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1. Introduction — Meta-Ethics

One part of the study and practicenodral philosophy or ethics belongsrtormative
ethics This is concerneavith theories and approaches whigtiiculate judgements
on how weought to act or on how we should @ée central concern of normative
ethics is an elucidation of what igght, good or virtuous. In the presemticle we
shall turn our attention tmeta-ethics. This is the branchpifilosophy which aims to
understandhe nature of moral judgemen®ather than asking what kinds action
are good or right, the questitlecomes what is it to say of an acttbat it is good or
right? We are noteeking a substantive ethical thealpout what is right, but
enquiring intowhat we mean when we say thatation or person or state of affairs
is good or right, wrong, bad, cruel, juetd so on. There is a concern with amalysis
of moral concepts, theelations between them and otlfieon-moral) concepts and the
logic of their use. Perhaps, above all thougte the questions of whether auoral
statements are capable of beinge or false and of whether we cpassess moral
knowledge.

2. Realism and Moral Realism

The term ‘realism’ is used widely ancoh different contexts. Realism can be
characterised as a set of theses atimitvorld and our relationship to iWnderstood
thus it is conjunction ofnetaphysical, epistemological asdmantic view$.While
there is nosettled, neat consensus on the detzilthhe commitments of realism, the
following captures those views whidtake out a realist stance. The worldrd
independent with a structueecounting for its fundamentahture; a structure which
does nodepend upon what we think aboubitthe concepts we deploy to describe
The facts about the world aobjective. The fundamentahetaphysical claim of the
realistabout x is that x exists independentfywhether it is thought or talkeabout.
Knowledge of the world ipossible and we do actually have soknewledge of the
world. Languageefers to the objects in the worldThe meaning of a sentence is
fixed by itstruth conditions, and those conditicar® evidence transcendent (semantic
realism).

At the risk of compressing a rangeathims moral realism is the view thahen we
make moral judgements vege making claims — utterirgentences - that are capable
of beingliterally true or false; some of whidre true; and about which we carake
genuine errors. Furthermorthey are true (or false) by virtue of amlependently
existing moral realityabout which we can and do posskeisswledge. The realist must
ultimately explain the sense in which there isiadependent moral reality, but the
core of the position is that there aneralfacts The realist position is thugpposed to
those meta-ethicaheories which view our moratatements as expressions of attitude
or emotion or as aiming to asstatts, but which all turn out to be falsecause there
are no moral facts texpress. To put matters crudely tlealist holds that our moral
beliefs andudgements are about a special clasfacts — the moral facts — and it is
these facts which underpin the trighour moral beliefs. The anti-realisttimately
offers an analysis of theature and meaning of our mojatigements in terms of our
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attitudes, emotions and opinions, which atgpically shaped by the prevailing
conventions of our society.

« A full-blown moral realism has thehese commitments:
* There exist moral facts and thage distinct class of facts.

* We possess moral knowledgehich is to have knowledge ¢some of) the
moral facts.

* Realists hold that moral facts avbjective, or independent of amgliefs or
thoughts we might havabout them. What is right is ndetermined by what |
or anybody else thinks is right. It is not ewvigtermined by what we all think
is right, even if we could be got tagree. To take an example fralomnathan
Dancy, we cannot malactions right by agreeing that thage, any more than
we can mak&ombs safe by agreeing that theg>

* It is possible for us to makmistakes about what is right amdhat is wrong.
So what peopleonscientiously decide they should may not be the same as
whatthey should do.

The basic question is whether realisepresents our best understandingnadral
discourse and the ways in whichoral judgements relate to tli®main of human
interaction and theatural world. In order to understatite motivation for endorsing
realism and the plausibility of doing so a serie$ related questions must be
considered.

In the present paper | shall focustbe question that perhaps arig@snediately and
most obviously. Whakind of fact is a moral fact? Whileshall not here address the
further andrelated issues, a fully worked orgalist answer must ensure that it can
accommodate an explanation @j:the epistemology of moral realisnwhat account
can be provided ofiow we acquire moral knowledgéi?) the relationship between
moral judgement and motivation - whet the role of moral judgement our moral
psychology? After all, werdinarily think that judgingsomething to be, say, wrong
playsa role in our coming to havenaotivation to ac®.

