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Abstract
Harry G. Frankfurt has put the problem of volitional conflict at the center of philo-
sophical attention. If you care fundamentally about your career and your family, but
these cares conflict, this conflict undermines the coherency of your decision standard
and thereby your ability to choose and act autonomously. The standard response to
this problem is to argue that you can overcome volitional conflict by unifying your
foundational motivational states. As Frankfurt puts it, the ‘totality of things that
an agent cares about’ plus his ‘ordering of how important to him they are effectively
specifies his answer to the question of how to live’ (The Reasons of Love (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2004), p. 23). In this paper, I critically assess the three
main reasons given for such a coherency requirement: 1) we can do only one action
at a time; 2) ourmotivational states comewith normative pressure towards coherency;
and 3) conflicting motivational states provide us with an incoherent decision-making
framework. I conclude that these reasons do not ground a coherency requirement for
practical deliberation and argue that we can autonomously express ourselves as
volitionally conflicted by acting on our conflicting motivational states over the
course of multiple actions.

1. Introduction

Harry G. Frankfurt (1988) has put volitional conflict at the center
of philosophical attention. Volitional conflict is the phenomenon
whereby two conflicting motivations for action cause us ‘not to
know how to act’. The conflict between two things a person truly
cares about illustrates this phenomenon: e.g., do I, as a physician,
take on an extra shift in the wards or do I, as a parent, stay home to
care for my child and give her the attention she needs? Most philoso-
phers working withinmoral psychology see the provision of a convin-
cing answer to the problem of volitional conflict as a hallmark of a
theory of (moral) agency. They do so because they assume that
volitional conflict pulls an agent in two incompatible directions,
making it impossible for her to decide what to do and therefore to
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act autonomously. Especially in cases where the agent has two deeply
held but conflicting cares resolve about what to do is especially diffi-
cult. Frankfurt’s reflections (1988) on ambivalence provide a good
example.
The ambivalent agent, from a commonsense standpoint, feels torn

because she does and does not want to perform the same action at the
same time. This is unlike the depressed agent who finds nothing to be
motivated for or the doubting agent who is undecided regarding two
alternatives. The ambivalent agent knows what she wants but cannot
convert this into a coherent perspective on what to do. It is therefore
unhelpful to advise her to ‘pull yourself together’: there is nothing to
pull together as the ambivalent agent is whole. The whole itself is
conflicted. Neither is it helpful to tell her to ‘make up your mind’:
the agent’s ambivalence is grounded in deep motivations that
define her mind. Thus, the ‘made up mind’ itself is conflicted.
Frankfurt also explores the idea that the agent should give up on
one side of the conflict – the advice to ‘undo your mind’ – but this
is as ineffective. If the ambivalent agent could give up one side of
the conflict, she wouldn’t be ambivalent in the first place.
Frankfurt therefore concludes that the motivational disunity that
defines ambivalence ‘either tends to paralyze [the agent’s] will and
to keep him from acting at all, or it tends to remove him from his
will so that his will operates without his participation’ (Frankfurt,
1988, p. 21). This makes his ultimate advice to ‘be sure to hang on
to your sense of humor’ if the ambivalence doesn’t resolve on its
own (Frankfurt, 2004, p. 100).
Philosophers working within moral psychology share Frankfurt’s

assessment that being pulled in two incompatible directions by
one’s deeply held cares makes it impossible to act autonomously.
This has given rise to a widely shared commitment to the claim
that autonomous action is possible only if an agent has a coherent vol-
itional make-up: i.e., a coherent set of motivational states.1 In other
words, philosophers within moral psychology assume that if an
agent’s motivations direct her to undertake different, incompatible
courses of action, then they make it impossible for practical deliber-
ation to come to a conclusion regarding what to do.
In contrast to this claim, I will argue that practical deliberation can

settle on a course of action even if the agent is volitionally conflicted.
Furthermore, I will conclude that practical deliberation does not only
do this despite the volitional conflict, but also by taking the conflict as

1 However, they disagree on the nature of the volitional unity that
purportedly restores unity and allows the agent to act autonomously.
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its ground: i.e., as the autonomous self-expression of the agent’s most
deeply held cares (Section 6).
To pave theway for this conclusion, I will first explicate (Section 2)

three of the central reasons why most philosophers working within
moral psychology posit the coherence of our motivational states as a
condition for practical deliberation and autonomous agency: 1) we
only can undertake one action at a time; 2) our motivational states
come with normative pressure towards coherency; and 3) our motiv-
ational states constitute the standpoint from which we deliberate, and
therefore a conflict between our motivational states undermines the
activity of deliberation before it can start.
In Sections 3 to 5, I argue that the three reasons ground a coherency

requirement for practical deliberation only hold on the assumption
that we choose each action in isolation. I conclude that there is no
reason for this assumption, arguing practical deliberation governs
over multiple actions at a time, i.e., that we can also consider the
rationality of our current choice in light of possible future ones.
This makes it possible for an agent to deliberate and decide
vis-à-vis multiple actions; she can thus decide to express her volitional
conflict, undermining the need for a coherency requirement.

2. Volitional Conflict, Foundational Normative States, and
Practical Deliberation

Imagine a country-loving pacifist whose country goes towar.2 As par-
liament decides to revoke the suspension of military service for every-
one under 45 years, she receives a call for duty. She discovers that her
country allows for conscientious objections based on pacifist beliefs.
Assuming that both her pacifist beliefs and her love for her country
are fundamental to who she is, this situation creates a volitional con-
flict in her. Her pacifist convictions cause her to assess thewar and the
prospect of joining the military negatively, but the love she feels for
her country gives her a strong reason to sign up for military service
and defend her country’s honor. Reflecting on possible higher-
order compromises, she considers joining as a medic. Even this,
however, is tacit support of warfare, something she disapproves of
as a pacifist. She is at a loss regarding what to do: does she have
more reason to join the army (as a medic) or to submit a conscientious
objection?

2 This example is inspired by Per Bauhn (2016).
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2.1. The Generic Model of Agency: Foundational Normative States &
Practical Deliberation

