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1. Two cases
Let’s begin with two cases:

Light Switch.! You walk into your office on a Monday morning, and flip the light switch.
Flipping the switch causes the building’s electrical system to short-circuit and explode, causing
the whole building to go up in flames, killing everyone inside. You had no way of anticipating
that this would happen.

Anti-Vaxxer. It is late 2020, at the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic. You believe, contrary
to your evidence, that the pandemic is a hoax, and that the vaccine is designed to implant
microchips into people so that Bill Gates can track their movements. You advise all your
friends and family, including your elderly and immunocompromised relatives, to go about their
daily business without masks, and to refuse the vaccine, and they follow your advice. Over the
subsequent months, several of your elderly relatives contract COVID-19 and die.

My judgments about these cases, which I hereby invite you to share, are these: in flipping the switch
in Light Switch, you do not act (morally) wrongly. But in advising your relatives as you do in Anti-
Vaxxer, you do act (morally) wrongly.

2. Three (very rough) theories

With that on the table, let’s consider two views about moral obligation® that are the subject of a classic

debate:

Objectivism (a.k.a. the “fact-relative” view). Our moral obligations are determined by the full

set of (non-normative) facts, regardless of our epistemic access to them.’

Subjectivism (a.k.a. the “belief-relative” view). Our moral obligations are determined by our
beliefs about the (non-normative) facts, regardless of whether they are justified by our

evidence.*

I don’t love the labels ‘objectivism’ and ‘subjectivism’. First, these terms are used in many other ways,
and are thus liable to confuse. The debate at issue here has little to do with the controversy between
objectivism and subjectivism in the sense connected with metaethical realism and anti-realism, for

Thanks to audiences at Syracuse University, a workshop on metaethics at Harvard, a workshop on the new ethics of belief
at KU Leuven, and the Law & Philosophy Speaker Series at Yale Law School. Special thanks to Daniel Fogal, Zoé Johnson
King, Raul Ibarra Herrera, Maggie Shea, and multiple anonymous referees.

!1'This case is based on one from Thomson (1990: 229).

2 I'll assume throughout that acts contrary to one’s moral obligations are morally wrong, and that acts that are not
contrary to one’s moral obligations are morally permissible. Hence, though I state the views in terms of obligation, they
have immediate consequences for other deontic notions such as wrongness and permissibility.

3 See e.g. Moore (1903), Thomson (1986, 1990), and Graham (2010, 2021).

4 See e.g. Ross (1939) and Prichatd (1949/2002).



example. Second, this terminology also suggests a bipartite division between possible views, which (as
we’ll see in a moment) isn’t right. I prefer the ‘fact-relative’ and ‘belief-relative’ labels.

What’s meant by “determined by” as it occurs in the statements of these views? The answer is
this: notwithstanding the myriad metaethical controversies about grounding, supervenience,
naturalism vs. non-naturalism, and so on, pretty much everyone agrees that normative facts about
what’s required of you in specific situations (the “particular” normative facts) at least partly depend on
certain normatively relevant but (themselves) non-normative facts. ‘Determined by’ is just a stand-in
for whatever metaphysical relation obtains between those non-normative facts and the normative
facts. The controversy is about which non-normative facts—or, if we go with the belief-relative view,
perhaps which propositions—are eligible to stand in this metaphysical relation with a particular class
of normative facts, viz. those about moral obligation.

With that said: prima facie, Light Switch is a counterexample to objectivism, since it is a case
where a certain fact you lack epistemic access to (viz. that flipping the switch will blow up the building)
is intuitively not eligible to determine whether you violate an obligation in acting (by flipping the
switch). Conversely, Anti-Vaxxer is a counterexample to subjectivism, since it is a case where
unjustified beliefs of yours (viz. that the pandemic is a hoax, that the vaccine is designed to implant
microchips into people so that Bill Gates can track their movements) are not eligible to make (or
contribute toward making) your action of advising your family as you do permissible—even though,
presumably, there’s a sense in which those beliefs if true or justified would make it right to advise them
as such.

The pair of cases, however, suggests an intermediate view.

(Evidential) Perspectivism (a.k.a. the “evidence-relative” view). Our moral obligations are
determined by our evidence about the non-normative facts.’

Light Switch and Anti-Vaxxer together suggest that this is the “Goldilocks” view. A weird feature
of early literature on this topic is that it doesn’t consistently distinguish the belief-relative and evidence-
relative views, with either potentially going under the label “subjectivism”.® Cases like Anti-Vaxxer
show they are clearly (importantly) different, hence yielding an (at least) tripartite (not bipartite)
division between views. And they also suggest that the evidence-relative view is prima facie supetior
to the belief-relative one.

The evidence-relative view is also supported by analogies to the received views about
(substantive) rationality.” First, on the epistemic side of substantive rationality, the vast majority of
epistemologists hold that what it’s (substantively) rational to believe is determined by your evidence—
not by all the facts (as would be the case if you were rationally required to believe all the truths and

5> See e.g. Zimmerman (2006, 2008, 2014); Scanlon (2008: 50-1); Kiesewetter (2011). Different formulations of and
variations on the view are possible: for example, it might be said that our moral obligations are determined by the subset
of the non-normative facts that are part of our evidence, or by the subset of the non-normative facts that are supported
by our evidence. The subtle differences between the view as I've stated it in the text and these other views won’t be
important for my purposes.

¢ Feldman (1988) has a nice catalogue of the instances in the literature where “subjectivism” refers to the evidence-relative
view and those where it refers to the belief-relative view.

7 Substantive rationality concerns one’s responsiveness to reasons. It contrasts with structural rationality, which is
concerned with coherence between one’s mental states. See e.g. Fogal & Worsnip (2021).
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disbelieve all the falsehoods), nor by your beliefs, no matter how poorly evidentially supported those
beliefs (as would be the case if groundlessly believing p sufficed to make it substantively rational to
believe q when p entails q). Second, on the practical side of substantive rationality, there is increasing
consensus that substantive rationality is a matter of acting in accordance with your evidence-relative
teasons, not your fact-relative reasons or your belief-relative reasons.” It isn’t irvational to fail to respond
to reasons you couldn’t possibly have known of: if the glass in front of you contains petrol but all your
evidence suggests it contains gin and tonic, it’s not irrational to drink. But equally, it doesn’t suffice
for the rationality of drinking that you merely be/eve that it contains gin and tonic if all your evidence
suggests it contains petrol.

Evidence-relative views about (substantive) rationality effectively posit a constraint on the
kinds of facts or propositions that can determine what is rational for you: they must be part of, or
supported by, your evidence. And very plausibly this is a conceptual constraint on the notion of
rationality: while there might be some sense in which you oxgh? not to drink the glass of petrol (even
if all your evidence suggests it’s gin and tonic), it would be a conceptual error to say that this ‘ought’
is one of rationality, and hence that it would be irrational to drink.

