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3 | Deliberative Indispensability and Robust

Normative Realism

3.1 Introduction

Nonnaturalistic realism about normative properties and truths (robust moral
realism) is a position in metaethics that is attractive for many reasons: it
fits well with our objectivist intuitions about morality and it can explain why
moral judgements seem to be very different from non-moral judgements. The
view is, however, rejected by many because of its metaphysical and episte-
mological problems. In his Taking Morality Seriously (2011b), David Enoch
presents interesting responses to many of the main problems that robust nor-
mative realism is taken to face. The conclusion of one of these arguments, the
deliberative indispensability argument, is that we are epistemically justified in
believing that there are robust normative truths. Briefly put, the argument
says that these beliefs are justified because holding the beliefs is indispensable
to, what Enoch calls, rationally non-optional projects.1

In this paper, I argue that the deliberative indispensability argument relies
on an ambiguity in the notion of rational non-optionality. When we spell out
this ambiguity, it becomes clear that the argument is either faulty or vulner-
able to the shmagency objection: an objection against a different metaethical
position, brought forward by Enoch himself (2006; 2011a).

1 It seems that Enoch needs to show that there are robust moral entities or properties,
not that there are robust moral truths. I think Enoch conflates talk of properties on the one
hand and truths on the other hand (also in other chapters of his book), but will ignore this
difference in this paper.
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3.2 Deliberative Indispensability

Many philosophers have argued that explanatory indispensability is sufficient
for epistemic justification. If a physicist observes a vapor trail in a cloud cham-
ber and observes, “There goes a proton!”, the belief in protons is epistemically
justified if the existence of protons is part of the best explanation for the obser-
vation of the vapor trail (Harman, 1998). This view has recently been amended
by philosophers who argue that indispensability to deliberation might also be
a sufficient condition for justification. David Enoch, for example, has provided
a version of such an indispensability argument to argue that we are justified
in believing that there are robust normative truths.

Enoch starts out with the observation that almost everyone holds that we
justifiably employ basic belief-forming methods such as inference to the best
explanation (IBE) and modus ponens (MP). These belief-forming methods
are basic, because the belief that they are justified is not itself justified by
other belief-forming methods. And this raises a question: what distinguishes
a basic belief-forming method that provides us with justified beliefs from basic
belief-forming methods that do not? Intuitively, there is a reason why the
one has justificatory status and the other does not. And although we could
not justify the methods themselves (otherwise they would not be basic), we
can legitimately demand a “vindication” of their justificatory status, or so
Enoch claims. By a “vindication”, he means that we should be able to provide
something more than a mere list to settle the question which belief forming
methods are justified (2011b, p. 60).2

Enoch provides this “vindication” by first arguing that there are some
projects that are of crucial importance to us, so-called rationally non-optional
projects. Someone who did not engage in these projects would be open to
rational criticism. (What exactly this rational non-optionality is will be the

2Unfortunately, Enoch does not clarify the concept “vindication” much further than stat-
ing that “it presents belief-forming methods we’re justified in employing as basic in a positive
light” (2011b, p. 60). See also Enoch and Schechter (2008, p. 575).
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subject of the following sections.) Secondly, Enoch maintains that the project
of explaining and understanding the world, the explanatory project, is an ex-
ample of such a rationally non-optional project. Enoch also holds that we
cannot successfully engage in the explanatory project without employing IBE
and MP. If this is true, we are left with two options: either we disengage from
the explanatory project, or we employ IBE and MP. Since disengaging from
the explanatory project is not a rational option for us, we are, according to
Enoch, epistemically justified in employing IBE and MP. This gives us Enoch’s
central epistemological thesis:

The Pragmatic Account of Justification:
3 If X (a belief or a

belief-forming method) is indispensable to a rationally non-optional
project, then X is epistemically justified.4

If we add to this account the claims that the explanatory project is ratio-
nally non-optional and that IBE and MP are belief-forming methods that are
indispensable to the explanatory project, we have provided a “vindication” of
IBE and MP. That is, we have shown why we are epistemically justified in
employing these belief-forming methods.