Within moral psychology, the standard response to such a conflict is
to ask what the agent’s deepest and ‘most true’ desires, cares, projects,
or values tell her to do. As Frankfurt formulates this response, the
‘totality of things that an agent cares about’ plus his ‘ordering of
how important to him they are effectively specifies his answer to
the question of how to live’ (2004, p. 23). This standard response is
grounded in a generic model of agency that is shared by philosophers
working within moral psychology.
On this generic model, an agent acts autonomously if and only if

she governs her choices and actions through non-arbitrary control,
i.e., without a force external to the agent motivating the action.
The agent gains this non-arbitrary control over her motivations for
action through a process of identification, affirmation, or endorse-
ment based on the agent’s deepest cares. If an agent truly cares
about her career, for example, choosing to make extra hours at the
office instead of spending this timewith friends and family is autono-
mous. In this way, the agent is ‘fully behind’ the action (Watson,
1987, p. 153).3 Such a process of affirmation grounds the agent’s
choices and actions in motivational states that are expressive of who
she is and who she wants to be. I will call these states that grounds
an agent’s choices and actions her foundational normative states.
Within the confines of this generic model of agency, philosophers

have posited or argued for different types of foundational normative
states. For Christine M. Korsgaard (1996b) they are practical iden-
tities, for Bernard Williams (2006) they are an agent’s ground
project, for Marya Schechtman (2014), Alasdair MacIntyre (2016),
and J. David Velleman (2006) they are the central tenets of an
agent’s autobiographical narrative, for Frankfurt (1988) and John
J. Davenport (2012) they are an agent’s cares (her volitional neces-
sities), and for Michael Bratman (2007) they are the agent’s self-
governing policies.
The genericmodel of agency assumes a tight connection between an

agent’s foundational normative states and her practical deliberations.
For Bratman, as we will see in the next subsection, self-governing
policies indicate which desires can be taken up as subjectively justifying

3 See also Christine M. Korsgaard: a movement needs to be ‘attribut-
able to an agent considered as an integrated whole’ and not ‘merely to a
part of an agent, or to some force working in her or on her’ (Korsgaard,
2009, p. 45).
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consideration in deliberation: i.e., which desires come with ‘subject-
ive normative authority’ (Bratman, 2007, p. 91). Frankfurt points
out that our ‘deliberations […] must be guided by procedures and
standards in which it is appropriate for us to have mature
confidence’ (Frankfurt, 2006, p. 29). This confidence stems from
care as ‘the creator of inherent or terminal value and of importance’
(Frankfurt, 2004, p. 56). For Korsgaard, practical identities are
‘standing sources of incentives, as well as principles in terms of
which’ an agent accepts or rejects ‘proposed actions’ in deliberation
(Korsgaard, 2009, p. 22). Lastly, Velleman claims that an agent is
bound in her deliberations to her autobiographical narrative to main-
tain ‘the internal coherence of the story itself’ (Velleman, 2006,
p. 216).
Throughout this paper, I accept this assumption regarding a tight

connection between foundational normative states and practical
deliberation. What I take issue with is the additional thesis that
non-arbitrary control is secured only if the agent’s foundational
normative states are coherent, thus implying that an agent’s deliber-
ation is bound by a coherency requirement. The underlying idea of
this requirement seems to be that if an agent is volitionally conflicted,
then ‘movement [within his practical deliberations] in any direction is
truncated and turned back. However an agent starts out to decide or
to think, he finds that he is getting in his own way’ (Frankfurt, 1999,
p. 99). Coherency is thus deemed essential for deliberation to come to
an end. In other words, an agent’s normative states provide her with a
decision-making framework that guides her deliberations. If there is
conflict within this framework, the agent cannot reach an autono-
mous conclusion.
Let us illustrate this generic model of agency with Bratman’s

theory of planning agency.

2.2. An Illustration: Bratman’s Self-Governing Policies

Bratman’s choice of foundational normative states are self-governing
policies (2007). Such policies differ from intentions in that they co-
ordinate an agent’s behavior over an extended period and do not
have specific actions as their object. Policies also differ from plans.
Plans constitute a blueprint for obtaining the concrete desired ends
an agent sets for herself, such as writing a paper or having a meal.
The function of self-governing policies is more general: they coord-
inate and organize the execution of an agent’s plans, thus ranging
over recurring events (Bratman, 2007, p. 42). Examples of self-
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governing policies are the policy of developing and upholding a
‘strong concern for honesty in writing’ or of letting ‘a desire for
revenge or a desire to demean’ never be ‘a legitimate consideration
in one’s deliberation’ (ibid., p. 33).

For Bratman, self-governing policies define which desires in an
agent’s volitional make-up are considered to provide ‘a justifying
reason in motivationally efficacious practical reasoning’ (ibid.,
p. 39). In other words, self-governing policies define how desires,
intentions, and plans are to be weighted in practical deliberation: a
self-governing policy establishes the ‘relevant weights to be given to
desired ends in [practical] deliberation’ (ibid., p. 40).
The familiar question can be raised of how an agent can know that

her self-governing policies are truly expressive of who she is.
According to Bratman, only a specific subset of self-governing
policies has this quality: those with which an agent is satisfied
(ibid., pp. 34–36). Similarly to Frankfurt’s notion of wholehearted-
ness (1999, Ch. 8), satisfaction depends on a lack of conflict between
an agent’s self-governing policies. In other words, if self-governing
policy A undermines the role of self-governing policy B (and vice
versa), then an agent cannot be satisfied with policy A. It follows
that any actions based on this policy are not undertaken autonomously
(Bratman, 2007, p. 35). For example, policy B may exclude the desire
to eat sweets as setting a justifying consideration in deliberation,
whereas policy A may set eating sweets as a justificatory end.
Not only does policy B block ‘the central organizing and coordin-

ating’ role of policy A, it also constitutes a motivation to exclude
policy A from the agent’s volitional make-up (ibid., p. 35).
Volitional conflict between an agent’s self-governing policies makes
it the case that policy A cannot speak for the agent, because the fact
that this policy undermines policy B indicates that the agent is not
satisfied with it. As such, coherence is not a rational requirement
that is external to the functioning of self-governing policies.
Rather, coherence is part and parcel of their functioning, it is built
into their nature.
Furthermore, according to Bratman, incoherence among an agent’s

foundational normative states also makes it impossible for her vol-
itional make-up to guide her practical deliberations. This claim
comes to the fore in a recent collection of essays (Bratman, 2018).
In this collection, Bratman clarifies that an agent’s self-governance
depends on the ‘guidance of thought and action by where the agent
stands’: i.e., by the standpoint constituted by her plans and ‘norms
of plan rationality’ (ibid., p. 202). This standpoint needs ‘to be suffi-
ciently coherent to constitute a clear place where the agent stands on
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relevant practical issues’. Otherwise, it will be unable ‘to guide
choice’ (ibid., p. 211). In other words, the norms of plan rationality
that constitute the agent’s standpoint ‘track forms of [synchronic
and diachronic] coherence that are essential to a planning agent’s
self-governance’ (ibid., p. 210), as without such norms of coherence
the planning agent finds no way to ‘weigh pros and cons with respect
to specific decisions’ (ibid., p. 203).

