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1 Introduction

In debates regarding normative uncertainty, one of the most pressing issues
being addressed is that of whether ”ought” is objective, subjective, both objec-
tive and subjective, prospective, or semantically incomplete.1 For philosophers
who believe that ”ought” is semantically incomplete, another question arises
regarding which view of ”ought” is correct: the account offered by contextu-
alism, or the account offered by relativism. According to contextualists about
”ought” like Gunnar Bjornsson and Stephen Finlay, ”ought” is semantically
incomplete and filled in by relevant bodies of information and context2; rela-
tivists about ”ought”, like Niko Kolodny and John MacFarlane, argue that the
contextualist account of ”ought” is correct insofar as it claims that ”ought” is
semantically incomplete, but wrong insofar as it fails to correctly preserve the
connection between deliberation and advice.3.

In this paper, I’ll examine the objections brought against contextualism
about ”ought” by Kolodny and MacFarlane, using a particular case that the
debate between contextualism and relativism has centered around (The Miner
Case) to show why the objections to contextualism given by Kolodny and
MacFarlane lead to a serious problem for contextualism. I will then consider
the reply given by Bjornsson and Finlay in defense of contextualism, in which

1For more on the ambiguity of ”ought”, see Zimmerman (2006); for an explanation of
the prospective view of ”ought”, see Smith (2010).

2Bjornsson and Finlay (2010)
3Kolodny and MacFarlane (2008)
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they argue that Kolodny and MacFarlane have failed to account for the motiva-
tions of deliberating agents (who, Bjornsson and Finlay believe, in deliberation
about cases like the Miner Case, seek to promote their own values and make
standards-relative judgements). I will then argue that not only have Bjornsson
and Finlay failed to preserve a sufficient defense against Kolodny and Mac-
Farlane’s objections, but that their account of the motivations of deliberating
agents presents a further problem for contextualism and cannot account for
some of the problems that arise with moral disagreement; I will conclude that,
if contextualism about ”ought” is to be preserved, solutions to these problems
for contextualism must be found.

The paper will proceed as follows: in section two, I will present the case
that Kolodny and MacFarlane’s objections to contextualism centers around
(The Miner Case), presenting first a simple version of the case, then a more
complicated version, followed by Kolodny and MacFarlane’s arguments against
contextualism, which will lead us into the third section, in which I will present
Bjornsson and Finlay’s response; in section four, I will present yet another
version of the Miner Case, will consider Bjornsson and Finlay’s defense of con-
textualism, and argue that their account of standards-relative contextualism
is susceptible to further problems when we try to account for moral disagree-
ment in simple cases like the Miner Case; in section five, I will conclude that
Bjornsson and Finlay have not offered an adequate defense of contextualism,
and will offer some concluding remarks about the future of contextualism about
”ought”.

2 A Problem for Contextualism: The Miner

Case

The dispute between Bjornsson and Finlay and Kolodny and MacFarlane cen-
ters around a specific case, which I will call ”The Miner Case”. In their paper
titled ”Ifs and Oughts”, Kolodny and MacFarlane describe it in the following
way:

”Ten Miners are trapped in either shaft A or shaft B, but we
do not know which. Flood waters threaten to flood the shafts.
We have enough sandbags to block one shaft, but not both. If
we block one shaft, all the water will go into the other shaft,
killing any miners inside it. If we block neither shaft, both
shafts will fill halfway with water, and just one miner, the
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lowest in the shaft, will be killed.4

When deliberating about this case, we have, prima facie, three options:
first, we can choose to block neither shaft, the result of which would be the
death of one miner; second, we can block shaft A, in which case the water will
go into shaft B, saving the miners if they are in shaft A and killing them if
they are in shaft B; third, we can choose to block shaft B, which will result in
the death of the miners if they are in shaft A, and saving them if they are in
shaft B.

From these options, we can reason that at least one of the following nor-
mative statements is true:

(1) We ought to block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

(2) We ought to block shaft A.