Before proceeding and showing why Enoch thinks that this also shows why
are epistemically justified in believing that there are robust normative truths,
some word of caution is needed with regards to the kind of indispensability
that is in play. What Enoch needs in this argument is an interpretation of

4Sometimes, Enoch writes as if only belief-forming methods can function as values for X.
McPherson and Plunkett have, probably for this reason, interpreted Enoch as saying that
the belief-forming method “treating our intuitive commitments in deliberation as a source
of basic epistemic justification” is instrumentally indispensable to the deliberative project
(2014). This interpretation is, however, ill-supported by the text. The passage McPherson
and Plunkett explicitely refer to (2011b, pp. 67-69), does not support this reading, and on
several occasions Enoch makes clear that it is the belief in irreducibly normative truths that
is indispensable to the deliberative project. See for example page 71 and especially page 83,
where Enoch presents his argument in schematic form.
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indispensability that makes it at least plausible that it entails ontological com-
mitment, without setting the bar for indispensability so high that no entity
meets it.

For example, some philosophers maintain that under suitable conditions
no theory has ineliminable entities. So if we interpret indispensability as in-
eliminability, it might turn out that no entity is indispensable to the deliber-
ative project.5 It is for this reason that Enoch concludes, in accordance with
proponents of indispensability arguments for mathematical realism, that ine-
liminability as a criterion for ontological commitment fails (Colyvan, 2001, p.
77). But the bar should also not be set too low. Merely demanding that X
is an enabling condition for Y, for example, would not do either. Although
sleep is an enabling condition for the explanatory project - we could not suc-
cessfully engage in this project if we did not get a sufficient amount of sleep -
this would not suffice as justification for an ontological commitment to sleep
(Enoch, 2011b, p. 68). Again following Colyvan, Enoch suggests that some-
thing is instrumentally indispensable (to distinguish it from other notions of
indispensability mentioned above) “just in case it cannot be eliminated with-
out undermining (or at least sufficiently diminishing) whatever reason we had
to engage in that project in the first place” (2011b, p. 69). On this defini-
tion, an entity can be instrumentally indispensable to a project without being
ineliminable.

Now most pieces of the argument are in place we can look at the case
for robust normative realism. Enoch starts off by noting that the delibera-
tive project is, just as the explanatory project, rationally non-optional. And

5Using a mathematical trick, Craig managed to show that every theory which can be refor-
mulated and reaxiomatized has no ineliminable entities. Craig’s theorem states that “[e]very
theory that admits a recursively enumerable set of axioms can be recursively axiomatized”
(Putnam, 1965, p. 251). This theorem was of interest to logical positivists, since it can be
used to show that any scientific theory that contains observational and non-observational
properties can be reaxiomatized in such a way that all non-observational properties are
eliminated. As Colyvan recognizes however, this result need not be limited to the observa-
tion/theory distinction, but can be used to eliminate any type of content from a scientific
theory (see also Ketland (2005)).
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when we engage in deliberation, Enoch maintains, this activity has a specific
phenomenology. When we deliberate about what to do, it feels like we are
answering a question that has a right answer. For example, if I try to make
up my mind whether to move abroad, or buy a nice house in the countryside,
I proceed under the (implicit) assumption that there is a right answer to the
question. Or, at least, that some answers are better than others. If this were
not the case, if I did not at least implicitly assume that one answer was bet-
ter, then I would lose my initial reason to engage in deliberation. Moreover,
Enoch claims, if I thought that these truths were merely determined by my
preferences or desires, this would also undermine my reason to engage in the
deliberative project.6

A lot can be said about this argument, but let us for now focus on its
structure. If we accept that a belief in robust normative truths is instrumen-
tally indispensable to the deliberative project and that the deliberative project
is rationally non-optional, then The Pragmatic Account of Justification gives
epistemic justification to a belief in robust normative truths. This structure is
identical to the one we saw in the explanatory project. So if successful, Enoch’s
account provides justification for both IBE and robust normative realism.7

3.3 Rational Agency Interpretation

Essential in the pragmatic account is the notion of rational non-optionality.
This characteristic distinguishes projects that do provide epistemic justifica-
tion from projects that do not. Enoch has made different claims about what

6This latter claim is controversial, see for example Lenman (2014) for a Humean objection.
For the sake of argument, I grant this claim here.

7 This symmetry plays an important role in Enoch’s response to the Stroudian objection
that the argument only succeeds in showing that we have to believe in normative truths
(which could just be a necessary illusion) (Stroud, 1968). If the Stroudian objection would
be successful, Enoch claims, then it would also undermine belief-forming methods such as
IBE and MP. And given that most people would not want to give up these belief-forming
methods, Enoch thinks that his defence of robust normative realism is secure as well (2011b,
p. 79).
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rational non-optionality amounts to. In his early work, he suggested that (non-
normative) inescapability was enough to warrant beliefs (2003). Later on, he
revised his account and claimed that epistemic justification is derived from our
reason to engage in certain projects (2011b). Let us call these views the ratio-
nal agency interpretation and the reason-based interpretation, respectively. In
this and the following sections I will argue that both interpretations of rational
non-optionality fail.