2.3. The Reasons for a Coherency Requirement that Guides Practical
Deliberation

In the example of Bratman’s theory of planning agency, we have
encountered two of the three reasons for a coherency requirement.
I discuss the first reason – that the nature of foundational normative
states themselves provide normative pressure towards coherence – in
Section 4. I do so in light of Davenport’s contention (2012) that foun-
dational normative states come with a ‘self-perpetuating principle’
that provides a reason to exclude competing or conflicting cares
from one’s volitional make-up. The second reason is that an agent’s
foundational normative states provide the agent with the standpoint
from which she deliberates about what to do. I discuss this reason
in Section 5, considering Agnes Callard’s claim (2018) that conflict-
ing values provide conflicting guiding standpoints for deliberation,
thereby making it impossible to engage productively in practical
deliberation from the start.
The third reason for a coherency requirement is that an agent has

only one body to act with and therefore can undertake only one
action at a time.4 As Korsgaard claims, ‘[y]ou are a unified person
at any given time because you must act, and you have only one
body with which to act’ (Korsgaard, 1989, p. 111). Therefore, ‘on
any given occasion, we can only do one thing’. This makes it neces-
sary to ‘[m]ake up your mind, or even better, Pull yourself
together’ if you are volitionally conflicted (Korsgaard, 2009,
p. 134). Yonatan Shemmer (2012) expresses a variant of this
ground for a coherency requirement.5 In contrast to the local pressure
for coherence expressed by Korsgaard, Shemmer introduces the idea
of a global pressure. He argues that although a degree of volitional

4 Most authors within action theory allow for agents to do multiple
actions at a time, as several descriptions may apply to the agent’s bodily
movements at a single moment.

5 I’d like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing this out.
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conflict does not undermine autonomous action, too much conflict
does: a person with too much volitional conflict does not have
enough time to give expression to all her cares. I will turn to both
variants in Section 3.

3. Does ‘One Action at a Time’ Limit Practical Deliberation?

Does the fact that we can do only one action at a time pose a limit on
practical deliberation? Korsgaard makes use of split-brain cases in
one of her early papers to argue ‘yes’.
A person whose corpus callosum is severed can get by in daily life

just as well as any of us, but under experimental conditions notable
things happen. A person given a stimulus to the visual systems of
her brain’s right hemisphere (and thus presented in her left visual
field) may still be able to pick out what she perceives with her left
hand while being unable to name or describe the object. She might
even claim to see nothing. The reason for this is that the left hemi-
sphere is in control of speech. With the corpus callosum severed, the
right hemisphere cannot communicate its visual input to the left
hemisphere. The left hemisphere thus ‘speaks the truth’ as it lacks
the visual input.6
In trying to make sense of how such a person can function without

any observable abnormalities outside of experimental settings, em-
pirical research suggests that either the brain hemispheres communi-
cate via external means (called cross-cues) or the person makes sure
that stimuli are presented to both eyes (Volz et al., 2018). Based on
these empirical findings, Korsgaard argues that both hemispheres
can be understood as functioning autonomously ‘on their own’:
there are two minds or two ‘consciousnesses’, each with their own
goals, in one body.7 However, as they have only one body with
which to act, they need to ‘come to an agreement’ regarding what

6 For a discussion of this point, see Michael S. Gazzaniga (1975) and
Yair Pinto et al. (2017).

7 There is a discussion within neuroscience regarding whether there are
actually two separate consciousness or subjects created by severing the corpus
callosum, or whether there is a single subject with two streams of perceptual
consciousness. See, e.g., Pinto et al. (2017) as well as Lukas J. Volz and
M. S. Gazzaniga (2017). For a philosophical treatment, see Elizabeth
Schechter (2018, Ch. 1). A more suitable example might have been con-
joined twins. It is muchmore certain that conjoined twins have two different
minds, in terms of desires and personalities, who can make use of only one
body.
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to do to in order for ‘both hemispheres’ to be effectual (Korsgaard,
1989, p. 111). If they do not come to an agreement, then they under-
mine each other in reaching their separate goals.
According to Korsgaard, a volitionally conflicted (non-split brain)

agent is confronted with the same task: you ‘are a unified person at
any given time because you must act, and you have only one body
with which to act’ (ibid.). This ‘logic of action’ binds an agent to
(synchronically) unifying her foundational normative states in prac-
tical deliberation – via prioritization, for example. Based on the
need for ‘an agreement’, Korsgaard even concludes that there is
‘the raw necessity of eliminating conflict among our various
motives’ (ibid.). However, it is questionable whether this agreement
necessarily implies the elimination of volitional conflict.
Let us explicate this considering a volitionally conflicted (non-split

brain) agent. The generic model of agency states that an agent’s foun-
dational normative states ground the autonomy of her choices and
actions. Turning this around, we can say that an agent’s choices
and actions are the expressions of her foundational normative
states. With this reformulation, we can see that actions are a
time-local expression of foundational normative states, which are
themselves time-extended and persistent. The agent at the beginning
of Section 2 may therefore express her care for being a pacifist (one of
her foundational normative states) by joining a war protest. However,
in saying that she truly cares about this, she will also have expressed
this care in other actions that promote nonviolence, independent of
this specific issue.
The insight that foundational normative states are time-extended

and persistent supports the following claim: an agent can be said to
care about pacifism only if she gives expression to this care over the
course of multiple actions.8 She cannot claim to have this care (foun-
dational normative state) if she acts on it only once by joining a war
protest, without showing concern for expressing pacifist values on
other occasions. Frankfurt stresses this: ‘the notion of guidance,
and hence the notion of caring, implies a degree of persistence. An
agent who cared about something just for a single moment would
be indistinguishable from someone who was being moved by
impulse’ (Frankfurt, 1988, p. 84).
Against this background, the question of whether our ability to do

only one action at a time places a coherency requirement on practical
deliberation should be answered with ‘no’. As actions are time-local
expressions of time-extended foundational normative states, the

8 See also Robert B. Pippin (2005) and Korsgaard (1996a, p. 181).
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volitionally conflicted agent can extend her decision-making over
multiple time-local actions. The conflicted agent can give expression
to her conflicting volitions overmultiple actions. The conflicted agent
is thus not restricted by the logic of action (‘one body, one action’) in
her deliberations. She can choose and act autonomously by spreading
the conflict over multiple actions.9

3.1. Choosing, Picking, and the Worry of Global Pressure for Coherence

The provided argument gives rise to two concerns. The first concern
comes from the thought that even if an agent can express her
volitional conflict over multiple actions, she still needs to make
time-local decisions at each time-local occasion. The worry is that
she will be able to make these time-local decisions only if her founda-
tional normative states provide a unified decision-making framework
in which her priorities are coherent. Bratman reflects this concern
when he claims that without norms of coherence, an agent cannot
‘weigh pros and cons with respect to specific decisions’ (Bratman,
2018, p. 203). I contend that this conclusion can be resisted by
denying the need on such occasions for choice under a decision stand-
ard (that is ultimately grounded in one’s foundational normative
states).
To make this case, I must introduce the distinction between

picking and choosing. This distinction is defended by Edna
Ullmann-Margalit and Sidney Morgenbesser (1977). According to
them, picking happens in situations in which ‘preferences are com-
pletely symmetrical’ (Ullmann-Margalit & Morgenbesser, 1977,
p. 757). Although the agent has no reason to pick either option
A or option B if her preferences are symmetrical, she has reason to
pick one of the options. Take the example of an agent who picks
butter from the supermarket shelf. According to Ullmann-Margalit
and Morgenbesser, this person does not need a decision standard,
as she is without any reason to prefer one option over another.
However, as she does prefer to have a butter, she does want to
resolve the situation. The idea is that she can do so by merely
picking one, without a decision standard. This situation therefore
falls outside the domain of decision theory, strictly speaking.

