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ABSTRACT
Internalism about normative reasons is the view that an agent’s normative reasons 
depend on her motivational constitution. On the assumption that there are 
reasons for emotion I argue that (a) externalism about reasons for emotion entails 
that all rational agents have reasons to be morally motivated and (b) internalism 
about reasons for emotion is implausible. If the arguments are sound we can 
conclude that all rational agents have reasons to be morally motivated. Resisting 
this conclusion requires either justifying internalism about reasons for emotion 
in a way hitherto unarticulated or giving up on reasons for emotion altogether.
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1. Introduction

How should we think about the rationality of motivation? In the contemporary 
literature, Bernard Williams’s approach is helpful: we ask the question, ‘How 
does one rationally transfer from having one motivational constitution (M1) 
to another (M2)?’1 And the answer, on most anyone’s view, is that one does so 
by recognizing and appropriately responding to one’s practical and epistemic 
reasons; a rational transition from M1 to M2 occurs on the condition that the 
transition is the result of being practically and epistemically rational.2 But people 
disagree on whether we ought to give internalist or externalist analyses of those 
reasons. If internalists about practical and epistemic reasons are right,3 then the 
reasons to which one responds in rationally transitioning from M1 to M2 are 
grounded, in some way, in M1. If externalists are right, then those reasons are 
not grounded in M1.

What it takes to rationally transition from one motivational profile to another, 
along with the debate between internalists and externalists, is important for at 
least one very strong reason: we are concerned with whether moral motivation 
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– being motivated, to some extent, to perform moral actions – is rationally 
required of all rational agents. And this is important because if moral motiva-
tion is rationally required of all rational agents then the authority of morality is 
vindicated. So, the thought goes, we must get clear on practical and epistemic 
reasons, since those are the two ways we can affect rational transitions from M1 
to M2, where M2 includes, one hopes, states of moral motivation.

The above captures, as far as I can see, the current state of play with regard to 
the debate about rational motivation. And with this debate between internalists 
and externalists about practical and epistemic reasons in the background, and 
returning to our question, ‘how should we think about the rationality of moti-
vation?’, we might ask another question: what of the rationality of emotions? 
For emotions are, on perfectly standard views, motivational states, and so just 
as having a reason for an action entails a reason to be in a certain motivational 
state, having a reason for an emotion entails a reason to be in a certain motiva-
tional state. But if that is right, then it is quite clear that a rational transition from 
M1 to M2 could occur by responding rationally to one’s reasons for emotion, 
viz. by manifesting emotional rationality.

The only ways of denying that this is a way of affecting a rational transition 
from M1 to M2 is by denying that there are reasons for emotion, but I am not 
aware of anyone who wants to do this,4 and so it seems that we do indeed have 
three ways of rationally transitioning from M1 to M2.5,6 The central questions 
before us, then, are (i) whether we ought to be internalists or externalists about 
reasons for emotion, and (ii) whether an emotionally rational agent is also a 
morally motivated agent.7

The aim of this paper is to make some headway in answering these ques-
tions. I will argue, on the assumption that there are reasons for emotion, that (a) 
externalism about reasons for emotion entails the view that moral motivation is 
required of all rational agents, and (b) internalism about reasons for emotion is 
deeply implausible. I will not, however, give a positive argument for externalism 
about reasons for emotion. I aim to establish (a) so that we can see what is at 
stake in a discussion of reasons for emotion, motivation, and the authority of 
morality.8 If the arguments I provide in defense of (a) and (b) are sound, then we 
should accept that being morally motivated is required of all rational agents. 
Those who wish to resist that conclusion must either justify internalism about 
reasons for emotion in a way hitherto unarticulated, or give up on reasons for 
emotion altogether.

I begin, in Section 2, by articulating two features of emotion that any account 
of emotions must accommodate, and one feature that any account of reasons 
for emotion must accommodate. I call this the Basic Account of Reasons for 
Emotion (BARE) and explain that one can take BARE in externalist or internalist 
directions. In Section 3 I articulate an externalist development of BARE and 
argue that an externalist development of BARE entails that moral motivation is 
required of all rational agents. Lastly, in Section 4, I consider and reject a number 
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of strategies for defending an internalist development of BARE, some of which 
include attempts to extend strategies employed for defending internalism about 
practical reason.

2. The basic account of (reasons for) emotion (BARE)

Any account of emotions must include at least two facts about the emotions: 
(i) they represent their intentional objects in a normative light, and (ii) they 
are motivational. I begin with a discussion of each of these before turning to a 
requirement for any account of reasons for emotion.

Emotions are mental states that represent their intentional objects in a nor-
mative light. A standard way of capturing this idea is to think that emotions 
represent their respective intentional objects as having a normative property, 
e.g. a creature undergoing fear has a representation as of an object’s being 
dangerous (I use the familiar ‘as of’ to indicate that the representation may not 
be veridical), anger is a representation as of someone having slighted one, dis-
gust entails a representation as of something contaminated or foul, and so on. 
But we need not be this strict. We can also allow that the contents of emotions 
can be non-normative facts presented in a normative light, viz. as reasons for 
emotion. ‘I can be angry that you didn’t come home when you said you would. 
I can also be angry with you for not coming home when you said you would 
[the former indicating anger about a state of affairs, the latter indicating anger 
with or at a person],’ Jonathan Dancy says.9 The content here does not feature 
anything explicitly normative; we do not have properties like ‘betrayal’, ‘wrong’, 
‘bad’, ‘inconsiderate’, etc. in the content. But that the content is taken by the 
agent as a reason for emotion shows us that the content, while non-norma-
tive, is seen by the agent in a normative light; it is a normative presentation 
of a non-normative fact. When I say that emotions represent their intentional 
objects in a normative light, then, I mean that they either have contents with 
explicit normative content or they have non-normative contents presented as 
normative reasons. (To anticipate a little, this will turn out to be important when 
we consider one important strategy for establishing internalism about reasons 
for emotion).

Emotions are also motivational. I mean this in a very broad sense, such that to 
go from not having a particular emotion to having a particular emotion entails, 
inter alia, to undergo a change in motivation.10 The particular account of moti-
vation one wants to give, though, is left open. We might give a Humean account 
of motivation, in which case emotions contain or entail desire, where desires are 
non-cognitive, essentially motivational mental states that are contrasted with 
cognitive, essentially motivationally inert mental states (e.g. belief and judg-
ment).11 But we might also give an anti-Humean conception of motivation.12 
In such a case, one might hold that a cognitive state does the motivating. Most 
obviously, one might think that the representational feature of an emotion is 
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captured by an emotion’s having cognitive content that can motivate, where 
this is either taken to be something like a belief or judgment that the intentional 
object of the emotion has a normative property, or that the non-normative 
content is taken to be a reason and so the agent responds in light of the reason 
presented.13 Whatever one’s theory of motivation, the following is true: if one 
is not motivated, to some extent, to make amends, one does not feel guilty, if 
there is no motivation to retaliate or demand apology, one is not angry, and so 
on. This fact is compatible with all sorts of views on the nature of motivation.

