform some act φ do not entail the judgment that all of these agents should φ. This raises the 

problem of what and whose plan-like attitude this latter judgment expresses. 

The arguments of this paper thus support the conclusion that normative judgments are not 

plan-like states. But they also call up a number of broader, contentious meta-ethical and normative 

questions. I shall close by identifying three of the most interesting. The first is whether a plausible 

 
44 Schroeder (2010). Perhaps this suggests some affinity between Gibbard’s plan-expressivism and possibilism. 

Still, that the most prominent expressivist view rules out actualism is surprising and noteworthy. Moreover, it may be 
difficult to say what the commonsense consistency norms on normative judgment are without choosing between actualism 

and possibilism (§3). 
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account of practical normativity, and a plausible semantics for ‘ought,’ should allow for transparently 

motivationally inert normative judgments: judgments made in the knowledge that the subject of the 

judgment will not take them up in her intentions or actions. I have argued that normative judgments 

can hold in descriptive circumstances which include the fact that they will not be so taken up. For 

example, Claire in SICK UNCLE should visit her uncle in the hospital, notwithstanding that she will fail 

to do so due to her weak will. And Bob in LONELY AUNT should visit his great-aunt, notwithstanding 

that he will fail to do so due to his selfishness. Such judgments play a central role in everyday, rational 

determinations of what to do. It is partly because Claire should-but-will-not see her uncle, that she 

should stay home and phone her uncle; and it is partly because Bob should-but-will-not visit his great-

aunt, that Ann should visit her lonely aunt.  

The second is the relationship between agents’ reasons for action and their reasons for 

intention. In discussing intrapersonal non-corealizability, my focus has been on plan-expressivism, 

which identifies normative judgment with an intention-like attitude and – if ENKRATIC HARMONY is 

assumed – thereby precludes the possibility of judging coherently that an agent should φ and should 

ψ, where these are taken to be intrapersonally non-corealizable. Notably, there are popular views 

within normative ethics which arrive, via similar considerations, at a corealizability constraint on 

intrapersonal normative judgment. If ENKRATIC HARMONY is assumed, then both the view that an 

agent’s reasons for action just are her reasons for intention,45 and the view that one is rationally required 

to intend in accord with her conclusive deliberative reasons, generate the same corealizability 

constraint.46 This suggests that there may be interesting connections between the motivations for plan-

expressivism and the motivations for such views. 

 
45 McHugh & Way (2022), Portmore (2011), Smith (2013). 

 
46 E.g., as discussed above, Kiesewetter (2015) suggests that it cannot be true of an agent that she ought to 

perform non-corealizable acts φ and should ψ, partly on the grounds that she cannot rationally to intend to φ and ψ.  
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The third is the relationship between meta-ethics and normative ethics. It is a striking 

implication of my argument that the viability of plan-expressivism depends on how a controversial 

normative question is answered. Familiar versions of plan-expressivism presuppose and entail that it 

can never be the case that an agent should φ and ψ, where φ and ψ are intrapersonally non-corealizable. 

But this rules out a first-order view: actualism. With this point in mind, the proposal that meta-ethics 

and normative are isolated theoretical ambits, each to be pursued independent of the other, looks 

dubious.47 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
47 I am grateful to Sarah McGrath, Gideon Rosen, Joseph Shea, and Michael Smith for their extensive comments 

on this paper. I also thank Alisabeth Ayars, Selim Berker, Jamie Dreier, Samuel Fullhart, Mark Johnston, Rowan Mellor, 
Elliott Salinger, Thomas Schmidt, and Alex Worsnip; the participants of the 2022 Princeton-Humboldt Summer Institute 
on Practical Normativity and the 2022 Madison Metaethics Workshop; and two anonymous referees for Oxford Studies in 
Metaethics, for their helpful comments. 
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