So too the evidential perspectivist view posits a (perhaps conceptual) constraint on the notions
of moral obligation and moral wrongness: while there may be some sense in which you ought not to
flip the switch in Light Switch, it would be a (perhaps conceptual) error to say that this ‘ought’ is a
moral one—or, at the very least, it would be an error to say that it expresses the concept of moral
obligation—and hence, it would likewise be an error to say that it would be wrong to flip the switch.”

One final clarification about evidential perspectivism. As I understand it, the debate between
objectivists and perspectivists is about whether what morality primarily, non-derivatively demands of us
is constrained (in a certain way) by our evidence. Evidential perspectivism is the claim that it is. Thus,
my perspectivist does not think of evidence-relative moral demands as explanatorily derivative on
some set of more objective, evidentially-unconstrained moral demands."” That is, the “realest”, most
objective moral demands there are are themselves evidentially constrained.'> "

8 Cf. Kiesewetter (2017), Lord (2018), and Fogal & Worsnip (2021).

9 What kind of ‘ought’ is it if not a moral ‘ought’? My suggestion is that it’s an evaluative ‘ought’—one indexed to what
would make things go best. The existence of such evaluative ‘ought’s is well-recognized (e.g. Williams 1981; Wedgwood
2007: 117; Broome 2013: 18); they are the kind of ‘ought” at issue in (for example) ‘there ought not to be so much suffering
in the world’. It’s distinctive of evaluative ‘ought’s that they need not concern what any particular agent ought to do,
though we can apply them to the evaluation of agents’ acts.

10 Contra e.g. Ewing (1947) and Smith (2018). Some perspectivists may concede this explanatory derivativeness but hold
that it’s the ‘ought’ expressed by the evidence-relative moral demands that is the “deliberatively relevant” one (and that it’s
in virtue of holding this that their view is perspectivist). Cf. Jackson (1991: 472) and Kiesewetter (2011: 2). But see Pittard
(2023) for some skepticism about a single, privileged deliberatively relevant ‘ought’.

1 Again, this is consistent with the view that ‘ought’ can be used in an evidentially-unconstrained way; it just denies that
this is a moral ought. to It is also consistent with the view that there are further moral ‘ought’s that are derivative on the
(primary) evidentially-constrained one—perhaps ones that are belief-relative, or that take account of time or reasoning
limitations. For both these reasons, the view defended hete is consistent with pluralism and/or contextualism about ‘ought’
(Bjornsson & Finlay 2010; Dowell 2013; Pittard & Worsnip 2017).

12'This can make it seem hard to characterize the formal difference between fact-relative and evidence-relative views. On
any view, some facts are morally relevant while others aren’t: no-one thinks it’s literally the case that 4/ facts are morally
relevant to what whether I ought to @, for all d. For example, whether it’s currently raining in Timbuktu isn’t relevant to
whether I should keep a promise to my daughter to buy her a bike for Christmas. So, one might think, the fact-relative
view is just that our moral obligations are determined by all the zorally relevant facts. But on one way of thinking about the
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As so often, utilitarianism—not because it is plausible but because it is helpfully concrete—
provides a handy illustration. Some utilitarians think that you morally ought to do whatever (actually)
maximizes actual utility. Other utilitarians think that you morally ought to do what maximizes expected
utility, where expected utility is a function not of the outcomes that various options »z// produce but
rather of your evidence about what outcomes they will produce, or slightly more precisely, the evidential
probabilities of each outcome conditional on a certain action’s being performed. The former is a fact-
relative version of utilitarianism, while the latter is an evidence-relative version. Now: does an advocate
of the view that you ought to maximize expected utility (given your evidence) need to say that this
‘ought’ is derivative on a more “primary” ‘ought’ requiring you to maximize actual utility? No! It can
instead be explained by facts about objective goodness ot value.” On this view, maximizing actual utility
is what is valuable, yet since the moral ‘ought’ is evidentially constrained (in a way that facts about value
are not), what you morally ought to do—in the most primary, objective, “real” sense there is—is
maximize expected utility. And this is so precisely because this is the most reliable, feasible way to

achieve what is of value, given your evidence.

3. Problems, problems

My judgments about cases like Light Switch and Anti-Vaxxer—and other analogous ones— are very
firm, and so far it seems (at least to me) that the evidence-relative view is the clear winner—as I said,
the “Goldilocks” view. But there are several known problems for evidential perspectivism. Here I’ll
focus on four (in what seems to me roughly ascending order of importance)."

First, not everyone shares these intuitions. Some (defending the fact-relative view) say that you
act wrongly in Light Switch, but are not blameworthy.”” Some (defending the belief-relative view) might
say that in Anti-Vaxxer, you’re criticizable for your beliefs, but not your resulting actions.

Second, some of the intuitions that drive rejection of the fact-relative view may be exploitable
in other cases to pressure the evidence-relative view. For example, some common complaints against

?16 or that one can

the fact-relative view are that it isn’t “followable” or doesn’t provide “guidance,
violate its prescriptions non-criticizably (as in Light Switch). But there are cases where this also seems
to be true of the evidence-relative view. For example, suppose that what your evidence supports doing
on balance is a complicated matter that takes time to figure out (perhaps it involves complex expected
utility calculations). But suppose you have no time: the building is burning, and you need to decide

whether to rush in. Here arguably the evidence-relative view also isn’t followable, and one might

evidence-relative view, it just holds that facts outside an agent’s epistemic grasp are normatively irrelevant to what she should
do much as the fact about whether it’s raining in Timbuktu isn’t relevant to whether I should keep my promise. And in
that case, it’s consistent with the letter of the view that our moral obligations are determined by all the #orally relevant facts.
Still, though, the objectivist and (this) perspectivist disagree on whether some fact’s being outside an agent’s epistemic
grasp automatically makes it irrelevant to what they should do. That’s enough for a meaningful disagreement.

13 Cf. Zimmerman (2006: 341); Kiesewetter (2011: 19-20).

14 One problem I won’t discuss is the problem of accounting for advice from a superior epistemic position (cf. Thomson
(1986: 184; Graham 2010: 91-92; Kolodny & MacFarlane 2010). Others have responded to that problem ably (Zimmerman
20006: esp. 345 n. 40; Gibbons 2010; and especially Kiesewetter 2011). My own response would largely mirror theirs, and
not turn significantly on my particular version of perspectivism or arguments for it.

15 E.g., Moore (1903), Thomson (1990), and Graham (2010: 94).

16 See, e.g., Scanlon (2008: 48); Smith (2010: 67-68, 2018); Kiesewetter (2011: 5-6); Lord (2015); Fox (2019). Cf. also
Prichard (1949/2002: 87-90).



violate its prescriptions non-criticizably.'” In fact, some argue that 7o interesting norm is perfectly
followable or impossible to violate non-criticizably."