Various accounts of the emotions accommodate these two features (albeit 
it in different ways14) and all such accounts allow that there are reasons for 
emotion.15 Indeed, the recent history of the philosophy of emotion can largely 
be seen as an attempt to account for just this fact.16 And there are at least two 
reasons for thinking it true. First, it is part of our everyday practices; we routinely 
think someone is angry when she ought not to be, or is not angry when she 
ought to be, and that sometimes she is angry but not angry enough or that she 
is too angry, where the degree of an emotion is at least in part a function of 
the strength of the motivation that is connected to the emotion. Were there no 
reasons for emotion, we could never say, ‘You’re being a doormat; you should 
be indignant,’ or ‘Don should feel compassion for the suffering man.’ And were 
there not reasons for having emotions to degrees, we could not say, ‘You should 
be angry, but not that angry.’

The second reason comes from the shared view across all accounts of emo-
tions: emotions are mental states that represent their intentional objects in a 
normative light. But if emotions are mental states that represent they can also 
misrepresent – one’s fear can falsely represent the spider as dangerous, and 
that you came home later than you said may turn out not to be a reason to be 
angry (because, say, you stopped on the way home to save someone from their 
overturned car), and this is, at least in part, what makes it the case that emo-
tions are rationally assessable. This is why Daniel Jacobson and Justin D’Arms 
characterize reasons for emotions as ‘reasons of fittingness,’ where an emotion 
is fitting just in case it accurately represents its intentional object.

Reasons of fit are those reasons that speak directly to what one takes the emotion 
to be concerned with, as opposed to reasons that speak to the advisability or 
propriety of having that emotion. So reasons of fit for fear are roughly those that 
speak to whether or not something is a threat … To think an emotion F (e.g. shame, 
fear, amusement, etc.) a fitting response to some object X amounts to thinking 
that X is Φ (shameful, fearsome, funny, etc.).17

Reasons for emotion, then, have to do, at least in part, with the veridicality of 
the representational element of emotion, just as epistemic reasons have to do 
with the truth of a belief. There are other kinds of reasons to have emotions, 
as when having them (or not) would be in one’s best interests given one’s cir-
cumstances, but moral and prudential reasons are not the sorts of reasons one 
has for emotions that are intrinsic to the nature of emotion, just as moral and 
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prudential reasons for belief are not intrinsic to the nature of belief.18 So, if being 
angry at one’s friend represents one’s friend as having betrayed one, then one’s 
reason for being angry is that one’s friend has betrayed one, or that he has, for 
instance, actively undermined the chances of your success, if being compas-
sionate represents its intentional object as suffering, or as being in a bad way, 
then a ‘right-kind reason’ for compassion is that someone is suffering, and if 
being fearful represents its intentional object as being dangerous, a right kind 
reason to fear something is that it is dangerous.

I am not making the strong claim that reasons for emotion are grounded in 
the veridicality of emotions and nothing else. I am asserting the weaker claim that 
any account of reasons for emotion must accommodate the fact that reasons for 
emotion depend, at least in part, on the veridicality (or truth) of the content of 
the emotion. One might have a reason to have an emotion with a false content, 
but that would not be a right-kind reason for emotion; it would be, perhaps, a 
prudential reason, or a practical reason to get oneself into that state. Call this 
the veridicality requirement on an account of reasons for emotion.

In sum, there are two requirements on any account of the emotions: that it 
accommodates the fact that emotions represent their intentional objects in a 
normative light and that emotions are motivational. And there is one require-
ment any account of reasons for emotions must meet: the veridicality require-
ment. Call the combination of these three requirements the Basic Account of 
(Reasons for) Emotion, or BARE. Anyone seeking to give a plausible account of 
(reasons for) emotion must meet these requirements – it is the bare minimum 
one must do.

3. Externalism about reasons for emotion and moral motivation

Let us take a moment to remind ourselves where we are after the detour into 
the philosophy of emotion. We started with the question, ‘how should we think 
about the rationality of motivation?’, and we took on board Williams’s sugges-
tion that we think about this in terms of another question, viz. ‘how does one 
rationally transition from one motivational constitution (M1) to another (M2)?’. 
There are two standard ways of affecting such a transition – by responding 
appropriately to one’s practical and epistemic reasons, that is, by exhibiting 
practical and epistemic rationality – and I have claimed there is a third: by 
responding appropriately to one’s reasons for emotion, that is, by exhibiting 
emotional rationality. This led us to ask what sorts of mental states emotions are 
and what must any account of (reasons for) emotion accommodate. In reply to 
those questions, I articulated BARE. But all this leaves open whether we should 
understand reasons for emotion on an internalist or externalist analysis. In this 
section, I turn to a brief articulation of the distinction between internalism and 
externalism, and then consider what externalism about reasons for emotion 
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looks like, what its implications are, and why some internalists about practical 
reasons will want to deny it.

Internalism about a normative reason is the claim that in order for an agent, 
A, to have a normative reason to x, some motivational fact about A must obtain. 
Internalism about practical reasons is thus the claim that in order for A to have 
a normative reason to act, some motivational fact about A must obtain, and 
similarly, internalism about epistemic reasons/reasons for emotion is the claim 
that in order for A to have a normative reason to have a belief/emotion, some 
motivational fact about A must obtain.19 Externalism about a normative reason 
to x is the denial of an internalist claim about a normative reason to x.

Insofar as externalism is a negative thesis, and there are a great variety of 
internalist theses, it is difficult to establish externalism about a normative reason 
to x without first articulating the internalist thesis it is denying, or rather, without 
first establishing all the internalist theses it denies. But this will take us too far 
afield. So for the sake of brevity, I’ll (provisionally) assume the sort of externalism 
about practical reasons endorsed by at least some contemporary non-natu-
ralists. On their views (though there are complexities, of course), A’s having 
a reason to Φ does not depend, in any interesting way, on A’s motivational 
constitution. In particular, there is nothing about A’s motivational constitution 
that explains or makes it the case or grounds A’s reason to Φ. Rather, there are 
certain facts that count as normative reasons, where to be a normative reason 
is to favor A’s Φ-ing, and this may be, in some cases, a brute fact, or perhaps 
explained or made the case by certain facts about non-natural value (e.g. that 
A’s Φ-ing would be, or would bring about something that is, non-instrumentally 
valuable). On an externalist analysis of reasons for emotion, then, A’s having a 
normative reason to have an emotion does not depend in any interesting way 
on M1. Rather, what grounds the reason might be, for instance, the truth of the 
representational element of the emotion – viz. that the intentional object of the 
emotion instantiates the normative property it is represented as having (where 
the normative property is of the non-natural variety) or that the content, though 
itself lacking any explicit normative content, is genuinely a normative reason to 
have the emotion – or that having veridical emotions is non-instrumentally val-
uable (in the way one might suppose having knowledge is non-instrumentally 
valuable). Again, there are a variety of ways one might articulate an externalist 
account of reasons for emotion (just as there are a variety of externalist accounts 
of practical and epistemic reasons), but this broad characterization will suffice 
for our purposes.