(3) We ought to block shaft B.

(4) We ought to block either shaft A or shaft B.

Ultimately, in deliberating about what we ought to do in this case, our
goal is to save the miners. Without any information except that which is
presented in the case above (The Simple Miner Case, or SMC)5, the most
rational decision seems to be a subjective one: that we should block neither
shaft, even though this will result in the death of one of the miners; we don’t
know whether the miners are in shaft A or in shaft B, so, if we were to decide
to block one of the shafts, we would risk killing all the miners, thereby failing
to save any miners at all. If we are thinking about what we objectively ought
to do, however, this would be the wrong decision to make, since if we had
all of the relevant information (i.e., if we knew which shaft the miners were
trapped in), we ought not choose to block neither shaft A nor shaft B, but
should choose to block whichever shaft the miners are in. For SMC, then, we
know what we subjectively ought to do (oughtsub) and have an idea of what
we objectively ought (oughtobj) not do:

4Kolodny and MacFarlane (2010), p. 1-2
5I will call this case - the miner case in which we have no additional information - The

”Simple Miner Case”, or SMC).
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(SMCsub): We oughtsub block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

(SMCobj): It’s not the case that we oughtobj block neither
shaft A or shaft B.

Given that our goal is to save the miners, it seems absurd that we should
consider doing only what we objectively ought to do (SMCobj), and that our
only reasonable option is to do what we subjectively ought do (SMCsub): we
oughtsub block neither shaft A nor shaft B. It appears that what we ought to
do in this case depends on the information that is available to us while we
are deliberating about what we ought to do: in SMC, we have no information
about which of the shafts, A or B, the miners are in, and what we decided we
ought to do (SMCsub) was true relative to the body of information available
to us at the time of deliberation. Furthermore, in SMC, were we to do what
we objectively ought to do (SMCobj), we would be doing the wrong thing,
insofar as we would risk killing the miers, and thereby failing to achieve our
goal (which was to save the miners).

This disparity between what we subjectively ought to do and what we
objectively ought to do is solved in part by contextualism about ”ought”. Ac-
cording to this view, what an agent ought to do is sensitive to context and
available information, and there is neither an objective ought nor a subjective
ought, but only a context-sensitive ought: an agent ought to do some action
at a certain time in some context if and only if doing that action is the best
choice available for the agent in light of the available information relevant
in that context.6 With that in mind, and using the context-sensitive ought
(oughtcon), we can say that it is true in SMC that we ought to block neither
shaft A nor shaft B, giving us:

(SMCcon): we oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

To see how the context-sensitive ought will work once we’ve added more
information, we can consider a more complicated version of the Miner Case,
which I will call ”The Complex Miner Case” (or CMC).Ibid., p.2 In CMC,
the case is the same as SMC, except that the deliberating agent making the
decision is not us, but someone else (who we will refer to ”Agent”, following
Kolodny and MacFarlane). We are observing the situation, and we know that
the miners are in shaft A. Furthermore, we know that if we were to relay our

6Kolodny and MacFarlane (2008). p. 10
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information to Agent, we would tell him that he ought to block shaft A and
save all of the miners.

According to contextualism, Agent oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor
shaft B given the relevant body of information available to him in the context
(remember that he does not have our information - namely, that the miners
are in shaft A - available to him), while we (the observers) believe that Agent
oughtcon to block shaft A given the body of information relevant to us in our
context, and it is here that a problem arises: if we were to say ”Agent oughtcon
to block neither shaft A nor shaft B”, we would be saying something true, and
if we were to say ”Agent oughtcon to block shaft A”, we would also be saying
something true, even though the latter conflicts with what Agent oughtcon to
do given the body of relevant information available to him.