Third, the evidential perspectivist may seem to have trouble handling cases where you ought
to (have) put yourself in a better epistemic position.”” Such cases are ones where given your actual
evidence, d-ing is the thing to do, but you ought to have evidence that would have made something
else the thing to do. For example, consider a modified version of Anti-Vaxxer where you simply have
zgnored the evidence the demonstrates the reality of COVID, the safety and efficacy of vaccines, etc.,
and so don’t possess this evidence (while you have gathered much of the evidence that tells in the
other direction). There are two issues here. First, we want to explain why you have reason to put
yourself in a better epistemic position in such a case. The worry here is that if your moral obligations
are relative to your existing evidence, you never need to gather more evidence to know what your
moral obligations are. Second, we may want to account for the thought that if you culpably faz/ to
gather more evidence in such cases, your eventual acf (here, advising your family not to get vaccinated)
is wrong. Ther worry here is that since the evidence you do have favors this act, evidential
perspectivism can’t explain this.

Fourth and finally—and this is perhaps the deepest problem—I have formulated evidential
perspectivism (and its rivals) as a view about which non-normative facts (help to) determine our moral
obligations. (For example: whether flipping the switch will cause an explosion, whether COVID-19 is
a hoax, whether the vaccine implants microchips, and so on.) But nevertheless, we can ask the
following question: suppose you have justified but false beliefs about the (“pute™’) moral facts themselves,
and act accordingly. Do you act wrongly?

On one hand, there is some pressure for the evidential perspectivist to say ‘no’. Justified false
beliefs about morality are possible,” just as justified beliefs about morally relevant non-moral matters
are. And if justified false beliefs about morally relevant non-moral matters can get you off the hook
for the charge of acting wrongly, why not justified false beliefs about morality itself? (What’s more
morally relevant than the moral facts?)

On the other hand, there is some pressure for the evidential perspectivist (or anyone) to say
‘yes’. The moral facts are the moral faczs: they are by hypothesis the facts about what you rea//y morally
ought to do. And so it is hard to see how it could not be true that at least in some good sense you
(really!) morally ought to do as they instruct you to, whether you have justified beliefs to the contrary

17 Cf.,, e.g., Kagan (2018); Lasonen-Aarnio (2024).

18 Cf., e.g., Hawthorne & Srinivasan (2013); Srinivasan (2015).

19 Cf. Smith (2014).

20 By ‘pure’ moral facts, I mean the moral facts that do not themselves depend on contingent empirical facts. Cf. McGrath
(2009). In general, in this paper, I talk about our evidence and justification for morally relevant non-moral claims, and
about our evidence and justification for pure moral claims. It might be wondered where zzpure moral claims are in all this.
But mistakes about the impure moral facts are traceable either to (perhaps implicit) mistakes about the pure moral facts
or to mistakes about the morally relevant non-normative facts (or both). How mistakes about impure moral facts are to
be handled, on my view, will depend on what the mistake is traceable to. Note, though, that for an evidential perspectivalist,
it won’t be possible for a mistake about an impure moral fact to be traceable to a justified mistake about a morally-relevant
non-moral fact. This is because the impure moral facts are fixed by one’s evidence about the morally-relevant non-moral
facts, not by those facts themselves. Hence, any juszified mistake about an impure moral fact must be traceable to a justified
mistake about the pure moral facts. Thanks to Daniel Fogal for pushing me to clarify all this.

21 Pace Smithies (2023).



or not. When it comes to the moral facts, if there is some sense in which you (morally) ought to do
what you justifiably believe you morally ought to do, it seems it must be derivative on the sense in
which you (morally) ought to do what you actually morally ought to do.

4. The moral obligation to be epistemically responsible

Existing arguments for perspectivism often rely on abstract, quasi-metaethical considerations about
followability, guidance, or excusability.”” These arguments walk into the second problem above, which
concerns precisely the instability of arguments from followability, guidance, and excusability. By
contrast, as my title promises, my argument will be first-order. That is: it argues for first-order moral
principles that are evidentially-constrained, on first-order grounds. I'll try to show, all in good time,
that the particular view I defend solves the other problems for evidential perspectivism, too.

To begin, ’'m going to apparently change the subject a bit, and articulate a view in the ethics
of belief that I'll call moralistic evidentialism.

Motralistic Evidentialism.
1. Being epistemically responsible involves one’s beliefs being propetly responsive to one’s
evidence.

3

ii. At least when it comes to (potentially) morally relevant matters,” we have a moral

obligation to be epistemically responsible, as such.**

As is often noted, W.K. Clifford—often credited with being the first philosopher to explicitly endorse
evidentialism—considers the requirement to believe in accordance with our evidence to be a moral
one.”> My statement of moralistic evidentialism can be thought of as a qualified and slightly more
complicated version of Clifford’s. The qualification is that it only applies to subject-matters that are
potentially moral relevant. While this is a qualification, it nevertheless may be that the class of
potentially morally relevant matters is quite large. Many facts are morally relevant (especially on
consequentialist views that make all the consequences of our actions relevant to their moral status),
and moreover, we often don’t know in advance (when forming beliefs) whether some fact may turn
out to be morally relevant to something or not.

The extra complication that moralistic evidentialism adds to Clifford’s view is that it affirms
that there 7s a distinctively epistemic requirement to believe in accordance with our evidence. It just
adds that because we are (often) morally required to be epistemically responsible as such, we are also

22 See n. 16 above. Zimmerman (2000) also gives an argument for the evidence-relative view that doesn’t appeal to
considerations of followability or guidance. But even Zimmerman’s argument relies on an abstract, general connection
between obligation and conscientiousness that I won’t have to assume.

23 Do the morally relevant matters here include morality itself, or just the morally-relevant non-moral matters? For now, I
only want to assume that that they include the morally-relevant non-moral matters. But there’s a good case that they should
include the morality itself too. As I'll come back to in §7, this is an important choice-point for the theory I'm advocating.
But my basic argument will only require assuming that we’re morally required to believe what our evidence supports about
morally-relevant non-moral matters.

24 Note: when I use ‘responsible” here, I mean it in the sense of ‘please drink responsibly’, not in the sense of ‘you are
responsible for your own actions’. In other words, ‘responsible’” here means that you’ve conducted yourself in a responsible

manner, not that you are eligible for being praised or blamed.
% Clifford (1877/1999).



morally required to believe in accordance with our evidence. The ‘as such’ indicates that it isn’t just
that things happen to line up such that the thing that is epistemically required is morally required;
rather, whatever it is that is epistemically required (with respect to morally relevant matters) is morally
required, partly in virtue of its being epistemically required.

Notice that this view is interestingly a kind of inverse of the phenomenon involved in (alleged)
moral encroachment.” Roughly, moral encroachment occurs when (if ever) the moral status of our
beliefs encroaches on their epistemic status — they are epistemically unjustified partly in virtue of their
moral wrongness. According to moralistic evidentialism, by contrast, the epistemic status of our
(morally relevant) beliefs encroaches on their moral status — they are morally wrong partly in virtue of
being epistemically unjustified.