If externalism about reasons for emotion is true then (at least in some cases) 
moral motivation is required of all rational agents. To demonstrate this I will 
provisionally assume that if one has a normative reason to x then, ceteris paribus 
(e.g. there are no countervailing reasons), one is rationally required to x.20 With 
this in mind, suppose A at M1 has no guilt for having Φ-ed, but then sees she 
has a reason to feel guilty (she sees, for instance, that in Φ-ing she wronged 
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her friend, or broke a promise, or arrived at the surprise party too late). Insofar 
as she is emotionally rational, and ceteris paribus, she will feel guilt for having 
Φ-ed; feeling guilty, with the attendant motivational profile of being disposed 
to apologize, make amends, etc., is present in M2. Notice that, given the truth of 
externalism, it does not matter what A’s motivational constitution is at M1, and 
so we can take A to be any rational agent. And since any rational agent can be 
in this circumstance, all rational agents, insofar as they are emotionally rational 
and ceteris paribus, will feel guilt for having Φ-ed.21

This example happens to be a moral emotion concerning oneself, but we can 
substitute any moral emotion and get the same result, e.g. a case in which A has 
a reason to be indignant towards B for having wronged C, or a reason for A to 
feel compassion for B because B is suffering. Granting the provisional assump-
tion, it is thus a fairly straightforward path from externalism about reasons for 
emotion to the conclusion that all rational agents have reason to be morally 
motivated (in those cases in which the emotions for which one has normative 
reasons are moral emotions).22

The provisional assumption, though standard, is controversial. Joshua Gert 
has argued that there is not one kind of weight normative reasons have, but 
rather two kinds of weight that correspond to two different kinds of normative 
reasons.23 On the one hand there are justifying normative reasons, which make 
certain reactions permitted and/or justified but not required. On the other hand, 
there are requiring reasons, which of course require a certain sort of response. 
If Gert is right, then we must jettison the provisional assumption and then it is 
controversial that externalism about reasons for emotion entails that, ceteris par-
ibus, moral motivation is rationally required of all rational agents. That is because 
the truth of the claim that ‘if one has a normative to x then, ceteris paribus, one 
is rationally required to x’ depends upon whether the normative reasons are of 
the permitting or requiring variety. If reasons for emotion are only ever of the 
former variety and if externalism about reasons for emotion is true, that would 
only show that all rational agents have permitting, not requiring, reasons for 
moral emotions and agents would manifest no irrationality in failing to ‘opt in’ 
to those moral emotions.

There are two things to say here. The first is to highlight that this distinction, 
if legitimate, highlights that the internalism/externalism debate is only part of 
the story for vindicating the authority of morality. For, plausibly, in order for 
morality to be authoritative, it cannot only give reasons to all rational agents, 
but also must, at least in some cases, give them in a certain way, viz. it must issue 
requiring reasons. The internalism/externalism debate, however, is simply silent 
on the issue of the weight of normative reasons; it is about what is required for 
the existence of a reason, not its weight once it does exist. So even if emotions 
are always of the permitting variety, that is compatible with thinking that to the 
extent that externalism as such vindicates the authority of morality, externalism 
about reasons for emotion vindicates the authority of morality to that extent. It 
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might not go all the way to a complete vindication of the authority of morality, 
but that is because the internalism/externalism debate is only meant to go part 
of the way. The second leg of the journey concerns the weight of moral reasons, 
and that is simply a different issue.

The second thing to say, granting that Gert is right about the metaphysics 
of reasons, is that, while there are surely cases in which there are permitting 
reasons for emotion, that does not show that reasons for emotion are always 
of the permitting kind any more than showing a case of a permitting reason 
for action shows that reasons for action are always of the permitting kind. One 
can allow that there are cases of permitting reasons for moral emotions (e.g. 
compassion for a stranger who lives far away that one has only read about in a 
newspaper) and cases of requiring reasons for moral emotions (e.g. compassion 
for the nearby innocent person suffering profound pain), and that would be 
sufficient to show that externalism about reasons for emotion entails that, at 
least in some cases, being morally motivated is required of all rational agents. 
If reasons for emotion were always only of the permitting variety that would be 
surprising and would need explanation.24,25

To summarize, externalism about reasons for emotion supports (i) and (ii) 
or (iii):

(i)  Morality is authoritative, at least in part, by virtue of giving all rational 
agents reasons for moral emotions.

(ii)  Given that there is only one kind of normative strength, emotionally 
rational agents are, ceteris paribus and in morally relevant circumstances, 
morally motivated.

(iii)  Given that there are requiring and permitting normative reasons and 
there is at least one case in which reasons for moral emotions are of the 
requiring kind, emotionally rational agents are, ceteris paribus and in 
morally relevant circumstances, morally motivated.

These are significant claims about the connections between externalism about 
reasons for emotion and moral motivation that, by themselves, warrant inves-
tigation into whether internalism about reasons for emotion is plausible. And 
at least some internalists about practical reasons will want to avoid externalism 
about reasons for emotion even though they are not required, on pain of incon-
sistency, to deny it, and this for three reasons.26

First, insofar as a given internalist rejects externalism because it (allegedly) 
entails unacceptable metaphysical and/or epistemic commitments,27 the inter-
nalist about practical reason will want to be an internalist about reasons for 
emotion as well.

Second, being an internalist about practical reasons and an externalist about 
reasons for emotion introduces a lack of cohesiveness that those philosophers in 
search of a metanormative theory want to avoid, that is, those who are searching 
for an account of practical, epistemic, and emotional reasons that gives them all 
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the same treatment, including that they are all internal/external. And indeed, 
if one allows externalism about reasons for emotion, then one needs an expla-
nation for why externalism about practical reasons is unacceptable.28 It may be 
that such a division is acceptable and there is a good explanation for it, but this 
is an explanatory burden some internalists will want to avoid.

Lastly, internalists about practical reason who think that one can be fully 
practically rational without being morally motivated29 and want to continue to 
maintain that moral motivation is not required of all rational agents will also 
want to deny externalism about reasons for emotion.

To summarize, in Section 2 I offered an articulation of BARE and in this section 
I considered what an externalist development of BARE looks like, concluding 
that it entails i and (ii or iii) above. I also explained that there are at least three 
reasons why some internalists about practical reasons will want to resist exter-
nalism about reasons for emotion. I now want to suggest that, while BARE can 
be developed in an internalist direction, we already have a prima facie case 
for an externalist development. That case consists in the rationale behind the 
veridicality requirement presented in Section 2: we want to ensure that the 
account of reasons for emotion are of the right kind, that is, that they speak to 
the fittingness of the emotion and not, as D’Arms and Jacobson highlight, the 
(prudential) advisability or (moral) propriety of (not) having it. So it is difficult to 
see why we need to appeal to the motivations of agents to show that they have 
normative reasons for a given emotion, which is just to say we have a prima facie 
case for externalism about reasons for emotion. The internalist about reasons 
for emotion has the burden of demonstrating why the motivations of an agent 
are relevant to giving the agent reasons of the right kind for emotions.

In the next section I consider, and ultimately find wanting, five strategies 
for internalist developments of BARE. I should say at the outset that I do not 
take the arguments in the next section to amount to a refutation of internalism 
about reasons for emotion. The aim is to show that the burden is on internalists 
about reasons for emotion to show the position to be plausible, let alone true.

4. Five strategies for internalist developments of BARE

Strategy #1. We came to the conclusion that emotionally rational agents are mor-
ally motivated agents in part by thinking of the normative properties emotions 
represent (or the non-normative properties that are presented as reasons) in the 
way that externalists think of them, viz. as not depending on the motivational 
constitution of the agent, so a natural strategy an internalist about practical 
(and epistemic) reasons might adopt is to give an internalist-friendly account 
of the properties represented by emotions, that is, an account according to 
which, roughly, normative properties are instantiated by virtue of standing in 
some dependence relation to the motivational constitutions of agents. But this 
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strategy for making internalism about reasons for emotion plausible will not 
prove successful for two reasons.