9 Shemmer states the same conclusion: ‘[a]s far as I know, people cannot
walk in different directions at the same time and doing a bit of this and a bit
of that is not the same as being paralysed’ (Shemmer, 2012, p. 167). His
argumentation differs from mine, however.
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Ullmann-Margalit and Morgenbesser formalize picking-situations
by using three criteria: first, the agent cannot select both options;
second, she has no preference for one over the other; third, the
agent prefers to select either of the options over none of them
(ibid., p. 777).
I contend that these three criteria also hold for giving expression to

volitional conflict at specific time-local occasions.10 First, the con-
flicted agent cannot choose to express both conflicting foundational
normative states. Second, the agent wants to give expression to
both and has no preference for one over the other. Third, the agent
prefers to give expression to something that is foundational to
whom she is over not acting at all. The situation the agent finds
herself in thus qualifies as a ‘picking-situation’ and she can proceed
without a decision standard: nothing depends on the choice of
action on this occasion as long as the agent guarantees she will
express both (conflicting) normative states over the course ofmultiple
actions.11 Authors in the debate thus seem to make a mistake by as-
suming that every choice situation requires a decision standard
(grounded in an agent’s foundational normative states).
If it is granted that picking allows an agent to be relieved from the

local pressure for coherency, it could still be argued that there is a
global pressure for coherency. This is the second concern, articulated
by Shemmer (2012). Shemmer introduces a broad principle of coher-
ence, the PCB, which states that agents should limit their number of
goals as well as prefer goals that share resources for their satisfaction
(Shemmer, 2012, p. 164). This principle allows for the idea that an
agent can accommodate volitional conflict locally, but only to a
certain extent. According to Shemmer, the agent has a global coher-
ency requirement if she does not want to become arbitrary in her
actions: she cannot stretch herself too thin over too many goals to
still claim to pursue goals in a meaningful way. This global pressure
thus comes into view when deliberation spans over multiple choice-
situations.
First, it should be noted that Shemmer himself states that ‘the

broad principle of coherence (PCB) is not a necessary constraint’:
‘many of us, maybe most of us, have reasons to be coherent,

10 I thereby go against those philosophers (e.g., Rescher, 1959–1960)
who maintain that although completely symmetrical preferences are theor-
etical possible, they are not of practical interest.

11 It follows that if the agent picks one of two conflicting normative
states to express at a time-local occasion, she creates a reason on the next
occasion to give expression to the other side of the intrinsic conflict.
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integrated, and unified, but not all of us do and certainly not all of us
do to the same degree’ (ibid., p. 167). Furthermore, the problem
Shemmer answers to with the PCB does not seem to be a problem
of coherence per se. Rather, it seems a problem of non-commitment
and doubt. To see this, it is helpful to introduce Korsgaard’s idea
(1996a, p. 181) of the ‘backward determination’ of our foundational
normative states. Korsgaard means by this that if an agent asserts,
for example, that she cares for her career, she needs to give expression
to this care in and through her choices and actions. Only in this ‘back-
ward fashion’ does she make her care into a foundational normative
state. Korsgaard’s idea becomes insightful if it is combined with
that for volitional conflict to be possible – the threat to autonomous
agency under discussion in this paper – the agent’s foundational nor-
mative states should be in conflict.
Yet, I contend that the agent who stretches herself too thin cannot

be said to have foundational normative states, as she cannot have
‘backward determined’ her cares as foundational to her. As such,
the problem this agent is confronted with is not somuch incoherence,
but rather a situation like the doubting agent who is undecided
regarding the alternatives she has for action. This agent, that is, is
undecided regarded her commitments to any foundational normative
states that ground her choices and actions. The PCB, in my reading,
does therewith not point us at a problemwith coherency, but rather at
the danger of a lack of commitment to any foundational normative
states, however incoherent these states as a set may be. As such, if
there is the fact that we should limit the number of goals, it does
not come from a requirement of coherence, as Shemmer proposes,
but rather from the fact that a lack of commitment to specific goals
undermines our capacity for autonomous agency.
This does not imply that we need to pursue all our cares one

hundred percent of the time. As Shemmer (2012, p. 169) points
out, our goals are open-ended and often not well-defined. This also
means that how much time an agent spends on giving expression to
a certain care (such as being an attentive parent) depends on how
much time she allocates to this care considering her other cares.
Consequently, an agent with many conflicting cares ‘is likely to try
and satisfy each one of them at different times and not to satisfy
any of them to the degree that someone with fewer [cares] could do’
(Shemmer, 2012, p. 167).12

12 At the same time, it may be the case that we can pursue fewer goals the
moment they conflict compared to when there is no conflict in our volitional
make-up. The reason for this is that conflicting goals undermine each other
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4. Are we Bound in Deliberation by a Self-Perpetuating
Principle Inherent to Foundational Normative States?

John J. Davenport (2012) argues in Narrative Identity, Autonomy,
and Mortality that foundational normative states have a self-
perpetuating quality. Based on this quality, Davenport argues that
it is rational for an agent to remove any contradiction among her
foundational normative states. I follow him in explicating the argu-
ment in terms of cares, which he sees as foundational to whom an
agent is.13 Davenport (2012, p. 13) points out that an agent’s cares
include ‘precommitments to futuremotivation’. These are observable
in that caring about upholding a friendship (for instance) just
involves ‘remaining loyal to’ one’s friend (Davenport, 2012, p. 13).
This is what Davenport means by cares being self-perpetuating:
caring about X includes the commitment to stay motivated to care
about X in the future. In giving expression to the care by acting on
it, an agent affirms her commitment and strengthens her care. Let
us call this self-perpetuating aspect of cares the self-perpetuating
principle: SPP in short.
Against the background of the SPP, Davenport argues that it is ir-

rational for an agent to maintain and give expression to conflicting
cares: if the pacifist above is truly committed to continuing to care
about her pacifism, it does seem irrational to uphold her care for
her country that is at war. This latter care would be in direct conflict
with and undermine her pacifism care. As Davenport formulates it, it
is irrational to ‘try to accommodate’ projects that ‘would contradict
my current highest priorities’, as ‘I should want to hinder that
future’ in which I stop caring about my highest priorities through
the pursuit of contradictory projects (ibid.). Based on the SPP,
Davenport thus claims that practical deliberation is bound by a prin-
ciple of coherency. The question posed by this section is whether
such a coherency principle follows from the SPP.

and are in competition for our resources, whereas the pursuit of coherent
goals are more likely to share resources and support each other in their
attainment.