What’s the rationale for moralistic evidentialism? There are two, related, lines of thought. First,
epistemically unjustified beliefs affect our actions, sometimes in disastrous ways—as in Anti-Vaxxer.
Now, of course, they don’t always have disastrous upshots. Unjustified beliefs can be (luckily) true.
Or, in other cases, they may be false but not lead to any disaster: for example, there’s a version of
Anti-Vaxxer where your relatives don’t follow your advice, or do follow it but are lucky enough not
to get badly sick. But the idea is that at least when it comes to epistemically unjustified beliefs that are
morally relevant, holding them (given their potential consequences for action) is morally reglgent or
reckless, even when the bad consequences don’t eventuate.

As the distinction between negligence and recklessness is standardly drawn in law and
philosophy, recklessness involves being aware of a risk but disregarding it unreasonably, whereas
negligence covers cases where one was not aware of (or at least not attending to) a risk but ought to
have been.” Let’s now spell out why the anti-vaxxer’s epistemically unjustified beliefs are (at least in
the vast majority of ways of developing the case) either reckless or negligent. If the anti-vaxxer’s beliefs
(viz. that the pandemic is a hoax; that the vaccine is designed to implant microchips; etc.) are
epistemically unjustified, it follows that there is at least a substantial risk (given the anti-vaxxer’s
evidence) that they are false. And if they are false, there is accordingly a substantial risk that by acting
in accordance with these beliefs (i.e., advising their relatives not to get the vaccine, etc.), the anti-
vaxxer causes disastrous harm. Now, either the anti-vaxxer is aware of this substantial risk that their
beliefs are false (and thus, risk occasioning disaster) or she isn’t. If she is aware of the risk of falsity,
she is thereby reckless in holding the beliefs despite this. If she isn’t aware of the risk of falsity, then
the very fact that the beliefs in question are unjustified—depending on some subtle issues®—either

26 Advocates of moral encroachment include Pace (2011), Moss (2018), and Basu (2019), among many others.

27 See e.g. Cowley & Krebs (2020).

28 The subtle issues in question: some think that one can be in a case where one’s evidence is such that one’s belief is
unjustified, yet one’s evidence is also such that it doesn’t put one in a position to know, or justifiably believe, that one’s
belief is unjustified. (Cf., e.g., Williamson 2014; Lasonen-Aarnio 2020.) If this is possible, then it may be that one can be
in a case where that there’s a substantial risk (on one’s evidence!) that one’s belief is false, yet it’s not the case that one
ought to have been aware of this risk. Whether it is possible is controversial (see e.g. Smithies 2011; Titelbaum 2015 for
views that deny that it is), but even those who think it is will allow that these are exceptional cases. It’s also worth noting
that the belief may only be negligent if the anti-vaxxer is aware of the harms that might eventuate if the belief is false. We
can assume this is very likely in the case at hand.



entails or at the very least strongly suggests that she ought to have been aware of it, in which case she
is negligent. And it is morally wrong to be reckless or negligent.”

Second, following our evidence enables us to better achieve what’s of value. Again just for
illustrative purposes, let’s use utilitarianism as a toy theory. Presumably, regardless of whether the
utilitarian thinks that you ought to maximize actual utility or expected utility, what they think is
ultimately of va/ue is actual—not expected—utility. (It would be weirdly fetishistic to think that the best
state of affairs is one that maximizes expected utility regardless of the well-being of the actual people
in it.) But the more epistemically justified our beliefs, the more we can expect our subjective (belief-
relative) expected utility calculations to converge with what maximizes actual utility, and thus to
produce this valuable state of affairs. (Again, this does not assume that what we morally ought to do in
the primary sense is maximize actual utility. The reason to have epistemically justified beliefs can be
grounded in fact-relative value-facts, not fact-relative ought-facts.)

Objection: I am in the course of (eventually) arguing for an evidence-relative view. But
mightn’t the advocate of the fact-relative view resist my claim that you’re morally required to believe
what your evidence supports (about morally relevant matters)? Wouldn’t applying their view to the
doxastic domain naturally lead them to the view that you are, instead, morally required to believe the
truth (about morally relevant matters)?” And won’t they be unmoved by considerations of (for
example) negligence, since they already think that it’s the facts that determine your obligations, not
your evidence?

Response 1: first, it’s not obvious that the fact-relative theorist will or should be unmoved by
considerations of negligence. The fact-relative view says that facts can be eligible to determine your
moral obligations whether they are evidentially accessible to you or not. Among these facts are the
facts that ground the negligence of any negligent action. So it’s unclear why those facts aren’t eligible
to make an action wrong (because negligent) for a fact-relative theorist.”’ Now, it’s true that a fact-
relative wtilitarian view won’t care about negligence, since it only cares about welfare-constituted
outcomes. But nonconsequentialist fact-relative views (and perhaps even some nonutilitarian
consequentialist ones) may.” For example, is it really a commitment of the fact-relative view that if
you agree to look after my four-year old child, and then leave her alone for an hour, and nothing bad
actually happens to her, you didn’t act wrongly? I don’t see why it is, unless objectivism is allied with
utilitarianism or some other similar consequentialist view that says that welfare consequences are all
that matter.”

2 Objection: aren’t we sometimes blameless for having epistemically unjustified beliefs (cf. Rosen 2003: 63 and n 3, 2004:
301-2)? Reply: yes! On my view, this is just an instance of blameless or non-culpable wrongdoing. One has an excuse for
the wrongdoing, which precludes one’s act—or in this case belief—from being blameworthy, but does not preclude it
from being wrong, not from being negligent more specifically. (Indeed, Rosen explicitly notes that negligence need not be
culpable: see Rosen 2004: 303).

30 Cf. von Klemperer (ms.). Cf. also Harman (2011: 459), who holds that this is true with respect to moral truths.

31 Does that mean that the fact-relative view doesn’t give the verdict I said it did in Light Switch? No. The claim is that
fact-relative views can count negligence as wrong, not that they’ll oz/y count cases in which you were negligent as wrong.
32 Thomson (1990) is a case in point. She endorses the fact-relative view (1990: 172-3, 231-2), but nevertheless holds that
it’s often wrong to impose risks that don’t ultimately eventuate in harm (zbid.: 243-6). Cf. also Smith (2010: 88) and Fassio
(2022).

33 1t’s for this reason that I used Light Switch and #of the also-oft-cited miners case (Regan 1980, Parfit 2011, Kolodny
& MacFarlane 2010; cf. also Jackson 1991 for similar cases) to illustrate the fact-relative view. It’s typically assumed (e.g.
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Response 2: the overwhelming consensus view in epistemology is that you’re epistemically
required to believe in accordance with your evidence (not to believe the truth).”* But I think it’s quite
implausible that we’re epistemically required to believe what our evidence supports and yet morally
required to believe the truth. This would set up an utterly pervasive conflict between epistemic and
moral requirements on belief. Clause (ii) of Moralistic Evidentialism captures the thought that on the
contrary, at least with respect to certain matters our moral obligation is precisely 7 be epistemically
responsible.