The first interpretation starts with the observation that we are rational
agents. We are essentially the kind of beings that can make decisions, investi-
gate the world around us and make plans for future contingencies. Moreover,
since these projects are so important to us, and are essentially tied to the kinds
of beings we are, they are in an important sense non-optional (for creatures
like us). And this non-optionality, the argument continues, provides our be-
liefs with epistemic justification in so far as they are formed by belief-forming
methods that are instrumentally indispensable to the relevant projects.

Enoch’s writings suggest two different ways of making this suggestion more
precise. The first interpretation is suggested by Enoch when he says that “[i]t
may be that projects that are constitutive of rationality - projects that a being
must engage in to qualify as a rational agent - are also rationally required”
(2008, p. 558). So according to this interpretation, we have the following
definition of rational non-optionality:

(A1) a project is rationally non-optional for us iff engaging in this
project is constitutive of rational agency.

A slightly different interpretation is suggested in Enoch’s Taking Morality
Seriously. When he defends the claim that the deliberative project is rationally
non-optional, he writes:

For deliberation [...] seems a rationally non-optional project for
us. Perhaps this is so partly because we are essentially delibera-
tive creatures. Perhaps, in other words, we cannot avoid asking
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ourselves what to do, what to believe, how to reason, what to care
about. We can, of course, stop deliberating about one thing or
another [...]. It’s opting out of the deliberative project as a whole
that may not be an option for us. (2011b, pp. 70-1)

This passage suggests that Enoch thinks that it is impossible for creatures
like us not to engage in the deliberative project. To distinguish this suggestion
from the previous interpretation, I assume that this is supposed to be some kind
of non-normative inescapability. That gives us the following interpretation:

(A2) a project is rationally non-optional for us iff we cannot avoid
engaging in it.

I think the plausibility of the claim that rational non-optionality provides epis-
temic justification comes from one of the interpretations presented in this sec-
tion. The Kantian idea that we are essentially rational creatures and that
justification for our beliefs is grounded in this fact is, after all, a familiar strat-
egy. Unfortunately, however, the aforementioned interpretations (A1 and A2)
are not open to Enoch. The problem with these interpretations of rational
non-optionality is that they make the argument vulnerable to the so-called
shmagency objection. This objection will be the topic of the following section.

3.4 The Shmagency Objection

The shmagency objection is an objection that Enoch himself makes to con-
stitutivist theories in metaethics. Constitutivism tries to derive normativity
from what is constitutive of agency and is premissed on two theses: (1) that
the norms of morality can be derived from what is constitutive of agency and
(2) that agency is non-optional.8 Enoch grants both premises to the constitu-
tivist (although the first only for the sake of argument), but denies that this

8See Korsgaard (2009), Rosati (2003), Velleman (2009) and Ferrero (2009) for philoso-
phers pursuing this strategy.
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leads to a meta-normative grounding of our norms. The way Enoch presents
his objection is as a challenge:

Classify my bodily movements and indeed me as you like. Perhaps
I cannot be classified as an agent without aiming to constitute
myself. But why should I be an agent? Perhaps I can’t act without
aiming at self-constitution, but why should I act? If your reasoning
works, this just shows that I don’t care about agency and action.
I am perfectly happy being a shmagent - a nonagent who is very
similar to agents but who lacks the aim (constitutive of agency
but not of shmagency) of self-constitution. I am perfectly happy
performing shmactions - nonaction events that are very similar to
actions but that lack the aim (constitutive of actions but not of
shmactions) of self-constitution. (Enoch, 2006, p. 179)9

The idea that drives the shmagency objection is that questions like “why be
moral?” cannot be answered by stating that we otherwise would not be rational
agents. Even if we grant that a rational agent is inevitably bound by specific
norms that are constitutive of agency, this does not give us a reason to be a
rational agent in the first place. This can be seen in any other enterprise we
engage in. For example, whether the norms of chess apply to you is conditional
on you having a reason to play chess.