The first is that emotions do not always have explicit normative content; 
they do not always represent normative properties. One’s anger that he didn’t 
come home when he said he would, or one’s anger with him for not coming 
home when he said he would, don’t have explicit normative contents, and so 
there are no normative properties to be given an internalist-friendly analysis.30

The second reason is more interesting than this. Let us suppose, for the 
internalist’s sake, that the contents of emotions always have explicit normative 
content, and that normative properties are to be given an internalist-friendly 
account. The surprising result is that this still would not get us internalism about 
reasons for emotion. Take, for instance, the schema for a case of reason for 
indignation offered above: A has a reason to be indignant towards B because B 
wronged C. In this case, all the normative properties are grounded in C’s moti-
vational constitution, or perhaps B’s and C’s, but certainly not A’s. So supposing 
that A is indignant towards B because B and C are spouses and B cheated on 
C, B’s wronging C consists in, let’s say, harming C by thwarting C’s desires, or 
perhaps in thwarting the desires of B and C to maintain a good relationship, or 
something to that effect. Again, it is nothing about A’s desires that ground the 
normative properties represented in A’s indignation towards B. Or to take the 
case of compassion, the content of A’s compassion has to do with B suffering, 
where B’s suffering is a function of B’s desires being frustrated, and not in A’s 
desires being frustrated.

In both cases it is not A’s desires that are grounding the normative prop-
erties that feature in the content of A’s emotion; it is, we are supposing, the 
desires of B and C. But recall the schema for internalist reasons statements: in 
order for an agent, A, to have a normative reason to x, some motivational fact 
about A must obtain. But if the only internalist-friendly feature of our account 
of reasons for emotion is an internalist-friendly account of normative properties 
that feature in the contents of emotion then we do not get internalism about 
reasons for emotion; A has a reason to feel indignant where that reason does not 
depend on any motivational feature of A. And this point is generalizable to any 
internalist-friendly account of normative properties. For the objection doesn’t 
depend on what motivational fact obtains about A, but rather on the fact that 
A’s motivational constitution cannot ground all the normative properties that 
feature in the contents of A’s emotions. Indeed, there are no facts about A that 
can ground all the normative features that figure in the contents of A’s emotions. 
If we are going to establish internalism about reasons for emotion, then, we 
will need a strategy that consists in something other (or something more) than 
supposing that all emotions have explicit normative content and then offering 
an internalist-friendly account of the normative properties emotions represent.

It might be objected that A’s motivational constitution might come into 
play in some other way. Perhaps, for instance, A’s finding B’s behavior wrong 
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is required for A to have a normative reason to be indignant, where finding B’s 
behavior wrong consists in a judgment, the making of which requires a certain 
motivational constitution. If that is right then we must look to A’s motivational 
constitution to determine whether A has a normative reason for indignation.31

I do not think this is right, though. It cannot be a necessary condition for A’s 
having a normative reason (be it for action, belief, or emotion) that A judge that 
A has that normative reason. Prior to A’s judgment that there is such a normative 
reason, A has that normative reason, which in at least some cases explains why 
A comes to (truly) judge that A has that reason. Further, if this were a necessary 
condition, being ignorant of one’s normative reasons would be impossible, since 
one would not have a reason until one acknowledges it. But all – internalists 
and externalists alike – allow that one can be ignorant of at least some of one’s 
normative reasons.

Strategy #2. How else might one argue for an internalist development of 
BARE? One natural reply to the case of A, B, and C is to claim that if A has, say, 
no desire for B to be loyal to C, then A will have no reason to be indignant 
towards B. But that would simply be to assert internalism (and more specifically, 
Humeanism) about reason for emotion, not to present an argument for it. That 
reply also fails to discharge the burden articulated at the end of the previous 
section: given the prima facie case for externalism about reasons for emotion, 
the internalist needs to explain why we need to appeal to the motivations of an 
agent in order to ascribe a normative reason for emotion to her. It is, however, 
worth dwelling on this point in relation to Williams’s well-known (Humean) dis-
cussion of an abusive husband who has nothing in his subjective motivational 
set – no desire, in a broad sense of that term – from which he could deliberate, 
via a sound deliberative route, to the conclusion that he has a reason to stop 
abusing his wife.

There are many things we can say to people who lack appropriate items in their S. 
Suppose, for instance, I think someone … ought to be nicer to his wife. I say, ‘You 
have a reason to be nicer to her’. He says, ‘What reason?’ I say, ‘Because she is your 
wife.’ He says – and he is a very hard case – ‘I don’t care. Don’t you understand? I 
really do not care.’ I try various things on him, and try to involve him in this business; 
and I find that he really is a hard case: there is nothing in his motivational set that 
gives him a reason to be nicer to his wife as things are.32

Williams concludes that it is false to say that the husband has a reason to be nicer 
to his wife, though we may say he is ‘ungrateful, inconsiderate, hard, sexist, nasty, 
selfish, brutal, and many other disadvantageous things.’33 But there is no failure 
of rationality, according to Williams. Putting to the side for now whether the abu-
sive husband has normative reason to act differently, we may ask whether he has 
normative reason to feel differently, that is, normative reason to be differently 
motivated in a way that does not depend on his normative reasons for action. 
The externalist about reasons for emotion will say that indeed he does: he has 
a reason to feel compassion, viz. that his wife is suffering, or is in a bad way, and 
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this is true even if the normative property represented is given a Humean anal-
ysis, since her suffering is grounded in her desires, not her husband’s. Insofar as 
the husband is emotionally rational and ceteris paribus, he will feel compassion 
and thus a desire to be nicer to her. Put differently, on the externalist account, 
there may not now be something in his S (M1) that would motivate him to cease 
being cruel, but were he emotionally rational, he would have that element (in 
M2). In resisting the externalist about reasons for emotions, the internalist will 
have to give us a reason for thinking that, in developing BARE, we should do 
so in an internalist direction, which would render the externalist’s account of 
this case misguided.

A natural internalist reply is that the husband ‘really do[es] not care,’ and if 
he does not care, then he cannot have a reason to feel compassion. But this is 
just to assert internalism, not to argue for it. Compassion is a way of caring. It 
is simply irrelevant to say, in reply to the assertion that he has a reason to care 
about X, that he does not care about X. It is whether he ought to care, or at least 
whether he has a normative reason to care, that is at issue. And once again, the 
internalist must tell us more. Why should we think an appeal to the husband’s 
motivational constitution is relevant here? And can the internalist appeal to that 
motivational constitution in a way that does not generate reasons of the wrong 
kind? Given the prima facie case for externalism about reasons for emotion we 
need something more than simply an assertion of internalism.

When I put things this way to philosophers in conversation, the standard 
reply is to alter the case such that the husband not only lacks a desire to be nice 
to his wife, but also has a desire for her to suffer. ‘Wouldn’t he have a reason to 
be joyous rather than compassionate?’ it is asked. ‘And if so, doesn’t this speak 
in favor of internalism about reasons for emotion?’