If Moralistic Evidentialism is true, we have already established that at least some moral
principles are evidence-relative, since Moralistic Evidentialism just is an evidence-relative moral
principle. But Moralistic Evidentialism is a principle governing belief, which makes it neither a
paradigm moral principle generally nor itself the primary locus of debate between fact-relative and
evidence-relative views. To get to an evidence-relative view about moral obligations with respect to

action, we need to add another premise.

5. Enkrasia
A familiar principle from the rationality literature is

Enkrasiag. Rationality requires that (if you believe you all-things-considered ought to @, you
intend to ).

Enkrasiar captures the idea that there is something rationally defective about you if you believe you
all-things-considered ought to ®, but do not intend to ®. Specifically, Enkrasiar is typically
understood as a requitement of structural rationality, or coherence:” the kind of failure involved in
violating it is that of structural zrationality, or /ncoherence. Moreover, Enkrasiar is a “wide-scope”
principle, in the sense that the ‘requires’ operator takes scope over the whole conditional, which is
stipulatively to be read as material. Wide-scope requirements don’t allow for “factual detachment™
that is, O(P—Q) and P don’t entail O(Q). Consequently, Enkrasiar does not have the bad result that
if you believe you ought to do some terrible thing, you’re required to intend to do that terrible thing.
All it says is that you’re required to esther intend to do it or not believe you ought to do it. This is
compatible with the possibility that further (non-structural) principles determine that, more
specifically, you ought to give up the belief rather than form the intention. While Enkrasiar is not
entirely uncontroversial,” it is still very widely-held.”

by Zimmerman 2006: 337-8; cf. also Prichard 1949/2002: 93) that fact-relative views must say that that the right thing to
do in the miners case is whatever actually saves the miners. But that is only obvious on fact-relative consequentialist views.
Other fact-relative views may say that this option is impermissible in virtue of its riskiness.

3 Kelly (2014), for example, writes that this “borders on the platitudinous.” There are claims that correct belief is true belief
(cf. Wedgwood 2002, 2013; Shah 2003; Gibbard 2005; and many others), but this generally isn’t taken to be the notion at
the heart of epistemological theorizing about what you are justified in believing.

% Cf. n. 7 above.

3% Cf., e.g. Arpaly 2000; Weatherson 2019. Some of the objections that are raised to it can be disarmed by pointing to the
features just noted, namely that it is only supposed to be a principle a structural rationality, and that it is wide-scope (see
Worsnip 2018, 2021).

37 See, among many others, Dancy 1977; Setiya 2007; Brunero 2010; Broome 2013; Coates 2013; Way 2013; Worsnip
2018, 2021.



What’s somewhat less well-explored is the idea that there might also be an enkratic principle
that is not a requirement of rationality but rather of morality. A moral version of the enkratic principle
would differ from Enkrasiar in at least two ways. First, obviously, it would talk of what morality
requires rather than what rationality requires. Second, I think, it should refer to what one believes one
morally ought to do, rather than what one believes one all-things-considered ought to do. Most theorists
agree that it’s not necessarily irrational (or at least, not structurally irrational) to fail to intend what you
believe you morally ought to do. After all, if you think (even wrongly) that non-moral considerations
outweigh moral ones, then you may fail to intend what you believe you morally ought to do without
any incoherence. Enkrasiar allows for this by referring to what you believe you all-things-considered
ought to do, rather than what you believe you morally ought to do. However, it may nevertheless be
morally wrong to fail to intend what you believe you morally ought to do.” The claim that it is, then,

would run as follows:
Enkrasiay.. Morality requires that (if you believe you morally ought to @, you intend to ®).

However, I believe we can make a third revision to the principle once we understand it as a moral
(rather than rational) requirement. Specifically, I suggest, the consequent of the embedded conditional
can just refer to whether you @, rather to whether you intend to @. Enkrasiag refers to your intending
to @, rather than your ®-ing, because structural rationality is supposed to be about coherence between
your mental states. Structural rationality is said to supervene on the mind; if external circumstances
interfere with your translating your intention into action, that’s not supposed to be a failure of
structural rationality.”’ However, almost everyone agrees that moral requirements can govern actions,
not merely intentions. And indeed, Enkrasian. does seem in a respect too weak. If you intend to do
what you believe you ought, but never translate this intention into action—if you suffer from what
Holton (1999) calls “weakness of will”, in contrast to akrasia—you may be morally criticizable just as
much as someone who fails to intend the action at all.*’ This suggests:

Enkrasiay. Morality requires that (if you believe you morally ought to ®, you ®@).

What’s the rationale for Enkrasiay? To fail to act in line with what one believes one ought to do is to
fail to follow one’s conscience. The idea that there is something morally objectionable about failing to
follow one’s conscience has a long and venerable history.* Failing to follow one’s conscience evinces
a kind of morally objectionable hypocrisy. Moreover, if you go against your be/iefs about what morality

3 Conversely, it doesn’t seem like it is always morally wrong to fail to intend what one believes one a/l-things-considered
ought to do. If the reasons for which one believes one ought to do the relevant thing have nothing to do with morality,
then the failure to intend in line with one’s belief doesn’t seem morally valenced either.

% See e.g. Broome 2013.

40 It may be that if your failure to translate your intention into action is solely due to external impediments, you have an
excuse for your failure to act as you believe you ought. But presumably, for a7y moral requirement to act, there will be
the possibility of such excuses when externa impediments arise. So I don’t think this favors formulating Enkrasians in
terms of intention rather than action, any more than it does any other moral requirement.

4 E.g. Ross 1930; Ewing 1947; 1953.
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requires (even if these are not in fact true), this manifests a failure of respect for morality that is at least
morally (if, perhaps, not always all-things-considered) deficient.*

Now, there is more than one way to capture the idea that it is morally objectionable to fail to
follow one’s conscience. A naive way to capture it would be to say that if you believe you ought to @,
then you ought to ®@. But this principle has the same bad results that an analogous naive interpretation
of Enkrasiagr does. For example, take Anti-Vaxxer. If you completely wnreasonably believe that you
ought to advise your family not to get vaccinated, then the naive version of the principle says that you
ought to advise your family not to get vaccinated. More generally, it gives us the absurd result that it’s
impossible to hold a false belief about what you ought to do, since any belief about what you ought
to do, in effect, makes itself true, just by being believed. This is often called “bootstrapping”.*’