13 I assume that the argument can be generalized over other founda-
tional normative states. One important clue to this is that Davenport
himself integrates William’s ground projects, Korsgaard’s practical
identities, Bratman’s plans, and Frankfurt’s volitional necessities into the
narrative theory he develops.
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I resist this move based on what I indicated at the end of the pre-
vious section: an agent makes a foundational normative state her
own by giving expression to it on multiple time-local occasions.
This also means that if an agent periodically acts against a (time-ex-
tended) foundational normative state, she does not undermine her
commitment to it. She would do so only if she does so too often
and thus displays a lack of care over an extended period. Once an
agent has ‘backward-determined’ her foundational normative states,
these states gain a certain stability. Korsgaard ascribes this quality
of stability to our practical identities (her choice of foundational nor-
mative states). In Sources of Normativity, Korsgaard discusses an
agent who acts against a practical identity she is committed to. She
argues that this possibility ‘does not come from the fragility of iden-
tity, but rather from its stability. It can take a few knocks, and we
know it’ (Korsgaard, 1996b, p. 103). I take it that we are actually
quite familiar with this phenomenon in our own lives: we cannot
be said to have given up on our commitment to our career by occa-
sionally choosing to procrastinate.
The mistake Davenport makes, therefore, is to think that the

self-perpetuating quality of cares – foundational normative states –
requires a coherent volitional make-up because the agent will other-
wise undermine her own autonomy. Davenport implicitly holds
that the self-perpetuating nature of cares needs to be affirmed on
every possible occasion, but this is not the case. The stability of the
agent’s cares as diachronic, time-extended states, I argue, allows
her to choose not to give expression to a care on a particular occasion
without her losing her commitment to it.
It thus follows that the SPP can be satisfied without a coherent set

of cares (foundational normative states). A bitter spouse can give
expression both to her bitterness and to the love she feels towards
her partner on separate occasions. This does not undermine her com-
mitment to either the bitterness or the love; nor does she lose her au-
tonomy because she is conflicted. By acting on both her bitterness
and her love, she actually accommodates the SPPof bothmotivational
states. In this way, she merely affirms her volitional conflict by giving
expression to herself as conflicted. The stability of the agent’s cares
makes this possible.
A coherency principle binding practical deliberation thus does not

follow from the SPP.14 I have therefore defended the possibility that
an agent may act against her care on occasion and still be understood

14 The plausibility of giving expression to oneself as conflicted is
strengthened by the fact that many of the discussed authors argue that we
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as being committed to it, albeit in a conflicted manner. Insofar the
agent is conflicted and chooses to give expression to this conflict,
however, this conclusion gets it exactly right.15

5. Do Foundational Normative States Individually Provide the
Standpoint for Practical Deliberation?

The last ground for why philosophers take a coherency requirement
to be necessary is the following. Insofar as an agent’s foundational
normative states shape their standpoint for deliberation, volitional
conflict provides an incoherent deliberative standpoint. This inco-
herent deliberative standpoint makes it impossible for the agent to
engage in deliberation. Callard has recently articulated why she
takes this to be the case, so I will assess this last ground by considering
her theory.
Central to Callard’s conception of moral agency is the notion of

valuing. She uses Samuel Scheffler’s hybrid account (2012) in
which ‘to value something’ is understood as a complex psychological
state in which an agent desires to act in favor of the object valued,
believes the object is valuable, is emotionally vulnerable regarding
what happens to the value-object, and monitors herself concerning
whether her affective, conative, and motivational responses align
with her value.16 This self-monitoring aspect is relevant for our pur-
poses. For Callard, our values (foundational normative states)
provide the standpoint for deliberation from which we determine
whether our own affective, conative, and motivational responses are
appropriate considering these values. Callard explains that ‘when
we value something we react to our own responses to the valued
object, experiencing affective, conative, and motivational responses
[…] as merited or appropriate’ (Callard, 2018, p. 119). As such, our
values have a function in Callard’s theory of moral agency that can
be compared to Bratman’s self-governing policies. Our self-

are not in full control of our foundational normative states. EvenKorsgaard,
a committed voluntarist, upholds this view (see Section 6).

15 Niko Kolodny (2005; 2007) may be understood as making a similar
point. The argument developed here differs in its target, however.
Kolodny argues that the pressure of our intentions towards coherence or
‘tidiness’ does not lead to a principle of coherence, whereas I argue that
even if it does, we are not bound by it in practical deliberation.

16 See for other hybrid accounts Kolodny (2003) and R. Jay Wallace
(2013).
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governing policies determine whether a desire provides ‘a justifying
reason in motivationally efficacious practical reasoning’ (Bratman,
2007, 39). Our values determine whether not only our motivational
states, but also our affective and conative states, are appropriate and
thus also subjectively justified.
For Callard, the need for a coherency requirement comes from the

fact that if an agent’s values are conflicted, then she is unable to co-
herently monitor her affective, conative, and motivational responses.
As her values provide the standpoints from which the agent monitors
her responses, she has at least two standpoints that produce conflict-
ing evaluations. It won’t help to suggest that the agent takes a step
back from both conflicting values in order to adjudicate between
them: since her values constitute her deliberative outlook, she has
no further values to retreat to. For our purposes, the consequences
of being unable to retreat further are especially relevant considering
the agent’s motivational responses. As the agent cannot take up a co-
herent standpoint regarding her motivations, her conflicting values
leave her without a standpoint from which to engage in deliberation
(Callard, 2018, pp. 127–132).
Take the pacifist agent who loves her country. She is motivated to

support her country (which is at war) by joining the army; this aligns
with the love she feels for her country. However, the part of her self-
monitoring activity that is grounded in her valuing pacifism evaluates
this support negatively. Vice versa, staying true to her pacifism is
appraised negatively by her self-monitoring activity grounded in
her valuing her country. The pacifist’s problem is that she has two
values that each provide a standpoint from which the courses of
action open to her are evaluated in opposite ways. As values are
taken to be foundational, this agent seems to have no further stand-
point she can step back to. Callard thus concludes that it is impossible
for the volitionally conflicted agent to take up a standpoint from
which she can engage in practical deliberation.
As practical deliberation becomes impossible because the agent

cannot choose between her two conflicting values, Callard proposes
a non-deliberative route for escaping the volitional conflict. I will
demonstrate two things by discussing this non-deliberative route.
First, I will show that it is implausible for this route to be fully
non-deliberative; second, I will show that the agent can form an alter-
native standpoint from which to start deliberation if she takes her set
of (conflicting) values to constitute a standpoint for practical
deliberation.
For Callard, the non-deliberative route is possible, as values never

have ‘equal strength’ within an agent’s volitional make-up over an
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extended period. This means that quite ‘often we simply find that we
have, for a while now, been aspiring to become more loving and less
spiteful in some relationships’ (ibid., p. 146). Based on her awareness
of the relative strength of her values, the agent can mark out ‘one at-
titude as a kind of target toward which she orients herself, and
another (or others) as a danger from which she must turn herself
away’ (ibid., p. 146). The conflicted agent should thus cultivate the
stronger value and neglect the weaker. By orienting herself towards
the stronger value, the agent gives shape to a coherent evaluative
outlook (ibid., p. 143).
Callard’s non-deliberative route still includes a deliberative aspect,