Kolodny and MacFarlane explain the problem, and contextualism’s answer
to it, in the following way:

”Whether Advisor’s [our; the observer’s] assertion is true, for
contextualism, depends only on Advisor’s evidence, and not on the
evidence that Agent comes to have. So when Advisor says, ”You ought
to block A”, he knows that he speaks the truth. But...Advisor also
knows that this is not the correct answer to the question which
Agent is deliberating: ”What ought I do?” which the contextualist
understands as, ”What is the right choice relative to my evidence?”
Advisor knows that Agent already has the correct answer to this
question: namely, to leave both open. The best Advisor can do is
to change the Agent’s question to one for which the correct answer
is to block off A, by changing the Agent’s evidence.”7

Thus, according to contextualism, if Agent refuses to take into account new
evidence and change the question he is asking, he will, no matter how many
pieces of evidence are offered to him, still be stating the truth is he says that
he oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor shaft B. Kolodny and MacFarlane
point out that not only is this an undesirable consequence, but that it must
be a mistaken view of how agents deliberate and advisors offer advice: after
all, in most cases, when trying to give someone advice, the goal of the advisor
is not to change the question the advisee was asking, but to give the advisee

7Ibid., p. 11
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the correct answer to the question they were asking.8

3 A Defense of Contextualism

In response to Kolodny and MacFarlane, Bjornsson and Finlay offer a defense
of contextualism about ”ought” by arguing that the problem for contextual-
ism outlined by Kolodny and MacFarlane is not quite as big of a problem as
it might seem9; if Agent believes that he oughtcon to block neither shaft A
nor shaft B, and, after asking himself whether this is the right thing to do
given his information, then he has found the correct answer to his question,
and oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor shaft B. Furthermore, they claim,
Advisor has evidence that is irrelevant to the question that agent is trying
to answer: Advisor’s answer to Agent’s question misses the point, and the
two might as well be talking past one another, and Advisor’s evidence is only
relevant if he and Agent are asking the same question.

If deliberating agents are asking the same question, then they are striving
towards a collective answer, Bjornsson and Finlay claim. In cases like these,
the body of available information is not limited to the evidence possessed by
one agent, but is composed of the evidence that each of the agents involved
have at hand, and Agent and Advisor are best viewed as engaging in a dialogue.
Therefore, if Agent and Advisor were talking about the problem, sharing the
evidence available to each, and striving toward asking and answering the same
question, then the body of relevant information would contain both Agent’s
evidence and Advisor’s evidence.

Bjornsson and Finlay proceed to offer a new definition of context-sensitive
ought (which I will refer to as oughtcon* to avoid too much confusion) accord-
ing to which ”normative judgements [are] relativized both to (i) information
and to (ii) standards or ends”.10 The definition of contextualism as attacked
by Kolodny and MacFarlane, they argue, neglects to emphasize the impor-

8Kolodny and MacFarlane (2008), in addition to presenting this problem for contextual-
ism, offer several more objections to contextualism and defend relativism about ”ought”. To
avoide unnecessarily complicating this paper, I have condensed two problems (the advisor
problem and the physicist problem) into one: both the advisor problem and the physicist
problem have the same underlying structure, and Bjornsson and Finlay’s (2010) responses
to the problems are extremely similar, which I have condensed as well.

9Bjornsson and Finlay (2010)
10Bjornsson and Finlay (2010). p.8)
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tance of the role that an Agent’s values or standards have in deliberation: an
Agent, when deliberating about a case such as either the Simple Miner Case
or the Complex Miner Case, will be searching for better information, and will
be willing to change his quetsions in order to accomodate better information,
and will do so in order to promote his own values.11

In both SMC and CMC, Agent has one goal in mind: to save the miners.
Presumably, Bjornsson and Finlay point out, the reason Agent has this goal
in mind is because Agent holds the preservation of human life as a highly
valuable, perhaps even as the most valuable, goal. If human life is seen as
valuable to Agent, then Agent will do whatever he can to get more evidence
so as to save the lives of the miners, and will change his question every time
new and better evidence comes along so that he can best stay in line with
what he values.