But to conclude from this that there’s nothing morally objectionable about failing to follow
one’s conscience would be too quick. There are a variety of alternative proposals about how to capture
the idea that this is morally objectionable without licensing the implausible results just mentioned.
A.C. Ewing (1947; 1953) suggests that we should revise the naive principle above so that it says, in
effect, that if one believes one objectively ought to @, then one subjectively ought to @. Yet this works
only if the subjective ‘ought” both (i) expresses genuine moral obligation axd (i) is purely belief-
relative—not evidence-relative. And even if both those things are true, it still leaves us with the bad
result that merely by believing that you ought to advise your relatives not to get vaccinated, you can
make it the case that you really are morally required to do that (even if the moral requirement in
question is “subjective”). Conversely, Michael Zimmerman (2006: 336-7) suggests that while what we
morally oxught to do depends on our evidence, we are morally blameworthy iff we do what we beleve is
wrong. But this precludes blameworthiness in cases where one doesn’t realize that what one is doing
is wrong but categorically should have realized this. This seems incorrect.*

Enkrasiay, as (like Enkrasiar) a wide-scope requirement,” amounts to a different way to
capture the moral objectionability of failing to follow one’s conscience without any of these
problematic results.* It categorically says that you are morally deficient if you fail to do what you
believe you ought to do, but because factual detachment fails, it does not allow that merely by believing
you ought to do something, you can make it the case that you ought to do it in any sense that involves
genuine moral obligation. All that is morally required of you by Enkrasiay itself is that you ei#her form
do the thing in question or give up your belief that you ought to do it.

42 Compare Sylvan (2021) on how failures to respond to apparent reasons (where this includes things-believed-to-be-
reasons) manifests a lack of respect for reasons.

#3 The use of this term with roughly this meaning is (I believe) due to Bratman (1987), who uses it in the context of
giving oneself reasons by holding an intention. For its use in the context of a belief about what one ought to do, see e.g.
Setiya (2007).

# Zimmerman recognizes this problem (2006: 336 n. 18) and suggests his view will have to be complicated to deal with
it. But these complications in turn lose the sense in which it’s a/ways in a way objectionable to fail to do what one
believes one ought to do, even when this belief is itself misguided. The wide-scope formulation can capture that without
the bad results of the simpler version of Zimmerman’s view.

45 Enkrasiay is proof of concept that even if all requirements of structural rationality are wide-scope, not all wide-scope
requirements need be requirements of structural rationality. For other discussions of wide-scope moral principles, see
Gensler (1985) and Brunero (2024).

46 Cf. Dancy (1977), who gives what is to the best of my knowledge the first wide-scope formulation of the enkratic
principle and explicitly presents this solution as a rival to Ewing’s.
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If Enkrasiay is true, there is an element of truth in the belief-relative view of moral obligation,
since there’s at least one moral requirement that makes reference to your beliefs rather than the beliefs
you ought to have given your evidence, or similar. However, the wide-scope form of the requirement
disarms the objections that apply to the belief-relative view proper—which are essentially the same as
the objections to the naive statement of the enkratic principle. And the wide-scope form also means
that the principle doesn’t conflict with the evidence-relative view: precisely in the cases where your
belief is evidentially unjustified, it’s the belief you ought to revise in order to satisty Enkrasian.

6. Putting it all together

Moralistic Evidentialism and Enkrasiay are the main premises in my argument. But I also need two
further assumptions.

First, I need the assumption that what we are morally required to believe about what we
morally ought to do in particular situations is in some way dependent on what we are morally required
to believe about morally-relevant non-moral matters. (Let’s call this assumption Dependence.) At
least at this point, I want to stay neutral on exactly how this dependence works. On one view, what
we are required to believe about non-moral matters plus the pure moral facts jointly determine what
we’re required to believe about what we morally ought to do in particular situations. On another view,
what we’re morally required to believe about non-moral matters plus what we’re justified in believing
about the pure moral facts jointly determine what we’re required to believe about what we morally
ought to do in particular situations.

This difference matters for our resolution of problem #4 for evidential perspectivism, and
we’ll come back to it. But for the argument at hand, all I need is that what we are morally required to
believe about what we morally ought to do in particular situations depends on what we are morally
required to believe about morally-relevant non-moral matters—and both views agree on that. Indeed
(once we accept that there are moral requirements on beliefs about morally relevant non-moral matters
in the first place) I think it would be bizarre to deny this. To deny it would amount to the view that
while we are morally required to form beliefs about non-moral but morally-relevant matters that are
supported by our evidence, these beliefs should 707 inform our beliefs about what we ought to do in
particular situations. That is both very odd in its own right (epistemically and morally justified beliefs
about morally-relevant matters shouldn’t inform our beliefs about what we morally ought to do?), and
would also completely undermine the rationale for thinking that we’re morally required to follow our
evidence about morally-relevant matters in the first place, which is after all that beliefs about these
matters affect our actions. If some (enkratic) person didn 't let their beliefs about morally-relevant matters
affect their beliefs about what they ought to do in particular situations, then the former wouldn’t affect
their actions.

The second assumption I need (which arguably isn’t a premise per se but a logical axiom) is
the K axiom of standard deontic logic—also sometimes called “normative detachment”—which says
that O(P—Q) and O(P) entail O(Q).* [This is distinct from the earlier-discussed and widely-rejected
(and not vindicated by standard deontic logic) factnal detachment principle, which says that O(P—Q)

47 We should read the K axiom as only holding as long as particular “flavor” of ‘ought’ is held constant through the
premises and conclusion. That’s why it’s important that Enkrasiay is a zoral principle, not a requirement of rationality.
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and P entail O(Q).] The intuitiveness of the K axiom can be brought out by the disjunctive formulation
of the wide-scope requirement, O(QV~P). If you ought to either (make it the case that) Q or (make it
the case that) ~P, and but ought (in the very same sense of ‘ought’) to (make it the case that) P, then
the option of satisfying the requirement by (making it the case that) ~P is normatively “out,” so you
ought to (make it the case that) Q.

(In fact, 'm not sure I really need that the K axiom holds in perfect generality, but just that the
inference-pattern it captures is good in the overwhelming majority of cases. For example, it’s really
plausible to reason: you ought to [be such that] (if you promise to go to the graduation, you go); you
ought to promise to go to the graduation; so, you ought to go.)

Given this, the abstract argument goes as follows. Moralistic Evidentialism states we have a
moral obligation to believe what our evidence supports about morally-relevant matters. Dependence
says that what we are morally required to believe about what we morally ought to do in particular
situations is dependent upon what we are morally required to believe about morally-relevant matters.
Given these two assumptions, there will be cases where:

a) If your evidence supports P, you are morally required to believe that you ought to ®.
b) If your evidence supports ~P, you are morally required to believe that you ought not to ®.

Suppose first that your evidence supports P, and so you are morally required to believe that you ought
to @. Then, by Enkrasiay and the K axiom,* you are morally required to ®. By parallel reasoning, in
the case where you evidence supports ~P, you are morally required not to @. Hence, whether you are
morally required to @ (or not to @) depends on your evidence—even if the fact of the matter as to
whether P remains constant across both cases. So, what you’re morally required to do (in such a case)
depends on your evidence.