But even if we present the case as one in which the husband positively desires 
his wife’s suffering, it will do no good in supporting internalism. We see this by 
first acknowledging that there is a reason to feel joy when something good is 
going on (for someone); that is, roughly, what joy represents. And so, if the wife 
suffering is good in some way for the husband then he has a reason for joy. Now 
we could deny that this is so – we could deny that her suffering could be good for 
him – and that would be one way of replying to the rhetorical questions asked 
in defense of internalism. But this seems implausible, and certainly unlikely to 
convince an avowed internalist, so we should allow that it is at least possible 
that someone else’s suffering is good for someone, and we may as well allow 
that it is at least possible that, in the imagined case, what is bad for the wife is 
good for the husband. So let us grant to our objector, at least for the sake of 
argument, that the husband has a normative reason for joy.

But there is a reason to feel compassion when something is going on that 
is bad (for someone); again, that is, roughly, what compassion represents. The 
husband case is such a case – his wife is in a state that is bad (for her) – and so he 
also has a reason to feel compassion. What we have, then, is not a case in which 

816   R. BLACKMAN

https://doi.org/10.1080/00455091.2018.1435611 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1080/00455091.2018.1435611


the husband has no reason for compassion, but rather one in which the hus-
band has a reason for joy and a reason for compassion. The case does not show, 
as our questioner hoped, that there is a reason for joy but not for compassion.

Strategies #3–#5. In this section I consider internalist accounts of reasons for 
emotion that depend on extending extant internalist arguments for practical 
reasons. One advantage of this approach is that, insofar as those theories already 
tell us why appealing to the motivational constitutions of agents is needed to 
explain their respective practical reasons, they hold out the possibility of dis-
charging the burden of explaining why appealing to motivations of agents is 
needed in order to explain their reasons for emotion. I do not have the space to 
discuss each argument and/or variety of internalism about practical reasons and 
then attempt to see whether it can be extended to an argument for, or turned 
into an account of, reasons for emotion. What I say here is cursory, and I do not 
pretend to do full justice to the views to come. Instead, I offer a few remarks 
on three different accounts in order to provide grounds for skepticism, and to 
place the ball in the internalist’s court.34

Consider, first, Williams’s seminal defense of internalism. On a standard inter-
pretation of that argument, internalism about practical reasons is entailed by 
two premises: first, reasons must be capable of explaining action, and second, 
the Humean theory of motivation is true, viz. desires play a special role in the 
explanation of action. The idea is that for a consideration to be a reason for 
action it must be possible for that consideration to feature in an explanation of 
the action it favors, and it can only do so if the action the reason favors bears 
the right sort of relation to the desires of the agent (e.g. serving or promoting 
the satisfaction of them).35

Even if this is a plausible argument for internalism about practical reasons it 
is dubious in the case of reasons for emotion.36 To see this, let us grant for the 
sake of argument that for a consideration to be a reason for a token emotion 
for A it must be potentially explanatory of A’s having that emotion and turn our 
attention instead to whether it is plausible that desires explain emotions in the 
way that Humeans think desires explain action.

On the Humean account of explanation of action, desires stand in relation 
R to action, where R is standardly cashed out as a causal relation. On that view, 
roughly, Bob’s desire to eat cake causes and (thereby) explains his going to the 
cake room, and ‘that there is a cake in the cake room’ is capable of being a reason 
for him to go because it can explain his going there by way of favoring an action 
that promotes the satisfaction of his desire for cake. R need not be understood 
as a causal relation, though. On Michael Smith’s view, desires are dispositions 
(to act) with a mind-to-world direction of fit; a desire to go to the cake room 
just is a disposition to do that which realizes or makes-true the propositional 
content of the disposition, e.g. Bob’s desire to eat cake just is the disposition to, 
for instance, go to the cake room upon learning that there is cake there; doing 
so will make it the case (or at least make it more probable) that the propositional 
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content of his desire – that he eat cake – will be made true.37 Can either of these 
models be made to work for the explanation of emotion such that the second 
premise of Williams’s argument can be carried over to an argument for reasons 
for emotion? I do not think so.

Suppose that Bob desires Alice’s happiness and then tragedy – sudden death, 
say – befalls Alice. Bob is sad. Does Bob’s desire for Alice’s happiness stand in 
the same relation to his sadness as his desire for cake stands to his going to the 
cake room? It would be odd to say that his desire for her happiness causes his 
sadness in the way that Bob’s desire to eat cake causes him to go to the cake 
room. Going to the cake room is a way of satisfying the desire to eat cake and 
so, plausibly, the desire to eat cake causes and (thereby) explains his going. But 
feeling sadness is not a way of satisfying his desire for her happiness – her death 
makes promoting that desire impossible – and so cannot explain his sadness in 
the way his desire to eat cake explains his going to the cake room. Similarly, his 
desire for her happiness cannot just be a disposition with world-to-mind direc-
tion of fit such that he is disposed to feel sad. Sadness is not a way of realizing or 
making-true the propositional content of his disposition that is his desire for her 
happiness. So the prospects of extending something like the Humean theory 
of action to include a Humean theory of emotion are grim.

If we are going to allow that Bob’s desire for Alice’s happiness is explanatorily 
relevant to his feeling sad then what we should say is not that his desire for her 
happiness causes his sadness nor that his sadness is a way to make-true the 
propositional content of his desire, but rather that it is his desire being frustrated 
that is (part) of the explanation for his being sad. But note, first, that the role 
Bob’s desire for happiness is playing in this explanation is neither a causal nor 
a dispositional one. ‘That his desire is frustrated’ explains his sadness in the 
sense that it rationalizes or makes sense of his sadness and does not stand in 
the same relation to his sadness as his desire for cake stands in relation to his 
going to the cake room. And second, not only is the relation different, but so 
are the kinds of things related. ‘That his desire for her happiness is frustrated’ 
is a state of affairs but his desire for her happiness is a mental state; these are 
two sorts of metaphysical entities. Since the explanation for his sadness ‘that his 
desire is frustrated’ both appeals to a different relation (the rationalizing relation, 
say) and to different kinds of things being related (a state of affairs in the case 
of emotion, a mental state in the case of Humean explanations of action), it is 
quite clear that this sort of explanation of an emotion that involves reference to 
desire is not at all similar to a Humean explanation of action. And there is nothing 
strange about this case; it is a perfectly standard case of emotion explanation.

Perhaps this goes too far, though. Surely, it will be thought, there must be 
some appeal to the mental states of Bob in order to explain his feeling sad 
where that appeal is to the mental state and not to some fact about Bob (e.g. 
that his desire is frustrated). More specifically, one might think something like 
the following must be true: any explanation of an emotion must appeal to the 
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psychology of the agent for whom it is a reason. If that is right then perhaps the 
internalist can remain neutral on what item of the agent’s mental economy is 
appealed to, that is, whether it is desire or some other mental state.

But this revised premise, unmoored from a Humean theory of motivation, 
is too broad to defend an internalist view. We can see this by recognizing that 
externalists can affirm that an appeal to the agent’s psychology is needed. On 
Jonathan Dancy’s ‘pure cognitivist’ view, for example, one need only cite cog-
nitive states (e.g. beliefs, particularly those with normative content) in order 
to explain action, and this is compatible with his externalism about norma-
tive reasons.38 Williams’s argument was supposed to work because of desire’s 
special role in action-explanation and not simply because some appeal to an 
agent’s psychology was required in a full explanation of his action. Jettisoning 
the Humean theory of motivation and offering a broader account of emotion 
explanation that appeals to some-mental-state-or-other is thereby disastrous 
for the argument.