To see precisely how Bjornsson and Finlay’s context-sensitive ought (oughtcon*)
works, let’s revisit the Miner Case once again, this time adding even more in-
formation (I will call this the Value-Sensitive Miner Case, or VSMC): ten
miners are trapped in shaft A or shaft B, and a deliberating agent (”Agent”)
can choose to (1) block neither shaft A nor shaft B, (2) block shaft A, or
(3) block shaft B. Agent has no information except that the miners are ei-
ther in shaft A or in shaft B, and is asking himself the following question:
”what ought I do to save the miners?” Agent values human live above all
other things, and is reluctant to risk the lives of the miners by blocking one
of the shafts when he doesn’t know which shaft the miners are in, and decides
that what he ought to do, given his information and his values, is block neither
shaft A nor shaft B. From this, we can say that the following statement is true,
using the definition of context-sensitive ought offered by Bjornsson and Finlay:

(VSMCagent): Agent oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

Imagine, then, that an observer (”Advisor”), comes along, and knows that
the miners are trapped in shaft A. Advisor, like Agent, values human life above
all else, and is determined to help Agent save the lives of the trapped miners.
Thinking to himself that he ought to share his information with Agent, he
approaches Agent. Before he tells Agent his information (that the miners are
in shaft A), he considers the folloing statement, which is true relative to both
his standards and his evidence:

11Ibid., p. 16
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(VSMCadvisor): Agent oughtcon to block shaft A.
Advisor then decides to share his information with Agent, and the two enter
into a dialogue:

Advisor: ”You ought to block shaft A.”

The advice given by Advisor now enters into the relevant body of informa-
tion that Agent has: Agent now knows that Advisor thinks he ought to block
shaft A. Agent, being a rational human being who is willing to consider any-
thing that will help him achieve his goal (which is to save the miners), changes
his question from ”what ought I do given my evidence and standards” to
”what ought I do given both my evidence and standards and Advisor’s ad-
vice, evidence, and standards?” Even though the relevant body of information
available to Advisor has not yet entered this so-called ”collective dialogue”,
the question Agent is deliberating has changed, and the advice given by Ad-
visor is now part of the relevant body of information available to Agent.

Agent, however, still believes that what he ought to do, given his evidence
and his standards, is to block neither shaft, but, after considering the new
information available to him (that Advisor thinks he ought to block shaft A),
the dialogue continues:

Agent: ”Why ought I block shaft A?”

Advisor: ”Because the miners are in shaft A.”

The body of information available to Agent has now radically changes, and
the advice given to him by Advisor has affected his deliberation in such a way
that his standards, the relevant body of information available to him, and the
question he is asking, are part of a collective dialogue of deliberation. Here,
Bjornsson and Finlay claim, deliberation and advice no longer seem to come
apart, for it is now true that what Agent out to do and what Advisor believes
Agent ought to do are now the same:

(VSMCagent): Agent oughtcon* to block shaft A.

(VSMCadvisor): Agent oughtcon* to block shaft A.

It seems, then, that if ought is context-sensitive and relativized to both
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information and standards or ends, the intuitive notion of what Agent ought
to do is preserved: under Bjornsson and Finlay’s account, Agent, with only
the basic information (the information presented in SMC), ought (oughtcon*)
to block neither shaft A nor shaft B, and, when encountering new information
given to him by Advisor, the relevant body of information, along with what he
oughtcon to do, changes. Complex cases in which more information is present,
in which either Advisor shares his information with Agent or Advisor does not
share his information with Agent, can be accounted for and explained using
Bjornsson and Finlay’s contextualist account of ”ought”.

But what about more complex cases, in which moral disagreement is present?
If ”ought” is semantically incomplete, must be filled in by relevant bodies of
information and is relative to standards or ends, there are many possible sce-
narios in which the standards or ends will differ: Agent, for example, could
have very different standards or ends than Advisor; possibly, Advisor could
have different standards or ends than Agent, but, being aware of Agent’s stan-
dards or ends, could give him misleading information that would help Advisor
achieve his own goals, and not Agent’s. How might Bjornsson and Finlay’s
contextualism account for this?