It’s hard to fill out this abstract structure with a concrete case without making assumptions
about the nature of the dependence relation that Dependence states, which themselves have to be
settled at least in part by (further) normative ethical theorizing. But we can give a case that will plausibly
do the job on at least most views. Suppose, in an adaptation of Light Switch, that you are trying to
decide whether to flip a light switch, and that you know that doing so will ezher cause an explosion
that kills everyone in the building, or prevent an explosion that would kill everyone in the building.”
Let P be the proposition that flipping the switch will prevent the explosion, and let ®@-ing be the action
of flipping the switch. It’s very plausible, regardless of the details of how will fill out the dependence
relation, that given the setup of the case (and Moralistic Evidentialism), (a) and (b) above are both
true: if your evidence supports that flipping the switch will prevent the explosion, you are morally
required to believe that you ought to flip the switch; but if your evidence supports that flipping the
switch will not prevent the explosion (and hence, given the setup, that it will cause the explosion) you
are morally required to believe that you ought not flip the switch. Hence, by Enkrasiay and the K
axiom, you ought to flip the switch in the former case but ought not to flip the switch in the latter

4 Or, by the inference-pattern that the K-axiom captures, even if this inference pattern goes askew in some funky cases
that aren’t this one.

4 Let’s also stipulate that you don’t have any weird evidence suggesting that you morally ought to cause the explosion and
deaths rather than prevent them.
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case—even if we stipulate that the fact of the matter as to whether flipping the switch will prevent the
explosion is the same in both cases.

What we have now, if the foregoing argument is sound, is that at least some of our moral
obligations depend on our evidence. Now, it’s formally consistent with the foregoing argument that
we also have moral obligations that are determined by the totality of the facts (including those outside
our evidence); hence, we haven’t established the evidence-relative view in full generality. However,
were that the case, we would then face a moral dilemma whenever we had misleading evidence about
the facts in question. For our fact-relative obligations in such cases would in effect require us to violate
ezther Moralistic Evidentialism or Enkrasiay. If we find it implausible that there are such utterly
pervasive dilemmas, we can conclude that we should not allow the additional fact-relative moral
obligations that would generate them.

Does that mean that Moralistic Evidentialism and Enkrasiay constitute the whole of morality?
It would be very odd if it did; fortunately, it doesn’t. Consider what Moralistic Evidentialism and
Enkrasiay don’t tell us. They tell us to believe what our evidence supports about morally-relevant
matters, and to do what we believe we morally ought to do. What they don’t tell us is how to get from
our (evidentially-supported) beliefs about morally-relevant (but non-moral) matters to beliefs about
what we morally ought to do. All I assumed in my argument was Dependence, which tells us in effect
that there should be some relationship between the two. We can think of the moral principles that
constitute the traditional subject-matter of pure normative ethics as filling in what this relation of
dependence is. (If you like, think of it as a function from bodies of evidence or evidentially-supported
beliefs (or credences) to claims about what one morally ought to do.) The (evidence-relative)
utilitarianism that I’'ve been using as a toy example periodically fills this dependence relation out in
one way; other moral theories will do so in other ways.

7. Resolving the problems for evidential perspectivism

I will now explain how the particular version of evidential perspectivism I've defended, and the
argument I’ve given for it, helps us to resolve the problems for evidential perspectivism that I laid out
in §3.

First, the lack of consensus on the intuitions about cases. Apart from intuitions, we now have
a powerful theoretical rationale for evidential perspectivism. As I noted, the fact-relative theorist might
claim that in cases where your evidence is incomplete or misleading, failing to do the (so-called)
“objectively right” thing is wrong but excusable. But we now have an argument, beyond appeal to
intuition about cases, that in general performing this act will be morally wrong. This is because it requires
one either to violate Moralistic Evidentialism (which is reckless or negligent) or to violate Enkrasiay
(which fails to show due respect for morality).

Second, the sometime unfollowability of the evidence-relative ‘ought’. Here I simply grant that
the evidentially-constrained ‘ought’ will not a/ways be feasibly followable (for example, in cases where
there is insufficient time to work out what your evidence supports, or what you ought to do in line of
this), nor will it always be blameworthy to violate it. This isn’t a problem for me because I didn’t
motivate evidential perspectivism by appeal to abstract considerations of followability or “guidance,”
or the idea that you should #ever be able to act in a way that is wrong but not blameworthy. Indeed,
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my view is entirely compatible with the claim that you can act in a way that is wrong but not
blameworthy, which I fully endorse.” This may happen in cases where you’re misled about what your
evidence supports, or when you have limited time to figure it out, and it definitely happens in cases
where you lack responsibility for your actions due to lack of control or agency, as in cases of, for
example, mental impairment. Rather, I argued for my view from first-order moral principles. In cases
where the evidentially-constrained ‘ought’ is not followable, we may want to advert to a sense of
‘ought’ more subjective than the evidence-relative one, at least for certain purposes (e.g., assigning
blame).

Third, the difficulty of accounting for reasons to improve your evidential situation; and
relatedly, the (potential) wrongness of acts that result from failing to do so. The view I've defended is
very naturally extended to account for reasons to improve your evidential situation. Moralistic
Evidentialism tells us that when it comes to morally relevant matters, we have a moral obligation to
be epistemically responsible as such. It also says that this involves one’s beliefs being properly
responsive to one’s evidence. However, I think that in certain situations, it also involves gathering
more evidence.” And the argument for why this is also morally required is very similar to the argument
for the moral requirement to believe as your evidence supports. Recall that I said (using utilitarianism
as an illustration) that in general, we can expect believing as our evidence supports to bring our
subjective (belief-relative) expected-utility calculations more in line with what maximizes actual utility.
It is also true that gathering more evidence will do the same.” So, at least when (i) we expect the
evidence-to-be-gathered to be relatively probative; (i) it is not too (expectedly) costly to gather and
(i) we have reason to think it bears on something of considerable moral importance, we morally
ought to gather more evidence. Thus, the very same moral rationale for believing what our evidence
supports extends to improving our evidential situations; and failing to do so will often be morally
criticizable, all consistently with the evidence-relative view.

Does this explain the wrongness of acts performed on the basis of the evidence one has, when
one ought to have gathered evidence that would have favored acting otherwise? Not in itself.
However, it may be that we can generalize the argument of this paper to explain this. The idea would
be that a similar application of the K axiom can explain why, if you’re morally required to gather
further evidence, you’re then morally required to hold the beliefs that this enbanced evidence-set
(consisting of your existing evidence plus the evidence you’re required to have) supports, and hence
(by an application of the original argument) required to act accordingly.” However, there are tricky
issues here about time-indexing: since evidence-gathering can take time, it’s not clear whether an
obligation to gather further evidence 7ow grounds an obligation to act accordingly 7ow, rather than at
a future time when you’ve had time to gather the further evidence.” A fuller exploration of these

issues will have to wait for another occasion.

0 Cf. n. 29 above.

St Cf. Worsnip (2019), Flores & Woodard (2023), and McWilliams (2023).