3. Why Realism?

The realist can point out that takingr moral statements as aimingréport the facts
and sometimesucceeding in doing so conforms withe appearance of our moral
talk andexperience. A moral judgement tak@®positional form. | believe, judge,
say, hold that something is right wrong. If we take the surface form otir talk
seriously then there is ammediate appeal to realism. For fieem of our moral talk
looks to beexplained in terms of its role in statitfge moral facts. When | explain to
my colleagues in the sociologiepartment that we should discourbgeed teenagers
from casually burningdogs during the summer vacation | dot appeal to the
damaging effects afog-burning on suburban culture. Ndw | justify my assertion by
pointing out that it is a commitment whickincerely expresses my strongly held
attitude about the way to treat bea&ather, people should not burn ddmgause it
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is wrong to do so: it is a fa@bout the kind of world we inhabihat the wanton
destruction of lifeand value is a bad, wrong or vicicad.

Now, of course my interlocutor mighlispute the claim that some practiceving,
state of affairs morally bad odisposition of character vicious. In oumoral
judgements and discourse \aee ordinarily concerned that we gée answers to
moral questions rightt matters that my judgement is trtheat my friend has acted in
a morallydeplorable way by cuckolding hizother. For to hold someone blame or
praiseworthy and to conduct onesatficordingly with respect to them iswaeighty
matter. It is not an isswmnfined to the study or classroobut a question of how one
engageswith others. The justificationexplanation and perhaps motivation for the
way | interact and treat othens light of their deeds and attitudeshsw they are
morally. The how-they-aris not a matter of mere opinion f@eling, but of the moral
facts. Theexplanation and justification of theriticism of my friend is that it is
literally true that it is wrong (othethings being equal) to sleep with ydomother’s
wife.

These considerations point to a clos@llated and common feature of auoral talk:
disagreement. If wgenuinely disagree whether soamion is right then this appears
to suppose that there is a domaimudral facts about which we can foilmeliefs and
about which we can bmistaken. When | dispute the moealceptability of abortion
with a colleague it does not seem that eitbeus takes the discussion to be an idle
one in the sense that there isarswer to be had. Each of us begindbleving that
he has a bettemderstanding of the facts and se&ksexplain to the other why he is in
error. Our moral talk has a structupeesupposing that the correct answars in
principle accessible to all. Moralldgement is objective and the objexft moral
enquiry and judgement is &stablish the facts of the matter -abdeast aiming to get
closer to anunderstanding thereof. ‘(T)he way which we conduct ourselves in
living the moral life seems to presuppdbat these (moral) facts are availalde
all...we seem to think that morgliestions have correct answe'rs’.

If morality is objective in this waythen it makes sense of the idegadgress as well
as the possibility oérror. Pointing to the parallel witbcientific progress the realist
maysuggest that things can impraverally as we come to acquire mokalowledge.
Just as science progressasour theories approximate matesely to the facts about
the naturalvorld, so we can progress morallyvas gain in our moral knowledge. Of
course the possibility of morgbrogress and improvement throughgeowth in
knowledge is not to say thatogress will be smooth, easy sustained. The realist
point is not thatwe are making inevitable morgrogress, but that there is an
explanation available of what it meastalk of such progress.

For present purposes let us grant thate is grima faciemotivation forrealism. Its
opponent is well stockeavith arguments to show that weught to understand
morality in termsof subjective opinion, expressions attitude and emotion and in
terms ofdefeasible social conventions. | shathve to another occasion the positive
arguments for anti-realism. In themaining sections of the preseamticle | turn to a
challenge that theealist must immediately answer: whiehd of facts are these
allegedly moralfacts? For in the absence of satisfactory response the initial
motivation to be a realist may draaway.
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4. What Kind of Facts?