however. Insofar as the agent chooses and acts on her awareness of the
stronger value, Callard introduces a deliberative moment in which
the agent chooses to orient herself towards the stronger value. The
problematic aspect here is that Callard implicitly introduces a deci-
sion standard that is not based in any single value the agent has.
This aspect can be seen if we ask why an agent should care from
the standpoint of an individual value about the (relative) strength of
her other values. As we have seen in the foregoing section, each
value (foundational normative state) comes with a SPP: taken by
itself, it wants to be reproduced, and the strength it has relative to
other values seems irrelevant for this. By introducing a decision
standard based on the relative strengths of the agent’s values,
Callard invites the agent to take up a standpoint that is grounded in
the agent’s set of values insofar as she uses their relative strength to
ground her choices for action.
Callard’s non-deliberative route appears to be driven by the impli-

cit assumption, shared more broadly in this debate, that each individ-
ual value (foundational normative state) constitutes a deliberative
standpoint by itself. This is evident in Callard’s contention that an
agent cannot engage in deliberation because of her conflicting
values. It is unclear why this assumption must be accepted,
however. It seems plausible, and even likely, that an agent can take
the set of her values to constitute her deliberative standpoint.17
The plausibility of this possibility can be strengthened by discuss-

ing the example of the country-loving pacifist. We presented the

17 I thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing out that this argument
may remind one of Bernard Williams’ argument in his article on internal
and external reasons (1979). In this article Williams explicates several possi-
bilities for deliberation to influence an agent’s motivations. Taking one’s
whole set of values as deliberative standpoint is not explicitly addressed
by Williams, but it seems a possibility that fits in his argument.
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country-loving pacifist as encountering the problem of having two
values that each provide a standpoint from which the courses of
action open to her are evaluated in opposite ways. Even a possible
higher-order compromise such as joining the war effort as a medic
is caught up in the crosshairs of her volitional conflict: as a pacifist,
she simply cannot give expression to herself as a person who supports
war, even tacitly. However, if the country-loving pacifist takes up a
deliberative standpoint constituted by both her values, then she
might get a different perspective on her choice situation.18 For
example, she may come to see that there are several courses of
action that could express her volitional conflict: she may, for
example, choose to join the war as a medic while also opposing the
war effort via social media – even by showing the horrible injuries
that war causes.

6. A Final Worry: Can Volitional Conflict Ground Autonomy?

If correct, the arguments of the previous three sections establish that
there is no principled reason available in the current debate to favor a
coherency requirement for practical deliberation. First, the fact that
we have one body does not limit practical deliberation: we can delib-
erate by considering acting on multiple occasions during an extended
period of time. Second, the SPP does not restrict practical deliber-
ation, because time-extended foundational states come with a kind
of stability that allows us occasionally to act against them. Third,
volitional conflict does not limit practical deliberation by offering
conflicting standpoints for deliberation, as the agent can take the
(conflicting) set of her foundational normative states as a standpoint.
In short, I have made a preliminary case for the claim that an agent
can autonomously express herself as conflicted if she gives expression
to both sides of her volitional conflict on multiple occasions over an
extended period of time.
In this last section, I wish to address a final worry. This worry

seems to arise universally once an agent is implicated who creates
her core self (her foundational normative states) ex nihilo. Susan
Wolf formulates the concern as follows: the idea of self-creation intro-
duces a ‘prime mover unmoved, whose deepest self is itself neither
randomly nor externally determined, but is rather determined by

18 For a suggestion that goes in the same direction, see J. David
Velleman’s (2006, Chapter 14) discussion of Freud’s Rat Man case study
in light of Frankfurt’s concept of identification.
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itself – which is, in other words, self-created’ (Wolf, 1988, p. 52).
This worry may be seen as especially pertinent to the conclusion
argued for here: insofar an agent’s foundational normative states are
conflicted, it can be asked from what deliberative standpoint the
agent decides to express herself as conflicted or to favor one side of
the conflict over the other. In other words, does my argument impli-
citly rest on the idea of an ‘outside perspective’ over and above the
agent’s foundational normative states from which she chooses and
acts?
To respond to this worry, I first want to point out that our founda-

tional normative states have only a limited plasticity, because we have
only limited control over their existence. A claim that is widely
shared. Velleman, for example, argues that the agent does not have
full control over the substantive self-concept by which she represents
‘which person and what kind of person’ she is (Velleman, 2006, p. 3).
Her self-concept has some degree of plasticity, as the agent’s
self-understanding influences who she is: thinking of herself as an
introvert causes her to behave as an introvert. At the same time,
there are limits to this plasticity: wanting to be interested in sport
(because your partner is, say) may or may not succeed in making
yourself interested in sport (ibid., p. 6). You can put yourself in a pos-
ition in which such an interest can grow and develop, but you cannot
guarantee that the interest will follow.19 This idea finds ready support
from philosophers such as Frankfurt (1988) and Williams (2006).
However, Davenport (2012, Ch. 2) too says that our cares are based
on the preconscious narrative elements that constitute our lives (he
calls these ‘narravives’), over which conscious control is limited.
Even Korsgaard, who defends a voluntaristic image of agency,
writes that ‘we sure stumble into some of our deepest concerns,
perhaps most obviously, the ties associated with family, ethnicity,
and nationality, but also sometimes and to some extent our religions,
friendships, and careers’ (Korsgaard, 1996b, p. 257).
Thus, we often do not choose our deepest concerns, we encounter

them. Once encountered, we can try to indirectly change our founda-
tional normative states, but we cannot change them at will. The
implication of this is that if an agent is volitionally conflicted, she
cannot will the conflict away. Her attempts to overcome the conflict

19 This kind of indirect control, and the limits on it, is compatible with
both cognitivist and behaviouralist theories of emotions. See, respectively,
Robert C. Solomon (1977) and Burrhus F. Skinner and James G. Holland
(1961).
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might work butmight also fail. As her control is limited, her delibera-
tive standpoint may thus be fundamentally conflicted.
Having established that volitional conflict can be difficult if not

impossible to overcome, due to the limited plasticity of our founda-
tional normative states, we can turn to the expressed worry. From
what perspective can an agent autonomously decide whether to
express the volitional conflict or to side herself with one of the two
conflicting foundational normative states? In other words, can an
autonomous agent be autonomous if she acts based on conflicted
foundational states?
To answer this question, I use Velleman’s conception of agency to

show that disunity on the level of foundational normative states is
compatible with acting autonomously. According to Velleman
(2006), an agent acts autonomously if her action is intelligible in
light of her autobiographical narrative. Velleman starts with the
claim that an agent’s actions are autonomous ‘due to the agent’s
causal understanding’ (Velleman, 2006, p. 7).20 This causal under-
standing means that agents understand the world, including their
own actions, in folk psychological causal terms. As choosing and
acting for reasons means to do what makes sense, actions become au-
tonomous if the agent is intelligible to herself. If we combine both
ideas, Velleman’s theory of agency can be stated as follows: an au-
tonomous agent takes her own causal history as the basis for her
actions. As Velleman argues that an agent’s causal history is his auto-
biographical narrative, an agent’s ‘capacity for causal understanding
gets redescribed as his capacity for coherent narration’ (ibid., p. 8).
Summarized, an agent becomes intelligible to herself by developing
a self-concept that pictures her as the protagonist in the story of her
life – her autobiographical narrative.
For Velleman, an agent maximizes her self-intelligibility if she acts