The only way to salvage the Williams-style argument for internalism about 
reasons for emotion is to specify a mental state, m, where m is to emotion as 
desire is to action, with the essential caveat that m is not a mental state an 
externalist could accept as explanatory of emotion. I do not have an argument 
for the impossibility of such an account, but at this point, it seems implausible. 
If desires are to be plausibly gotten into the story of a reason for emotion, it will 
likely have to be in some other way.

This brings us to strategy #4: extending Mark Schroeder’s argument for inter-
nalism about practical reasons to an argument for internalism about reasons 
for emotion. Schroeder rejects Williams’s defense of internalism and rather than 
appealing to the claim that desires explain action as a premise for an argument 
in defense of internalism, Schroeder appeals to desire’s ability to explain reasons. 
That is, in answer to the question, ‘What makes it the case that the fact that 
there is cake in the cake room constitutes a reason for Bob to go to the cake 
room?’, Schroeder replies ‘because that fact bears the right sort of relation to 
Bob’s desire to eat cake.’ More specifically, the answer is that the fact that there 
is cake in the cake room explains why Bob going to the cake room increases the 
probability of Bob satisfying his desire to eat cake. In fact, on Schroeder’s view, 
a normative reason for action just is some fact that explains why performing 
some act increases the probability of satisfying desire.

Schroeder’s view on practical reasons is prima facie plausible, and that is 
because it gets at least one plausible intuitive data point exactly right: at least 
sometimes, what explains why an agent has a reason to do something is that 
doing it is a means to (or constitutive of ) realizing one’s end that is set by desire. 
That is a fairly commonsense explanation for why someone has a reason to 
do something, at least in some cases. But this intuitive data point is absent in 
standard cases of explanations as to why an agent has a reason to token some 
particular emotion. In explaining Bob’s reason to admire Alice, it is not intuitive 
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to think that what explains Bob’s reason for admiring Alice is that admiring her 
makes it more probable that he will satisfy at least one of his desires. It is simi-
larly counterintuitive to think that what explains A’s reason for being indignant 
towards B for how B treated C is that being indignant makes it more probable 
for A to satisfy at least one of A’s desires. So the intuitive appeal of a view that 
posits desires as explainers of reasons for actions is simply not present in a view 
that posits desires as explainers of reasons for emotion.

Why is it not intuitive in the case of reasons for emotions? The obvious prob-
lem is that they seem to speak to the advisability or (im)propriety of the emo-
tion as opposed to reasons of fittingness. More specifically, they seem not to 
speak to whether Alice is admirable or B is a proper object of A’s indignation, 
respectively. On the other hand, that going to the cake room will promote the 
satisfaction of Bob’s desire to eat cake does make Bob’s going to the cake room 
a fitting response.

But Schroeder’s view plausibly has the resources to respond to this worry. 
Borrowing from moves he makes to defend his account of practical reasons, 
Schroeder may reply that the sense in which Bob’s desires do not explain his 
reason for admiring Alice, or A’s reason for being indignant towards B for how 
B treated C, is that Bob’s and A’s respective desires are not part of their respec-
tive normative reasons for admiration and indignation. They are, instead, ‘back-
ground conditions’ of the reason. So Bob’s full reason for admiring Alice is ‘that 
she is an accomplished mathematician’, and A’s full reason for being indignant 
towards B is ‘that B treated C in such and such a way’, even if some sets of desires 
of Bob and A, respectively, are part of the full explanations for why those are 
reasons to admire Alice and be indignant towards B, respectively. If this can be 
made to work, then a crucial virtue of this account is that it plausibly meets the 
veridicality requirement and articulates reasons of the right kind: the contents 
of Bob’s and A’s respective emotions plausibly have veridical content since those 
emotions are had in light of the reasons there are to have those emotions. This 
looks promising.

But let us ask, ‘what is the desire that explains why ‘that she is an accom-
plished mathematician’ is a reason for Bob to admire her? Surely it is not Bob’s 
desire to admire Alice. It is simply not the case that ‘that she is accomplished’ 
explains why Bob’s admiring Alice increases the probability of admiring her. The 
explanation for why Bob’s admiring Alice increases the probability of admiring 
Alice is simply that admiring her is a satisfaction of that desire; his admiring 
her just is the truth of the propositional content of the desire; ‘that she is an 
accomplished mathematician’ is not appealed to in the explanation. We are left 
wondering what the desire could be that would explain the reason.

Things are no better – indeed, they are worse – if we consider Bob’s desire for 
Alice’s happiness serving as an explanation of his reason to be sad for Alice when 
tragedy befalls her.39 That desire is by far the most natural candidate for what 
would explain his reason for being sad, if desires explain reasons for emotion at 
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all. But ‘that Alice has suffered a tragedy’ does not explain how Bob’s feeling sad 
is a way of increasing the probability of satisfying his desire for her happiness. 
In fact, if the tragedy that befalls her is sudden death, his feeling sad cannot 
be a way of increasing the probability of satisfying his desire for her happiness 
because it is now impossible for that desire to be satisfied. We are left with the 
shocking conclusion that Bob’s desire for Alice’s happiness cannot explain his 
reason for being sad when tragedy befalls her.

Schroeder has a move he can make here that he makes when defending his 
account of practical reasons. He may appeal to some desire or other that Bob 
has to explain his reason for being sad, even if that desire has nothing to do 
with Alice or her happiness as such. As Schroeder puts it, an agent’s reasons 
for action can be ‘massively overdetermined’ in that any one action promotes a 
great variety of one’s desires.40 To take a variant of Schroeder’s surprising exam-
ple, ‘That Katie is in need of help’ explains why Ryan’s helping Katie promotes his 
desire for a new pair of shoes, for instance, and so can be his complete reason 
for helping her. (Perhaps ‘that Katie needs help’ explains why helping her gets 
Ryan new shoes because Katie gives shoes to people who help her when she 
is need of help). Similarly, ‘that Alice has suffered a tragedy’ might explain why 
Bob’s feeling sad is a way of increasing the probability of satisfying his desire 
for new shoes. (Perhaps Bob’s feeling sad allows him to empathize with Alice’s 
sister, a woman who expresses her gratitude by purchasing shoes for those who 
empathize with her).