A realist who is a naturalist holds thabral facts are identical with (eeducible to)
natural facts. Morgbropositions report or describe htlwngs are in the world - what
moralproperties are possessed by a persatabe. Moral properties such ggodness
are just natural propertigsr a complex of natural properties).matural property is
the kind whichfeatures in, is the subject matter of tieural and social sciences. In
statinga moral truth 1 am describing hothings are from a perspective of moral
concern or interest. In explaining wtorture is wrong | employ morabncepts rather
than give a technicaheurophysiological account of th®ain states of the victim.
However, my moral judgement describes rmaturalistic state of affairs. Moral
properties and the facts abguobrality are not special @ui generian the sense that
they refer to states afffairs which transcend or fall outsidéthe scope of the natural
and sociakciences. While moral facts areliatinct class of facts about thermative
and evaluative dimension @vents, character, judgement astdtes they are not
mysterious in thesense that true moral propositiaeger to states, properties or facts
which are not natural.

An Avristotelian, for example, regartlse good or virtuous life to be onewhich the
individual exhibits a certaicomplex of natural properties manifest in the
development of theicharacter (psychology). A hedonitlitarian identifies goodness
with happiness. A more sophisticatadiculation of naturalism in ethiaghirough a
form of consequentialisnsees the property of being good as teperty of
conducing to th@revalence of a complex and clustegedup of properties of things
which goto satisfy important human neetls.

A naturalistic approach explains theetaphysics of moral properties - thaye
identical (or reducible to) withatural properties - and it explaihew we can come
to have knowledgeof them. We can know about thworal facts via the same
(sensory)means through which we gakmowledge of any other natural fattow,
this is not to say that mor&nowledge is easily gained, but thhere is nothing
mysterious involved imobtaining it. Perhaps, we shall need dombine the best
scientific and moratiheories to make epistemological progress in ethics

An influential criticism of naturalisnfrom within the realist camp waamously
developed by G.E. Moore ithe early years of the twentietientury. His challenge
was to the verypossibility of identifying moral anchatural propertie$. Moore
believedthat much of ethical thinking abotite nature of moral judgements rested
what he called ‘the naturalistfallacy’. Simply put the ‘fallacy’ iscommitted in the
identification of thesimple, non-natural property ajoodness with some natural
property. Moore defines naturalism in terms tfat which can be the object of
experience and which is the subjewitter the natural sciences and adsgchology*’
According to Mooremost philosophers have conflated freperty of goodness with
the thinggthat possess it or with some otlpeoperty(s) that good things have.

It may be true that all things whi@re good are also somethialge...But far
too many philosophers have thought thathen they named those other
properties they were actualiiefining good; that thegaoperties, in fact, were
simply not‘other’, but absolutely and entirelhhe same with goodness. This
view | propose to call the naturalisfallacy
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Moore’s positive thesis concerns thature of ‘good’. We cannot defingood’ in
more basic terms becauseist a simple and unanalysable propefngaging in
certain actions may beirtuous because they bring abaithtes that are good in
themselves. Aight action is one that produces thesatest possible amount of that
which is good in itself. To be good is possess intrinsic value. Moreover, weow a
good action or state when vemcounter it. Moore suggests analogy with colour.
We can come tknow what ‘yellow’ is through direcacquaintance with yellow
objects. Nadefinition of yellow (in, say, terms afavelength) can convey to someone
who has never encountered it wiyatlow is. In this respect good is likellow. You
only know it when youencounter it. While yellow is a simpleatural property,
goodness is a simpleon-natural property. A naturgroperty like yellow, being
desired otbeing productive of happiness existsspace and time and can feature in
the empirical investigation of the world. Aon-natural property will not show up
when we examine the structure of thatural world. All there is to be said our
empirical investigation of natuian be said in the language of sciefro® quite how
Moore puts the point).

What then is the relationship betwetbe natural and non-natural propertoesacts?
After all, if two sets ohatural facts are identical we shotldld that the moral facts
are the samé=or if two states are identical withspect to the natural facts, then there
seems to be nothing salient whicbuld give rise to a difference in thmoral or
evaluative quality of thestates. Consider, two identicadstances of torture being
inflicted upon the innocent. Here the reatian appeal to the notion sfipervenience,
which was introducednto the contemporary philosophickgxicon by Hare (not a
realist), according to whom all evaluatiyeredicates supervene on tliescriptive’
characteristics ofomething. This is the thesis that at@main of phenomena (D1)
dependsntirely on another (D2) even thougtere are no systematic links between
them, and in particular even thougtere is no causal relationshyetween D2 and
D1. The state of D1 igiven by the state of D2, and there ¢@no change in D1
without somechange in D2 (although the converstation does not hold). No two
things(e.g. persons, acts, states of affapa) differ in evaluative terms withoatso
differing in their non-evaluativ@roperties. Although the term waeever used by
Moore, the idea of amon-reductive relation of dependenisyreflected in the anti-
naturalisticthesis that ‘good’ stands for a non-natymaiperty™