Moreover, Enoch claims, constitutivists also cannot ground morality in the
supposed fact that we cannot avoid engaging in the deliberative project. “The
move from ‘You inescapably �’ to ‘You should �’ is no better - not even the
tiniest little bit - than the move from ‘You actually �’ to ‘You should �” ’
(2011a, p. 216). Even if you are inescapably a rational agent and as a rational
agent you are committed to certain moral principles, you might still challenge

9There seems to be a tension between Enoch’s acceptance of the claim that agency is
non-optional and the above passage where Enoch lets someone claim that he is not an agent.
This tension might be resolved by interpreting the non-optionality normatively. I discuss
this possibility in section 3.5.
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these principles by challenging the prior reason to be a rational agent. So just
as we need a reason to play chess, we also need a reason to play the agency
game. And Enoch states, this reason needs to be in place before we start
unpacking what is constitutive of agency. Since this reason has to be in place
before constitutivism can do its work, it is this first reason that cannot even
in principle be explained by the constitutivist. So the constitutivist cannot
uphold his conviction that all of morality comes from what is constitutive of
agency. Or so Enoch argues.

I think it is clear from this description that the shmagency objection can
also be used to undermine both rational agency interpretations from the pre-
vious section. As Enoch himself has argued, we can always ask the question
whether we should be rational agents, instead of rational shmagents who do
not have these constitutive projects. Moreover, any attempt to justify moral
principles by arguing that these principles are indispensable to projects we can-
not avoid engaging in, would amount to the same kind of fallacy that Enoch
accuses the constitutivist of. If we follow the logic of the shmagency objection,
we could always argue that if we do not have a reason to be rational agents
instead of shmagents, the beliefs that are indispensable to projects that are
constitutive of agency are normatively arbitrary. So if Enoch is correct in dis-
missing the constitutive project, this also undermines his own argument if we
interpret rational non-optionality as (A1) or (A2).

3.5 Reason-based Interpretation

In the previous section I argued that both “rational agency” interpretations
of rational non-optionality (A1 and A2) are vulnerable to the shmagency ob-
jection. And although Enoch still alludes to this interpretation in his book,
he also recognizes that there is a problem with this interpretation. To rem-
edy this worry, Enoch on several occasions advances a different interpretation:
the “reason-based” interpretation. In this section I investigate this suggestion,
which says that rational non-optionality amounts to having a “strong reason



58 Chapter 3. Deliberative Indispensability and Robust Normative Realism

not to disengage” from a project. I argue that on the basis of this interpreta-
tion, the pragmatic account provides justification for beliefs far too easily. I
refer to this objection as the overgeneration objection. In the following section
I investigate whether a combination of the “rational agency” and the “reason-
based” interpretation is more successful.

When discussing the kind of non-optionality that needs to hold for a project
to count as justification-providing, Enoch says that “[t]he point is that the
project is one we have strong reason not to disengage from” (2011b, p. 62).
A similar interpretation is suggested when Enoch writes that rationally non-
optional projects are ones “we rationally ought not to disengage from” (2011b,
p. 62) and that “they are such that disengaging from them is not a rationally
acceptable option” (2011b, p. 70). So the rational non-optionality of a project
amounts to (1) having a strong reason not to disengage from a project or (2)
that we rationally ought not to disengage from a project. Let us start with
(1). This gives us the following definition of rational non-optionality:

(R) a project is rationally non-optional for us iff we actually have a
strong reason not to disengage from the project.

To make the problem with the reason-based interpretation clear, let us consider
the following scenario. Suppose that agent X lives in a society where everyone
worships a deity. X is also a devout believer and if she stopped believing,
then her social and psychological condition would change in such a way that
life would become unbearable. Therefore, X has, during an important part
of her life, a strong reason not to disengage from the project of worshipping
that deity. Furthermore, suppose that believing the claims laid down in a text
that is considered holy in this culture is instrumentally indispensable to the
“worship project” (which means that if X would stop believing what the holy
text says, she would undermine (or at least sufficiently diminish) whatever
reason she had to engage in the worship project in the first place). In this
scenario, X is, according to (R), epistemically justified in believing what is
stated in this text.
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However, although we could indeed say that the agent is pragmatically jus-
tified in believing what is stated in the holy text, the agent lacks any epistemic
justification. So the example constitutes an argument against (R). Moreover,
we can easily imagine other counterexamples in which an agent has most rea-
son not to disengage from a project, and therefore has a pragmatic reason to
have certain beliefs without there being epistemic justification for these beliefs.
Think for example about the terminally ill patient who has a pragmatic reason
to be positive about her circumstances while lacking epistemic justification for
optimism.