in line with her past, her life-story: If ‘there was a more intelligible
story for [the person] to enact, by choosing to do something else,
there was a better rationale for doing that thing instead’ (Velleman,
2000, p. 29). This explains why volitional conflict becomes a
serious volitional problem for him: if an agent loses ‘a coherent con-
ception of who he is […] hemay feel that he has lost his sense of self or
sense of identity’ (Velleman, 2006, p. 4). (In Bratman’s terms, this
agent is dissatisfied with her self-governing policy.) The underlying
reason for Velleman’s conclusion seems to be that the loss of a sense of
self occurs because the agent stops being intelligible to herself under
circumstances of volitional conflict. Considering the agent’s

20 See also Velleman (1989).
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conflicted life-story, an action is both intelligible and unintelligible,
thus causing a loss in her sense of self. If this is correct, then we are
committed to a tragic conclusion: incoherencymakes an agent less au-
tonomous, but she may simultaneously fail in her efforts to become
more autonomous by resolving the conflict, because her self is not
fully plastic.
This tragic conclusion can be resisted, though, if we acknowledge

and accept that foundational normative states are partially non-plas-
ticity. Consequently, agents are not in full control of their founda-
tional normative states. This makes it intelligible for an agent to
express her volitional conflict as an expression of her desire to act
in line with her autobiographical narrative, accepting the conflict
part of her life-story. Furthermore, due to the non-plasticity this
might be the only way for the agent to give (authentic) expression
to her foundational normative states as they are.
In other words, it is psychologically plausible to claim, pace

Velleman and others, that the conflicted agent may experience a
(greater) loss in her sense of self if she gives up expressing either of
the volitions that constitutes the conflict. Agents can thus find them-
selves in a bind whereby getting rid of one of the opposing forces in
their volitional make-up is worse than being conflicted.
We should resist the temptation to see this as a higher-order com-

promise that assumes coherency between the agent’s foundational
normative states or, in Bratman’s and Frankfurt’s terminology,
with which the agent is satisfied. The country-loving pacifist may be-
grudgingly perform actions expressive of both conflicting founda-
tional states: she may see her work as a medic as a betrayal of her
pacifist ideals, and also see her social media activity as a betrayal of
her love for her country. However, she may realize that expressing
her conflict is the best course of action open to her and therefore be
satisfied with her own dissatisfaction. She may realize this if she takes
both conflicting values as her deliberative standpoint (as constitutive
of her autobiographical narrative). In this way, she explicitly rejects
coherence as the ideal state of her set of foundational normative
states and lets the volitional conflict constitute her deliberative stand-
point, choosing and acting autonomously. She does not take a step
back to a standpoint beyond her foundational normative states.
Moreover, I take the experience of being satisfied with our dissat-

isfaction as a more often encountered phenomenon, especially for
people who aim at a high level of accomplishment regarding founda-
tional normative states in more than one domain (e.g., career and par-
enthood; friendship and elite sport). In such cases, sacrifices must be
made. These sacrifices can easily lead to situations in which the agent
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is dissatisfied considering each value taken in its own right; she may
even be dissatisfied with the balance she has to strike. However, she
might be satisfied with the fact that she expresses herself as volition-
ally conflicted, as this is the best expression of her foundational nor-
mative states in light of their limited plasticity. In other words, the
agent can make the volitional conflict her own, make it the basis of
her life-story, and act autonomously based on it.
María Lugones (1987) beautifully illustrates this phenomenon in

her writing. FromLugones’ texts, we learn that she struggles with ac-
commodating two conflicting aspects that are each constitutive of
who she is. In struggling, she strives to give (authentic) expression
to her foundational normative states. She describes herself as
someone with strong roots in Latino culture while also being a
lesbian; this makes her move in two different worlds that create
a volitional conflict in her. Within Hispanic culture, lesbianism is
rejected as an abomination; within lesbian culture, there is no space
to integrate Hispanic values. The expectations she has of herself are
reinforced by how both her Latino and lesbian social environments
allow certain ways of expressing herself in these respective roles and
foreclose others (Lugones, 1992). She therefore experiences vol-
itional conflict, always falling short of one ideal. Through an explora-
tive process, Lugones comes to embrace the conflict as constitutive of
her identity. She writes, ‘I do not know whether the two possibilities
can ever be integrated so that I can become, at least in these respects, a
unitary being. I don’t even know whether that would be desirable’
(Lugones, 1990). In giving expression to being a divided being,
Lugones seems to have found a way to give autonomous expression
to her foundational normative states.21
In summary, even if we accept that a normative pressure towards

coherency stems from our foundational normative states taken
individually (the SPP), it is a psychologically real possibility that a
normative pressure against coherency can arise from our foundational
normative states taken as a set. In a conflicted agent’s search for how
she can give autonomous (authentic) expression to her foundational
normative states, the agent explores where she stands vis-à-vis the
volitional conflict. Whereas sometimes she may find that giving in

21 This conclusion can be embedded in a broader theory of agency. The
basic idea of this theory would be that an agent acts autonomously not only
when she has prioritized her deepest concerns (foundational normative
states), but also when she explores how her foundational states relate to
each other. See my (van Gils 2019, Chapter 6) and Beate Roessler (2012)
for explorations of such an account.
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to the pressure towards coherency from an individual foundational
state is expressive of her (most authentic) self, it seems equally
plausible that the normative pressure against the coherency of her
foundational normative states is most expressive of who she is.
Importantly, this conflicted agent may still feel essentially torn

and on one level dissatisfied with the volitional conflict. Despite
this being the case, I have argued that this does not undermine her
capacity for autonomous deliberation, choice, and action.22

Competing Interests
The author(s) declare none.

References

Per Bauhn, Normative Identity (London: Rowman & Littlefield, 2016).
Michael E. Bratman, Structures of Agency: Essays (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2007).

Agnes Callard, Aspiration: The Agency of Becoming (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2018).

John J. Davenport, Narrative Identity, Autonomy, and Mortality: From
Frankfurt and MacIntyre to Kierkegaard, Routledge Studies in
Contemporary Philosophy (New York: Routledge, 2012).

Harry G. Frankfurt, Necessity, Volition, and Love (Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press, 1999).

Harry G. Frankfurt, The Reasons of Love (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2004).

Harry G. Frankfurt, Taking Ourselves Seriously & Getting It Right, ed.
D. Satz (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006).

Michael S. Gazzaniga, ‘Review of the Split Brain’, Journal of Neurology, 209
(1975), 75–79.