How are we to account for morkhowledge if moral facts are non-naturéifdore
holds that when ware presented with something gamgd judgement of value is self-
evident.In judging something to be good - ke a Moorean example, that artistic
beauty is good in itself - is to posses$elief | just know to be true, but farhich
there are no further reasonshie given. This appeal to self-evidenoay not strike
you as compellingWhat if A and B sincerely disagreer what is self-evident?
We mightinsist that something be said étucidate how it is that one just knows
certain judgements that they drae. Moore uses the term ‘intuition’ tefer to our
direct awareness ajoodness. However, he is nsitiggesting that we have some
specialfaculty of moral intuition omperception (akin to say sight) througlhnich we
cognize moral truths. As heays, ‘when | call such propositiofatuitions’ | mean
merely to assetthat they are incapable of proofinhply nothing whatever as to the
manner or origin of our cognition tiem’.
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5. The Open Question Argument

The key element in Moore’s criticisf naturalism is his Open Questidmgument
(‘OQA"). Suppose, Mooresays, goodness were identical witbme other property.
Let us say thagoodness is identical with theromotion of happiness (His own
example is what we desire to desifdpw ‘good’ and ‘happiness’ argynonymous
and every competespeaker would therefore know that:

NI good = df the promotion dfappiness?

It now follows that to ask ‘is thawhich promotes happiness goodiZmonstrates a
lack of understandingr sense on the part of the enquirerisinot a real or live
guestion. For, giveour definition of good, it is just theame as asking ‘is that which
is good,good?’ However, Moore explains thats always aropen question to ask of
some act or state whether it is goodhot. To ask if promoting happinessgsod is
always a live or open enquiro, ‘good’ does not just mean tipgomotion of
happiness (or whatevaatural property(s)) and Nl is false.

One criticism faced by the OQA is thatloes not establish what is neededuie out

a naturalist realism. Thaaturalist claim it challenges is thatoral facts and
properties can balentified with non-moral, naturdhcts and properties. That is a
metaphysical thesis. Perhaps all DA can establish is that moral andn-moral
terms are not synonyms amterdefined; it does show that NI faite express an
analytic judgementUnderstanding what one term meah®es not entail that one
understandvhat the other means. A genuin&losed’ question is whether a bachelor
is an unmarried. | can only ask tlggestion if | am not a competent usérthe term
‘bachelor’. In learning whathe word means | just learn thatbachelor is an
unmarried maleHowever, it is clear that not atheanings (or truths) are analytic in
this way'® To point out that it is naanalytic that good is the promotion luippiness
does not yet establish thie moral fact is not just identical tanatural one.

Let’'s consider non-moral cases. | miayow a lot about vixens. They aamimals,
they eat chickens and peopiave hunted them. Yet, | can st#nsibly ask whether a
vixen is afemale fox should | be ignorant of thaict about foxes. Of course, once |
learn that ‘vixen’ and ‘female fox’ refdo the very same kind of beast theestion
falls away. Once | come tanderstand the term ‘vixen’ | cannf@il to know that this
is a female kinaf beast. Likewise, a person ignorantnaoddern chemistry may know
a greadeal about water yet sensibly ask infinist science class whether the gaiff

of his acquaintance is H2&mpirical investigation is required &stablish the facts,
to illuminate howthings are. So with moral facts. Theetaphysical truth of what they
are cannot be simply read off from theords we employ. ‘Good’ may not be
synonymous with the ‘promotion dfappiness’, but they might both reterthe very
same property. NI shouldbt be seen as stating a propositidmich is analytic - true
in virtue of themeanings of the terms or symbatsolved. Rather, such a statement
is asynthetic one. Further, given thecessity of identity, a naturalistight go on to
argue that a morgbroperty is identical with a natural orend that this is an a
posteriorinecessity.