4 Moral Disagreement in the Miner Case

After spending several pages defending contextualism about ”ought” against
the problem raised by Kolodny and MacFarlane, Bjornsson and Finlay change
the topic to that of moral disagreement, and argue for a standards- and
interest-relative contextualist account of ”ought”, mostly in an effor to ar-
gue against the relativism about ”ought” that Kolodny and MacFarlane put
forth. The type of moral disagreement addressed by Bjornsson and Finlay,
however, has to do with disagreements between assessors of situations and
the deliberating agents in those situations, not specifically with the sorts of
disagreements we would expect were we to encounter a Miner Case in which
Agent and Advisor had different standards, or different goals, in mind. It is,
however, easy to adjust the sort of moral disagreement so that it works in the
Miner Case, and is what we would naturally expect to find in a more complex
Miner Case in which Agent and Advisor had different moral standards. In
what follows, I will lay out a case in which the moral disagreement addressed
by Bjornsson and Finlay will be fit into a Miner Case and evaluated and ex-
plained. The paradigm case of the sort of moral disagreement addressed by
Bjornsson and Finlay is as follows:
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”Consider Huckleberry Finn’s belief that he ought to tell on Miss
Watson’s fugitive slave, Jim. Huck wrestles with this belief
through Twain’s novel, and as readers we reject it: it’s not the
case that Huck ought to tell on Jim. Plausibly, Huck subscribes
to a different moral standard than we do. According to a
contextualist treatment of standard relativity in normative judement,
it is possible that the propositions that Huck accepts and that we
reject are different: Huck accepts the proposition that he ought-
relative-to-standard-Y to tell on Jim, while we reject the proposition
that he ought-relative to-standard-Z to tell on Jim. So it seems
contrary to appearances we are not really in disagreement with Huck:
what he accepts is not what we reject.”12

There is, Bjornsson and Finlay admit, a problem here: if contextualism
admits that different (opposing) moral claims are relativized differently, an
assessment problem for contextualism arises.13 If, on the other hand, contex-
tualism denies that moral disagreements of this sort are relativized differently,
difference in moral claims must still be accounted for if we are to put forth an
account of contextualism about ”ought” that isn’t susceptible to the original
problems pointed out by Kolodny and MacFarlane. Moral divergence must be
explained and accounted for.14

The problem with moral disagreement is similar to the original problem
for contextualism raised by Kolodny and MacFarlane: if a deliberating agent
is asking a different question than an advisor is offering an answer to, sim-
ply because they have another goal in mind, then, likewise, the question that
an agent is trying to answer can be radically different than the quetsion an
advisor is offering an answer to because they are asking different questions
and searching for answers that are relative to different standards. While con-
templating whether he should block neither shaft or block one of the shafts,
Agent (who is a consequentialist) could be asking himself, ”What ought I do

12Ibid., p. 25-26
13Ibid., p. 26
14Jan Dowell, in ”A Flexible Contextualist Account of ’Ought’”, denies that moral claims

of this sort are relativized this way. Her account of ”ought”, as Bjornsson and Finlay
point out, complex enough that it is poised to avoide the problems that arise when moral
disagreement occurs, but, I believe, doesn’t preserve the intuitive notion we have of moral
disagreement, differences in standards, or differences in normative theories - thing that I
think any version of contextualism, given the problems pointed out here by Kolodny and
MacFarlane, should be able to account for.
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relative to consequentialism?”, while Advisor (a Kantian), would be asking
himself, ”What ought Agent do relative to Kantianism?” If contextualism is
standards-relative, then, even if Agent and Advisor had the same information,
or were seeking the same goal (to save the miners), the advice offered by Ad-
visor, or any information he could share with Agent, would be meaningless:
Advisor and Agent would be talking past one another.