52 This is a corollary of Good’s theorem (Good 1967). Cf. also Bjérnsson & Finlay (2010: 16).

53 This would give us something close to the view that Kiesewetter (2011: 16) calls “dynamic perspectivism.” See also
Ibarra Herrera (ms.) for a somewhat similar, though non-identical, view.

5% Thanks to Radl Ibarra Herrera for discussion of this.
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Fourth and finally, the question of what to say about justified but false (pure) 7zoral beliefs. As
I said when presenting the problem, this is, I think, the most difficult question for evidential
perspectivism. With the argument for evidential perspectivism is hand, we’re in a position to restate
(perhaps with more force) the case for the view that we are morally required to act in line with our
justified but false moral beliefs. Officially, Moralistic Evidentialism tells us only that we are morally
required to believe what our evidence supports about morally relevant non-moral matters. But it is
somewhat hard to see why the rationale for this wouldn’t also extend to (pure) moral matters. After
all, it also seems morally negligent or reckless to form unjustified moral beliefs (given that we act on
our moral beliefs). And if we allow that we are morally required to follow our evidence about pure
moral matters, then Enkrasiay and the K axiom yield the result that we’re also morally required to act
on false moral beliefs that we’re epistemically required to have.

Yet, as I said in initially presenting the problem, false moral beliefs are by hypothesis both fa/se
and moral in content. Consequently, it’s hard to resist that there is (also) some sense in which you oxght
to act in line with the contrary #we (yet evidentially-unsupported) principles of pure morality in such
cases. To put it more directly: if you in fact morally ought to @, then you morally ought to P—even if
your evidence decisively supports the proposition that you morally ought not to ®.

Of course, it would be convenient (since it would resolve the problem here) if this kind of
case were simply not possible—if it were impossible to have evidence that decisively supports false
(pure) moral propositions (perhaps because justification for pure moral propositions is a priori and
indefeasible).” Unfortunately, I myself don’t think that this zs impossible. So where does this leave us?

My tentative suggestion is that cases where you have this kind of misleading evidence about
the true principles of pure morality are moral dilemmas.” You ate required to act in line with the true
principles of pure morality, but you are also required (by Moralistic Evidentialism and Enkrasiay) to
act in line with the principles of pure morality that your evidence decisively supports. The tragedy of
misleading evidence about pure moral matters is that it generates such a dilemma.”’

Now, you may recall that in §6 I resisted the dilemma diagnosis in cases of misleading evidence
about non-moral but morally-relevant beliefs. But there is a crucial difference between that case and
misleading evidence about pure moral matters. As I stressed in introducing my version of
perspectivism, there is no incoherence in thinking that there is 70 sense in which you’re zorally required
to respond to non-moral facts outside your epistemic reach. So when it comes to misleading evidence
about non-moral facts, there is an easy way to avoid positing a dilemma: we just don’t posit any fact-
relative moral obligations that would conflict with our evidence-relative ones. By contrast, there s
incoherence in thinking that there is 7o sense in which you’re morally required to respond to woral
facts (about what’s morally required of youl) that are outside your epistemic reach. Thus, if we’re
required to act on our justified false pure moral beliefs, it’s much harder to avoid a dilemma diagnosis.
In general I think we should avoid positing moral dilemmas when we don’t have to, and should avoid

55 Cf. Smithies (2023) (and Titelbaum (2015) on analogous claims about rationality. In fact, one argument for this view
itself proceeds from an enkratic principle plus an assumption that there are no moral dilemmas, effectively putting my
reasoning in this section into reverse.

% Wrinkle: if there are moral dilemmas, the K axiom fails. Yet I relied on it earlier. Here I just have to lean on the point
that the reasoning captured by the K axiom is generally good even if it fails to hold in perfect generality.

57 Cf. the treatment of misleading higher-order evidence in Worsnip (2018).
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positing utterly pervasive moral dilemmas. But it seems to me that in the case of pure moral beliefs,
the dilemma diagnosis is the best we have.

With that said, I do think a bit more can be said about such dilemmatic cases to soften any
concerns we might have about them. First, such cases don’t atise from the first-person standpoint.™
Precisely because you are misled about the true moral principles, you won’t #ink you are in a moral
dilemma when this happens: you will simply think the true moral principles are as you think they are
(given your evidence). So you can’t recognize that you’re in such a moral dilemma (and consequently,
happily, can’t feel torn about how to resolve it). Second, and relatedly, I think there is one important
asymmetry between your conflicting moral obligations in such a case. You have an exvuse for failing to
comply with the true moral principles about which your evidence has misled you, precisely because
your evidence has misled you about them. By contrast, you don’t (at least, as the case has been
described so far) have an excuse for failing to act in line with the principles of morality that your
evidence supports (of, equivalently, for violating Moralistic Evidentialism or Enkrasiay). (Maybe
there’s even a sense in which this “resolves” the dilemma, given that one of the conflicting ‘ought’s
can be excusably violated while the other can’t be.”)

...Unless, of course, your evidence misleads you about Moralistic Evidentialism or Enkrasiay
themselves. Then you do, perhaps, have an excuse for failing to act in line with the principles of
morality that your evidence supports. But so it goes. As I have already said, the animating spirit behind
my version of evidential perspectivism is not to find moral principles that it’s impossible to excusably
violate.

One further point is worth making explicit. I have said (as I think we must to avoid
incoherence) that when you have misleading evidence about the pure moral principles, you are still
required to act in line with the pure moral principles (even though you are a/so required to act in line
with the principles that your evidence supports). That means that there are some facts—the facts about
the pure moral principles—that you are required to take account of even when they are outside your
evidence. Does that mean that the fact-relative view is true after all?

No. I framed the fact-relative and evidence-relative views as views about which non-moral facts
are relevant to determining our moral obligations in particular situations.”” And I have not conceded
that there are any non-moral facts that are outside our evidence but nevertheless relevant to determining
our moral obligations. One way to take the upshot of the discussion of the present discussion about
(pure) moral facts is that if the evidence-relative view is stated in greater generality so that it ranges
over the pure moral facts as well, it ends up incoherent or self-defeating. All the more reason not to
state it that way. If what I've been arguing in this last section is right, this is not unprincipled. There
are real differences between the issues that arise for the non-moral (but morally-relevant) facts and
the pure moral facts themselves. We cannot fail to be at least in some sense required to respond to
facts that are themselves moral, within our epistemic reach or not. But—if what I’ve argued in this

58 Again, cf. Worsnip (2018). See also Sepielli (2014).

5 Cf. Worsnip (2026), where I float a principle called Excuses Resolve Dilenmmas.

% I’ve entertained and tentatively endorsed the idea that Moralistic Evidentialism is to be extended to pure moral facts. But
that is not to say that evidential perspectivism is to be extended to pure moral facts.
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paper is right—the non-moral facts are not like this. Those outside our epistemic reach cannot play a
role in determining our moral obligations.
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