Note that we can easily change the above example such that devout be-
liever X rationally ought not to disengage from the project of worshipping the
deity. The counterexample therefore also works against (2): that a project is
rationally non-optional for us iff we rationally ought not to to disengage from
the project.

Enoch might want to resist the above conclusion by stating that our reason
not to disengage from the project of worshipping a deity is in fact a pragmatic
reason: we do it because life would become unbearable if we would not engage
in the project. He might therefore disqualify this kind of reason as the foun-
dation of a rationally non-optional project. However, this response invites the
counter-question what kind of reasons are allowed. What reason do we have
for engaging in the explanatory and the deliberative project? As we have seen
above, the answer that we have a reason to engage in these projects because
that is what it means to be a rational agent, or because it is constitutive of
rational agency, will not do. In the following section I will discuss a possible
alternative answer.

3.6 Combination of Both Interpretations

It might be thought that what is needed is a combination of the two previous
approaches. Perhaps what is constitutive of rationality gives us reasons not
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to disengage from specific projects. So the proposal is not, as above, that ra-
tional non-optionality consists in being constitutive of rationality. But having
a reason not to disengage from certain projects might itself be constitutive of
rationality. This line of reasoning is supported by the following remarks:

it seems that we ought to engage in [the explanatory] project; a
thinker who did not inquire into the world around him would not
be fully rational (Enoch and Schechter, 2008, p. 553, emphasis
mine)

If a project is such that any rational agent ought to engage in it
(and presumably, ought to try to successfully engage in it), then it
is rationally required (Enoch and Schechter, 2008, p. 558, emphasis
mine)

So perhaps it is constitutive of rationality that we have a reason to engage
in specific projects. This would introduce a reason not to disengage from
specific projects that cannot be extended to other projects. We might present
this proposal as follows:

(AR1) a project is rationally non-optional iff having a strong reason
to engage in this project is constitutive of rational agency.

However, without the existence of a prior reason to engage in rational
agency, it seems that this approach does not bring us any further than (A1).
Note that we previously defined (A1) as “a project is rationally non-optional
iff engaging in this project is constitutive of rational agency”, so the current
suggestion would clearly be a variant of (A1). The reasons that are derived
from what is constitutive of rational agency are normatively arbitrary, as long
as rational agency is itself not normatively grounded.

What suggests itself at this point is a different combination of the above
strategies. Perhaps something along the following lines: we have a strong
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reason to be a rational agent, and rationally non-optional projects are those
projects that are constitutive of rational agency. This would give us the fol-
lowing suggestion:

(AR2) a project is rationally non-optional iff engaging in this project
is constitutive of rational agency and we have a strong reason to
be a rational agent.

Enoch does not seem to endorse this interpretation in his positive argument
for robust normative realism, but it might be an improvement. In criticising
constitutivist accounts, Enoch insists that what is missing is the initial reason
to be a rational agent. (AR2) clearly refers to this initial reason, and is true to
the main idea behind the constitutivist strategy: that normativity is grounded
in rational agency. Unfortunately, it is not obvious how it helps avoiding the
problems mentioned above. For example, the objections to (R) in which it
was proposed that rational non-optionality consists in having strong reasons
not to disengage from that project, apply to this case as well. For example, in
a counterfactual situation where I have strong reasons not to disengage from
the “worship project”, it is highly counter-intuitive that the projects that are
constitutive of this project provide epistemic justification. Moreover, it would
be improbable that epistemic justification in its totality could be derived from
this prior reason. This worry seems to be implicitly shared by Enoch. In a
footnote, discussing the fact that constitutivists need an independent reason
to be agents, he says:

[N]ote how implausible the claim is that (all?) our normative rea-
sons are based on the fundamental reason we have to be agents. If
I had to choose candidates for ultimate normative or moral truths,
I would consider such things as the badness of pain, the signifi-
cance of autonomy, the moral status of love, the duty or duties of
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respect for persons, the obligation to stand one’s by word. I cer-
tainly wouldn’t mention anything about a reason to be an agent
(2006, p. 187, fn. 38).