Henk van Gils (2019). On How Practical Identities Form a Successful Guide
for Practical Deliberation: Unification and Exploration as Ideal.
Dissertation. Published Online: https://epub.ub.uni-greifswald.de/
frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/3372/file/Dissertation_HenkvanGils_
08292019.pdf

Niko Kolodny, ‘Love as Valuing a Relationship’, Philosophical Review, 112
(2003), 135–89.

22 I would like to thank Jos Philips, Alain Pe-Curto, Marco Inchingolo
as well as the participants of the Practical Philosophy Colloquia at
Greifswald University and Utrecht University for their insightful discus-
sion of earlier drafts of this paper. I also would like to thank two anonymous
reviewers for their extensive and invaluable remarks. This work was sup-
ported by the Evangelisches Studienwerk Villigst e. V. (PhD Fellowship)
and the University of Antwerp (DOC-PRO1 Fellowship).

77

Is Practical Deliberation Bound

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://epub.ub.uni-greifswald.de/frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/3372/file/Dissertation_HenkvanGils_08292019.pdf
https://epub.ub.uni-greifswald.de/frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/3372/file/Dissertation_HenkvanGils_08292019.pdf
https://epub.ub.uni-greifswald.de/frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/3372/file/Dissertation_HenkvanGils_08292019.pdf
https://epub.ub.uni-greifswald.de/frontdoor/deliver/index/docId/3372/file/Dissertation_HenkvanGils_08292019.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262


Niko Kolodny, ‘Why Be Rational?’, Mind, 114 (2005), 223–38.
Niko Kolodny, ‘How Does Coherence Matter?’, Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, 62 (2007), 229–63.

Christine M. Korsgaard, ‘Personal Identity and the Unity of Agency: A
Kantian Response to Parfit’, Philosophy & Public Affairs, 18:2 (1989),
103–31.

Christine M. Korsgaard, Creating the Kingdom of Ends (Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press, 1996a).

Christine M. Korsgaard, The Source of Normativity (Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press, 1996b).

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

Mariá Lugones, ‘Playfulness, ‘World’-travelling, and Loving Perception’,
Hypatia, 2:2 (1987), 3–19.

María Lugones, ‘Hispaneando y Lesbiando: On Sarah Hoagland’s Lesbian
Ethics’, Hypatia, 5 (1990), 138–139.

María Lugones, ‘On Borderlands/La Frontera: An Interpretative Essay’,
Hypatia, 7:4 (1992), 31–37.

Alasdair MacIntyre, Ethics in the Conflicts ofModernity: An Essay on Desire,
Practical Reasoning, and Narrative (Cambridge, MA: Cambridge
University Press, 2016).

Yair Pinto, Edward H.F. de Haan, & Victor A.F. Lamme, ‘The Split-Brain
Phenomenon Revisited: A Single Conscious Agent with Split Perception’,
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 21 (2017), 835–51.

Robert B. Pippin,The Persistence of Subjectivity: On the Kantian Aftermath
(Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

Nicholas Rescher, ‘Choicewithout Preference’,Kant Studien, 51 (1959–1960),
142–175.

Beate Roessler, ‘Autonomie und die Frage nach dem Handeln aus eigenen
Gründen’, in: Welt der Gründe: Deutsches Jarhbuch Philosophie, Band 4,
eds. J. Nida-Rümlein & E. Özmen. (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag,
2012: 934–950).

Elizabeth Schechter, Self-Consciousness and ‘Split’ Brains: The Minds I,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018).

Marya Schechtman, ‘Making Ourselves Whole: Wholeheartedness,
Narrative, and Agency’, Ethical Perspectives, 21:2 (2014), 175–198.

Samuel Scheffler, ‘Valuing’, in Reasons and Recognition: Essays on the
Philosophy of T.M. Scanlon, eds. R. Jay Wallace, Rahul Kumar, &
Samuel Freeman (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011: 23–39).

Yonatan Shemmer, ‘Constructing Coherence’, inConstructivism in Practical
Philosophy, eds. James Lenman & Yonatan Shemmer (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012: 159–179).

Burrhus F. Skinner & James G. Holland, The Analysis of Behavior
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961).

Robert C. Solomon, ‘The Logic of Emotion’, Nous, 11:1 (1977), 41–49.

78

Henk Jasper van Gils‐Schmidt

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262


Edna Ullmann-Margalit & Sidney Morgenbesser, ‘Picking and Choosing’,
Social Research, 44 (1977), 757–785.

J. David Velleman, Practical Reflection (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1989)

J. David Velleman,The Possibility of Practical Reason (Cotswold: Clarendon
Press, 2000).

J. David Velleman, Self to Self – Selected Essays (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2006).

Lukas J. Volz &Michael S. Gazzaniga, ‘Interaction in Isolation: 50 Years of
Insights from Split-Brain Research’, Brain, 140 (2017), 2051–60.

Lukas J. Volz, Steven A. Hillyard, Michael B. Miller, & Michael
S. Gazzaniga, ‘Unifying Control over the Body: Consciousness and
Cross-Cueing in Split-Brain Patients’, Brain, 141 (2018), e15–e15

R. Jay Wallace, The View from Here: On Affirmation, Attachment, and the
Limits of Regret (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013).

Gary Watson, ‘Free Action and Free Will’, Mind, 96 (1987), 154–72.
Bernard Williams, ‘Internal and External Reasons’, in Ross Harrison (Ed.),
Rational Action (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979:
101–113).

Bernard Williams, Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (New York:
Routledge, 2006).

Susan Wolf, ‘Sanity and the Metaphysics of Responsibility’, in
Ferdinand Schoeman (Ed.), Responsibility, Character, and the Emotions:
New Essays in Moral Psychology (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1988: 46–62).

HENK JASPER VAN GILS-SCHMIDT (Henk.vanGils@haw-hamburg.de) is
postdoctoral researcher at the Department of Health Sciences, Hamburg University of
Applied Sciences. He is project manager of the PANDORA-Research project and his
recent publications include Exploring the Value of Practical Disorientation for
Moral Life: Phenomenal Knowledge & Agential Humility (Ethical Perspectives,
2020).

79

Is Practical Deliberation Bound

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262 Published online by Cambridge University Press

mailto:Henk.vanGils@haw-hamburg.de
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819122000262

	Is Practical Deliberation Bound by a Coherency Requirement? Foundational Normative States, Volitional Conflict, and Autonomy
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Volitional Conflict, Foundational Normative States, and Practical Deliberation
	The Generic Model of Agency: Foundational Normative States &'; Practical Deliberation
	An Illustration: Bratman's Self-Governing Policies
	The Reasons for a Coherency Requirement that Guides Practical Deliberation

	Does &lsquo;One Action at a Time&rsquo; Limit Practical Deliberation?
	Choosing, Picking, and the Worry of Global Pressure for Coherence

	Are we Bound in Deliberation by a Self-Perpetuating Principle Inherent to Foundational Normative States?
	Do Foundational Normative States Individually Provide the Standpoint for Practical Deliberation?
	A Final Worry: Can Volitional Conflict Ground Autonomy?
	Competing Interests
	References