To see precisely how this works, and why another, perhaps even more press-
ing, problem arises, let’s consider an even more complex version of the miner
case, which I will call the ”Moral Disagreement Miner Case”, or MDMC. In
MDMC, Agent is facing the same dilemma we found him facing in each of the
earlier miner cases: ten miners are trapped in either shaft A or shaft B - Agent
knows not which - and a flood is approaching. Agent has enough sandbags to
block only one of the shafts; if he chooses to block shaft A with the sandbags,
and the miners are, in fact, in shaft A, then all tell miners will be saved, but if
the miners are in shaft B, and he decides to block shaft A, then all ten miners
will die. He can, however, choose to block neither shaft A nor shaft B, but at
the expense of one of the lives of the miners, and only nine of the miners will
be saved. Just as in all of the previous cases, Agent has three options: first,
he can choose to block shaft A; second, he can choose to block shaft B; third,
he can choose to block neither shaft A nor shaft B. Regardless of what Agent
decides to do, we can all agree that at least one of the following is true:

(1) Agent ought to block shaft A.

(2) Agent ought to block shaft B.

(3) Agent ought to block either shaft A or shaft B.

(4) Agent ought to block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

In MDMC, Agent’s goal is to save all of the miners - a goal that is in line
with the normative theory he ascribes to (consequentialism) - and the question
he is trying to answer is: ”What ought I do given my evidence and relative to
consequentialism?” Given that ”ought” is relativized to both relevant bodies
of information and to standards or ends, we can say that the following is true:

(MDMCagent): Agent oughtcon to block neither shaft A nor shaft B.

While Agent is deliberating about what he ought to do, an observer (Ad-
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visor) approaches. Advisor happens to be the owner of the mind, and, rather
unfortunately, believes that Ayn Rand was a moral philosophers, and ascribes
to what he calls a ”Randian view of ethics.” Advisor doesn’t know for sure
whether or not the miners are in shaft A or in shaft B, but he does know
that shaft A is the most valuable shaft in the mine, and that the miners were
scheduled to be in shaft A at some time that day. Advisor’s question, then, is:
”What ought Agent do given both his evidence and my evidence, and relative
to my weird Randian view of ethics?”

Advisor approaches Agent, and tells him both that the miners were sup-
posed to be in shaft A that day and that shaft A is the most valuable shaft
in the mine: they ought, he stresses, block shaft A, and save both the miners
and the shaft. Agent is slightly hesitant, but believes Advisor to be seeking
the same goal that he himself (Agent) is seeking (to save the miners), and
promptly changes his question to: ”What ought I do relative to my (newly-
expanded) body of relevant information and relative to consequentialism?”
Advisor, having convinced Agent both to engage in this dialogue with him
and to change his question, tells him to block shaft A, and now both Agent
and Advisor believe the following to be true:

(MDMCadvisor): Agent oughtcon to block shaft A.

Agent agrees that he ought to block shaft A, and does so. The miners,
who were in fact in shaft A, are saved, and both Agent and Advisor have ac-
complished their respective goals: Agent saved the miners, and Advisor saved
the most valuable mine shaft. Prima facie, the case and the outcome of the
deliberation seem to bode well for contextualism - but what about the dif-
ference between moral standards? Can contextualism account for the moral
divergence present in this case, for the radical difference in the values being
promoted by Agent and Advisor?

As I mentioned earlier, contextualism here suffers from a problem similar
to that pointed out by Kolodny and MacFarlane, and simply cannot account
for moral disagreements of this sort that arise when deliberation and advice
must (and do) walk hand-in-hand: once againt, according to contextualism,
Agent and Advisor were talking past each other. Even more troubling is the
fact that, according to Bjornsson and Finlay’s account of contextualism about
”ought”, it shouldn’t even be possible for Advisor’s evidence or advice to en-
ter into the ”collective dialogue” that we find in advisor-advisee situations: if
deliberating agents and evidence-laden advisors must have the same collective
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goal in mind in situations like the miner case in order for an advisor’s advice,
answer, and evidence to be relevant, then Advisor would not have been able
to help Agent save the miners in this case.