Let us grant for the sake of argument that something like this is broadly 
plausible, that is, that Bob’s desire for new shoes can explain his reason to be sad 
but his sadness would still be had for the right kind of reason ‘that tragedy has 
befallen Alice’ and his sadness is (thereby) veridical. But despite these assumed 
virtues, the theory as a whole is still deeply implausible, and certainly not attrac-
tive enough to persuade us that internalism about reasons for emotion is more 
attractive than externalism about reasons for emotion. For the Schroederian 
approach to internalism about reasons for emotion fails to capture a plausible – I 
would say indisputable –intuitive data point. If Bob’s desire for Alice’s happiness 
cannot explain his reason for feeling sad when tragedy befalls her, but his desire 
for shoes can explain his reason for feeling sad, then something is deeply wrong 
with this theory. For if we know anything about this case we know that, if desires 
are relevant at all to an explanation of Bob’s normative reason for sadness, it is 
Bob’s desire for her happiness that is the relevant one. A theory that denies this 
is implausible, even if it checks other required boxes.41

This brings us to strategy #5, about which I will say the least. The strategy 
comes to us from David Velleman. On his view, all actions have the (constitutive) 
aim of understanding oneself and beliefs have the (constitutive) aim of truth or 
knowledge; those aims ground practical and epistemic reasons, respectively.42 
If we are to extend this approach to reasons for emotion we will thus need to 
specify the (constitutive) aim of emotion. But what is the aim of emotion? Do 
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emotions aim at veridicality in the way that beliefs aim at truth?43 Do emotions 
aim at anything at all (other than their intentional objects, of course)? Velleman 
may very well have much to say in this regard, but it seems to me that skepticism 
about such a project is warranted (for now, anyway).44

5. Conclusion

This paper began with a question about the rationality of motivation and I have 
argued that an externalist development of BARE entails that all rational agents 
are, ceteris paribus, required to be morally motivated. If externalism about rea-
sons for emotion is true, then that is one way in which the authority of morality 
is vindicated. For if the authority of morality is its ability to generate normative 
reasons for all rational agents, then it does so: it generates normative reasons 
for moral emotions for all rational agents. I then considered, but found wanting, 
five strategies for an internalist development of BARE.

Those who wish to resist the conclusion that moral emotions are, at least 
in some cases, rationally required, have two options. First, they can deny there 
are reasons for emotion, although as indicated in Section 2, that seems like a 
significant bullet to bite. Second, they can develop a hitherto unarticulated 
internalist account of reasons for emotion, perhaps by extending or modifying 
extant arguments for internalism about practical or epistemic reasons in a way 
I do not see. A defense of internalism about reasons for emotion along any of 
these lines would be most welcome.45

Notes

1.  McDowell (1995) thinks one can transition from M1 to M2 by way of ‘conversion’, 
but conversion is not a rational transition. It is a non-rational transition from 
irrationality (at M1) to being rational (at M2). Similarly, Manne (2014) allows for 
transition by way of ‘inspiration’ by way of, for example, new experiences.

2.  A schema for a very simple case of rational transition by way of recognizing 
one’s practical reasons: A lacks a desire to Φ, sees there is (sufficient) reason to Φ 
(because, say, Φ-ing is a means to an end), and thereby acquires a desire to Φ. And 
a schema for a case of rational transition by way of recognizing one’s epistemic 
reasons: A has a desire to Φ (e.g. to drink the contents of the glass), but A’s desire 
to Φ depends on A’s false belief that p (e.g. that it is gin in the glass). A sees there 
is (sufficient) reason to not believe that p, and so sheds the desire to Φ.

3.  Internalism about practical reason is the view that, roughly, an agent’s reasons 
for action depend on her motivational constitution, and is standardly found in 
broadly Humean and broadly Kantian camps. The former include Williams (1981a), 
Smith (1994), Schroeder (2007), Joyce (2001), Brandt (1979), Railton (1986), Manne 
(2014) (though Manne might better be characterized as a Strawsonian than a 
Humean), and the latter include Darwall and Smylie (1983), Korsgaard (1986), 
Velleman (2009), and Markovits (2011a, 2011b). Some, e.g. Markovits (2011b), 
are internalists about practical reasons and externalists about epistemic reasons.
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4.  In our profession one only need think, ‘No one holds that view’ for the falsity of 
that claim to be realized. My thanks to a referee for pointing to Maguire (2017), in 
which he argues there are no reasons emotion. This contrasts with what Maguire 
characterizes as ‘a dogma of contemporary ethical theory.’ Assessing Maguire’s 
interesting arguments, though, will take us too far afield.

5.  It might be pointed out that perhaps not all token emotions are motivational 
and so this provides another way of denying that reasons for emotion speak to 
rational transitions of motivation. But even if there are tokens of emotion types 
that lack a motivational component, e.g. those directed at the past or at fictions, 
that does not affect the set-up or the arguments to come. All that is required is 
that at least some token moral emotions (e.g. those not directed at past events 
or fictions) have motivational components. More on this, below.

6.  It might be thought that reasons for emotion can be reduced to epistemic reasons, 
and if so, then that is a reason for denying that reasons for emotion constitute a 
way of rationally transitioning from M1 to M2. But reduction is not elimination, 
and so even if such a reduction is true it does not entail a denial that reasons for 
emotion provide a rational transition from M1 to M2. If the reduction does amount 
to elimination, that would be a way of explaining why there are no reasons for 
emotion, which has already been articulated as way of denying emotionally rational 
transitions. See also note 43, below. My thanks to a referee for pressing me on this.

7.  The idea of an agent undergoing a rational transition from M1 to M2 is neutral on 
the issue of motivational (or judgment) internalism, that is, whether a judgment 
to Φ necessarily entails a motivation to Φ. First, motivational internalism is about 
the nature of the connection between judgment and motivation independently of 
whether the judgment is rationally made. But whether the transition from M1 to M2 
is rational does depend upon whether one has (sufficient) normative reason to 
transition. Second, the discussion of the transition is officially silent on what sort 
of mental state is responsible for the transition. It may be the case that a judgment 
is often responsible for that transition, but it is not required by anything said here. 
Most notably, provided that emotions are not just judgments, having an emotion is 
a non-judgment way of rationally transitioning from M1 to M2. Lastly, if motivational 
internalism is true, that entails that making a rational judgment of the relevant sort 
at M1 necessarily entails the relevant motivation at M2. If motivational internalism 
is false, that entails that a rational judgment of the relevant sort at M1 does not 
guarantee the relevant motivation at M2. Which is the case, though, is not relevant 
to the general picture of what in fact constitutes a rational transition when it does 
(necessarily or contingently) occur. My thanks to a reviewer for pressing me on this.

8.  See Vogelstein (2011, 2016) for the view that the normativity of morality consists 
in giving normative reasons for emotion.

9.  Dancy (2014).
10.  Though see note 5, above.
11.  Humeanism about motivation is captured in a variety of ways, including the thought 

that desire has a world-to-mind direction of fit and belief has a mind-to-world 
direction of fit (Smith (1994)), or that the addition of a desire to one’s psychology 
makes a motivational difference while the addition of a belief/judgment, by itself, 
makes no motivational difference (Dancy (2000)), or that desires are necessary and 
beliefs are not sufficient for motivation (Finlay and Schroeder (2017)).

12.  Anti-Humeans about motivation include Scanlon (1998), Dancy (2000), Nagel 
(1970), Darwall and Smylie (1983), McDowell (1995).

13.  See Dancy (2000) for more on cognitivist conceptions of motivation, and Dancy 
(2014) for these distinctions with regard to emotion in particular.
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14.  According to cognitivism, emotions are judgments that can represent normative 
content and those judgments motivate. According to compound accounts of 
the emotions, one part of the emotion represents (e.g. belief, perception) and 
another part motivates (e.g. desire). And on a sensation account, the sensation 
may represent its intentional object as having a normative property and cause 
another mental state that motivates (e.g. judgment, desire).