So for the reasons mentioned above, I conclude that (AR2) does not succeed
either. But before concluding that the general strategy fails, I want to discuss
one more suggestion of what it means to be rationally non-optional. Perhaps
we have not found an explanation of rational non-optionality since it is to be
understood as a fundamental or basic concept: some projects are rationally
non-optional, and some projects are not, but nothing more can be said. This
seems to be what Enoch and Schechter have it mind when, after noting that
they have not said very much on what it means to be rationally non-optional,
they suggest that “it may be impossible to do better. Rational requirement
may be a basic normative status, unexplainable in more fundamental normative
terms” (2008, p. 558).10

But if this is the final answer to the question why some basic belief-forming
methods provide justification and some do not, it seems that we have made
little progress. Enoch’s pragmatic account is, after all, mainly motivated by
a discontent with a mere list of justified belief-forming methods. If the expla-
nation of the justificatory status of these belief-forming methods ultimately
relies on a another list of which nothing more can be said, then the prag-
matic account loses its appeal. I conclude, therefore, that this interpretation
of rationally non-optionality also fails to rescue Enoch’s positive argument.

3.7 Shmagency or Indispensability

If what I have said up to this point is correct, there is a tension between
Enoch’s positive argument for robust normative realism and his negative argu-
ment against constitutivist theories. Insisting that there needs to be a reason

10In their 2008 paper, Schechter and Enoch use the term “rationally required” instead of
“rationally non-optional” for the property projects possess that provide justification for our
beliefs.
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in place prior to the “game of agency” places all weight on this fundamental
reason. That it is this reason that grounds the whole of normativity is rather
implausible, overgenerates and undermines the attraction of the constitutivist’s
(and also Enoch’s earliest) accounts. It is, however, not altogether clear that
Enoch’s negative argument succeeds.11 And moreover, I am not mainly in-
terested in the question whether Enoch’s argument against constitutivism is
compatible with his argument for robust normative realism. What is really
at stake is whether Enoch’s positive argument (for robust normative realism)
succeeds. So we might wonder if Enoch can defend his own indispensability
argument for robust realism if the shmagency objection would turn out to be
unsuccessful.

Unfortunately for the proponent of robust realism, this is not the case.
For one of the (hidden) premisses of Enoch’s indispensability argument is that
constitutivism fails. As I said in the first section, Enoch argues from the phe-
nomenology of deliberation to the necessary belief in robust normative truths.
The motivation for this step is that it feels like there are definite answers to
the questions we ask ourselves. And Enoch argues, these answers could not
depend on our attitudes and desires, since this would undermine our initial
reason to engage in deliberation. However, if what we have reason to do could
be constructed from what is constitutive of rational agency - the constitutivist
premise - then this would also correspond to our phenomenology of searching
for the right answer.12 For on this view, there are also right answers to the
questions we pose ourselves that are not merely determined by our attitudes
and desires. This would entail that robust, irreducible normative truths are
not indispensable to the deliberative project, since we could also successfully
engage in this project using “constructed” normative truths.

11 For criticisms of the shmagency objections, see for example Velleman (2009), Ferrero
(2009), Katsafanas (2013), Silverstein (2015) and Smith (2015).

12 In Chapter 6 of this disseratation, I argue that a version of metaethical antirealism is
also able to satisfy the objectivist desideratum that Enoch takes to follow from the phe-
nomenology of deliberation.
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Enoch is aware of this point, and concedes that his indispensability ar-
gument cannot, on its own, show that we are justified in believing in robust
normative truths. If “constructed” normative truths were avaiable, then ro-
bust normative truths could be eliminated without undermining (or at least
sufficiently diminishing) whatever reason we had to engage in the deliberative
project. But this is not a problem, Enoch assumes, since constitutivism can be
rejected for other reasons: constitutivism is off the table since it is vulnerable
to the shmagency objection (2011b, p. 82, fn. 78). So if what I have argued
for above is correct, and Enoch needs to abandon the shmagency objection in
order to keep a plausible defence of the claim that deliberative indispensability
provides justification for our beliefs, then his positive argument fails. I there-
fore conclude that Enoch cannot save his positive argument if the shmagency
objection would turn out to be mistaken.

3.8 Conclusion

In this paper I have discussed two different lines of interpreting the suggestion
that rationally non-optional projects provide justification for our beliefs. The
first interpretation, which suggests that epistemic justification is grounded in
what is constitutive of rational agency is defective because it is vulnerable to
the shmagency objection, an objection raised by Enoch against constitutivist
theories. The second interpretation, which says that rationally non-optional
projects are those that we have strong reason not to disengage from, is defective
because it (1) provides epistemic justification for the wrong reason and (2)
provides epistemic justification to beliefs that we intuitively would not consider
justified.

For these reasons, I conclude that Enoch’s deliberative indispensability
argument fails. This is bad news for the robust moral realist, because it means
that deliberative indispensability cannot be used to take away the metaphysical
worries that robust moral realism is taken to have.