In defense of contextualism once again, Bjornsson and Finlay argue that,
in cases of moral disagreement like that found in the description of the asses-
sor of the Huckleberry Finn story and Huck himself (and in MDMC above),
the context of the proposition expressed by ”ought” statements should not be
examined; rather, they say, we should view such ”ought” statements as ex-
pressing attitudes - and attitudes, in cases like the Huck Finn case or MDMC,
will be what holds Agent and Advisor in a dialogue and prevents them from
talking past one another.

It’s not clear how Bjornsson and Finlay’s response to these sorts of moral
disagreement works in cases like MDMC, since the attitudes held by Agent
and Advisor must be the same if they are to enter into a collective dialogue,
change Agent’s question, and avoid talking past one another: if, when Agent
and Advisor are talking about what Agent ought to do, then content of the
proposition ”Agent ought to block shaft A” (which is true relative to the
context of utterance, standards, and the relevant body of information) is irrel-
evant, and only the attitude expressed by the proposition should be taken into
account, then the same problem arises. The attitude expressed by Agent when
he contemplates the proposition ”Agent ought to block shaft A” is directly re-
lated to his standards and goals; this is also true for Advisor, who, when he
utters the sentence ”Agent ought to block shaft A”, will be expressing an at-
titude that reflects both his standards and his motivations for thinkind that
Agent should block shaft A. Once again, under Bjornsson and Finlay’s version
of contextualism (as sophisticated as it is), deliberation and advice come apart.

5 Concluding Remarks

When considering cases like SMC, CMC, VSMC, and MDMC, we want to
preserve the connection between deliberation and advice. In any contextualist
account of ”ought”, whether it be the simple oughtcon or the more complex
oughtcon*, we need to preserve the new information available to the deliber-
ating agent when an observer or advisor approaches and provides an answer
to the question the deliberating agent is asking. We saw in section two that
contextualism cannot account for cases in which an advisor is offering an an-
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swer to a question that is not the precise question a deliberating agent may
be asking; Bjornsson and Finlay offered a solution to this problem (outlined
in section 3), by arguing that ought should not be filled in only by context
and relevant bodies of information, but is standards- or interest-relative as well.

Prima facie, Bjornsson and Finlay’s defense of contextualism seems ade-
quate: by relativizing ought to standards or ends, cases like the Miner Case can
be accounted for an explained by viewing the interaction between Agent and
Advisor in a Miner Case as a collective dialogue, in which both Agent and Ad-
visor have the same standards and are pursuing the same goals; in such cases,
Agent, who will do whatever it takes to reach his goal of saving the miners,
will revise his question so that Advisor can answer it. However, as I argued in
section four, this raises a further problem for Bjornsson and Finlay’s version of
contextualism when we assess cases in which Advisor and Agent have different
standards or ends: in such cases, Bjornsson and Finlay’s contextualism fails to
preserve the connection between deliberation and advice, and contextualism
is once again plagued by the original problems brought against it by Kolodny
and MacFarlane.

If contextualists still want to claim that ”ought” really is context-sensitive,
and relative to both relevant bodies of information and standards or ends,
adequate solutions to these problems must be found. In any revised version
of contextualism, whether it be standards-relative or not, the connection be-
tween advice and deliberation cannot (and should not) come apart. I am
not certain what this solution will look like, and what needs to be added to
Bjornsson and Finlay’s account. Certainly, there are other options for those
who want to preserve the context-sensitive notion of ”ought” - including the
relativism defended by Kolodny and MacFarlane, invariantism, and other ver-
sions of contextualism about ought - but whether each of these is plagued by
similar problems, or suffers from altogether different shortcomings, remains to
be seen.
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