15.  Deigh (1994) plausibly argues that the emotions of ‘beasts and babies’ are not 
rationally assessable. But this does not affect the set-up or the arguments to 
come. All that is required is that sufficiently developed rational agents have 
normative reasons for at least some of their emotions, including moral emotions 
like guilt, indignation, and compassion. That is because we are looking to see 
whether a sufficiently developed rational agent – the kind of agent that is capable 
of recognizing and responding to normative reasons – can have a reason for an 
emotion that does not depend upon the agent’s motivational constitution. That 
the emotions of beasts and babies are nonrational is not relevant to that issue.

16.  Deigh (1994).
17.  D’Arms and Jacobson (2006), 13–14.
18.  See D’Arms and Jacobson (2000). Skorupski (2010a, 2010b) also claims there are 

reasons for emotion that he calls ‘evaluative reasons,’ and he denies there is any 
such thing as an instrumental evaluative reason. Instead, he says, there may be 
instrumental practical reasons for getting oneself to have an emotion. Also see 
Salmela (2006) and Mason (2003).

19.  Internalists differ about what motivational facts are relevant, e.g. whether 
reference to a particular psychological attitude is necessary (e.g. the Humean 
insistence on the presence of desire), and whether the motivational fact is about 
A’s actual condition or A’s condition in counterfactual circumstances (e.g. what A 
would be motivated to do were A to engage in procedurally rational deliberation 
from his actual motivational constitution). See Finlay and Schroeder (2017).

20.  I am grateful to a reviewer who pointed out the importance of this assumption 
and the significance of a distinction between two kinds of weights normative 
reasons plausibly have. More on this, below.

21.  This conclusion is not the result of assuming non-natural externalism; it simply 
follows from externalism about reasons for emotion, however one develops that 
externalist position.

22.  One will also have reason to have non-moral emotions as well, e.g. reason to be 
proud that one is a good flying trapeze instructor.

23.  Gert (2016).
24.  To echo an argument from Gert that purports to establish the presence of a 

requiring reasons (ibid, 159–161), it is part of commonsense morality to turn to a 
person witnessing the profound suffering of a nearby innocent person with utter 
indifference with a rebuke of, ‘What’s wrong with you?!’ The rebuke indicates that 
we take that person to be failing to respond in a way that is required, not simply 
that they are behaving as they are permitted to.

25.  I have not offered an argument for externalism about reasons for emotion, and 
the externalist owes us arguments and explanations of how reasons for emotion 
are grounded given that they are not grounded in the motivational constitution 
of the agents to whom they apply. The internalist owes us this as well, insofar as 
internalism specifies a necessary but not sufficient condition for having a reason.

26.  We can see the coherence of internalism about practical reasons and externalism 
about reasons for emotion by considering what one might say who endorses 
these two views. Were A emotionally rational A would have emotion E and 
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attendant motivation M. And if A had M, then A would have a reason to Φ. But A 
is emotionally irrational and lacks E, and so lacks M, and so lacks a reason to Φ. A is, 
then, improperly responding to A’s reasons for emotion but properly responding 
to A’s practical reasons; A is emotionally irrational but practically rational. So we 
cannot go from the truth about externalism about reasons for emotion to the 
falsity of internalism about practical reasons.

27.  The famous source of such worries is Mackie’s (1977) argument from queerness, 
but see also Garner (1990) and Joyce (2001).

28.  Markovits (2011b) takes on this explanatory burden in her defense of externalism 
about epistemic reasons and internalism about practical reasons.

29.  E.g. Williams (1981), Joyce (2001), and Manne (2014).
30.  The Humean may agree with the claim that the content of an emotion may not 

have explicit normative content and instead sometimes has non-normative 
content that presents itself as a reason for having the emotion, and then attempt 
a Humean analysis of reasons for emotion, but how to establish a Humean 
account of reasons for emotion is what is at issue here; if what I say here is right, 
the Humean cannot do this solely by way of an internalist-friendly analysis of 
the contents of the emotion.

31.  My thanks to a referee for raising this objection.
32.  Williams (1989), 30.
33.  Williams (1989), 30.
34.  I have throughout the paper been assuming that the rationality of an agent 

is a function of her responsiveness to reasons, but as a referee has helpfully 
pointed out, one might deny that conception of rationality and maintain instead 
a proceduralist account of rationality that offers an internalist account of reasons. 
Pursuing that line of thought is outside the scope of this paper but is a path for 
internalists to develop.

35.  One might think that a Williams-style approach is doomed from the start because 
it must provide an account that sees emotions as means to end, just as it sees 
actions as means to end. That is, one might think that, on Williams’s model, one’s 
reason to token an emotion is ‘that it will satisfy one’s desire’, and this is a reason 
of the wrong kind for emotion (putting to the side whether one could token an 
emotion for that reason). But Williams no more needs to think that the reason 
for tokening an emotion is always ‘that it will satisfy my desire’ any more than he 
needs to think that the reason for tokening an action is always ‘that it will satisfy 
my desire’. Just as he can allow that ‘that the train is about to leave’ is a reason to 
run to the track, he can also allow that it is a reason to fear that one will miss it.

36.  There are a variety of powerful objections to Williams’s original argument, e.g. 
Finlay (2009), Sobel (2001), Markovits (2011a), Finlay and Schroeder (2017).

37.  The causal and dispositional accounts of R are not incompatible since dispositions 
might be causal. But Smith (1994, 113–114) is explicitly neutral on whether 
dispositions are causes in his defense of the Humean theory of motivation.

38.  Dancy (1993).
39.  To be clear, in the Williams case we considered whether Bob’s desire for Alice’s 

happiness could explain his sadness. Here we are asking whether his desire for 
her happiness could explain his reason for being sad.

40.  Schroeder (2007).
41.  It might be thought that Schroeder is in no worse a position here than he is with 

regards to his account of Ryan’s reason to help Katie, but that is not right. In the 
case of practical reasons, Schroeder has to allow that Ryan’s reason to help may 
be grounded in his desire for a new pair of shoes, or any number of arbitrary 
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desires, and that is, I think, a bullet to bite. But he can certainly allow that, if Ryan 
desires Katie’s welfare, then that desire can (also) explain his reason to help her. 
In the case of reasons for emotion, things are worse. For not only does he have 
to bite the bullet that Bob’s desire for shoes can explain his reason for sadness 
– a bizarre claim in its own right – but he also has to affirm that a desire for her 
welfare cannot explain the reason, which is just too bizarre to be plausible. It is 
analogous to the implausible view that Ryan’s reason to do something to help 
Katie could not be explained by his desire for her welfare.

42.  See Railton (1997) and Enoch (2006, 2011) for objections to this approach.
43.  See Burge (2010), Shah and Velleman (2005) for the view that belief aims at truth.
44.  Velleman might try another strategy. He could seek to establish internalism about 

reasons for emotion indirectly by way of, first, reducing reasons for emotion to 
epistemic reasons, and second, defending an internalist account of epistemic 
reasons. Defending whether that large project is plausible is outside the scope 
of this paper. See also note 6, above.

45.  I am grateful for the valuable insights on earlier versions of this paper I received 
from Eric Vogelstein, Brad Cokelet, Dan Jacobson, Justin D’Arms, the philosophy 
departments at UNC-Chapel Hill, the University of Miami, and Colgate University, 
and the referees and editor of this journal.
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