The response to the Mooreamallenge is to note that the cenelment in realism is
a metaphysicathesis. A moral (M) and naturgroperty (N) may be identical.
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However, the fact of the identity doast entail that M and N possess thexy same
meaning. It is not aanalytic truth that M is N, it does nfillow from the meanings

of the termsnvolved. Nor is it knowabla priori that M = N. Here, the naturalist can
point to the similarity with other case$ property identity: for example, thgroperty

of being water and thproperty of being H20; or temperatused mean molecular
kinetic energyFrom the meaning of the first terntannot just read off the second.
Instead | have to go and discover (¥gypaying attention in science classes) that the
terms refer to the very sarttang.

However, this form of naturalisesponse may itself face problert@Good’ is just not
like water or heat oany other natural kind term in a wthat allows it to be analysed
in the same kind of way and to preserve tieracter that realism requires ofSt.
Very roughly here’s how such amgument might gd’

* Water picks out the wet stufthich is H20 and has done so simee began to
employ the concepOur use of the concept is directby the nature of that
stuff. At some point we discovered tibeemical composition of water aisd
learnt that water is H20.

* We can imagine a distant worldwin-Earth, or remote part dhis planet
isolated from the regdf us, in which ‘water’ refers to thwet, odourless and
so on stuffwhich directs or determines thise of the concept. The twin earth
term ‘water’ figures in the livegjescriptions and explanations tbe people
there just as water do&s ours. However, while all else ihe same on twin
Earth as it ishere, the wet stuff on Twin Eartimas a completely different
chemical composition. It isomposed of some otheombination of elements,
say ‘XYZ'. What twin-earthers mean anghat we mean by ‘water’ is
different (so this story goebecause the meaning of the terndésermined by
the nature oessence of the stuff to whichréfers.

* This might cause some confusian first and we might appear thsagree
about the meaning ofvater’. However, such disputes aesolved by pointing
out that theterms, the concepts employed ahé thoughts in our heads are
actually referring to differentstuffs. | don’t think that my twinearth
interlocutor is wrong wheme talks of ‘water’, but that he imlking about
something else.

Now, let’'s grant that here (on Earth;enr moral community) the property being
right is identical with thgoroperty of promoting happiness. Afteruch investigation
it has turned outhat the utilitarians were correct along. We can imagine a
community(on say moral Twin Earth) in which tle®ncept of right is identical with
something else - for example, Kant@eontology or the promotion of tigtory of the
philosopher king or thassertion of individual power. As in theater case the term
‘good’ and thecluster of moral concepts arounglay the same kind of role on Twin
Earth as moral concepts do on Eardbst as in the water case there diféerent
properties responsible for these of and denoted by the sharedhographically
identical termHowever, the parallel with the natukahd term cannot be sustained.
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* In the utilitarian world it is good aight to help strangers becausgrbmotes
general happiness. Onoral Twin Earth let it be good texploit strangers
becausgoodness is the property aserting individual power.

* On arriving in the othecommunity you can check wityour hosts that your
grasp of theterm ‘good’ is shared. All agrethat it just means ‘the most
general term of commendatiordnd you can agree that the maeims play
the same kind of role ihoth communities - for example praise and blame,
determine thgustice of actions and so on. Yébey would be puzzled by the
instances in which you use ‘goodhd you would be equally surprisedhen
they employed it.

* The states that determine the n$good and right are radicaltstinct for the
different communities. If, as in the watease, we are to explain away the
appearance of disagreement, thi@e suggests that naturalisioguments tend
towards a radicalelativism. If on the other hand wwld there to be genuine
disagreement, then we must melae same thing by terms such‘aght’ and
‘goodness’. Yet, thisnetaphysical naturalism does rsgtem to allow for that
since thenatural properties determining thee of the concept vary across the
communities.

The argument aims to suggest thaeén when a natural property direatsd controls
the use of a moradoncept, the identity of goodness waiich a natural property does
not capture fully what we understand ameéan by goodness. Is this a g@dument
against naturalist realism®hat can the realist say? Theremsre to be said here of
course. For thanoment, though, | want to brieflpddress the naturalist claim,
dismissedrather quickly earlier, that realism is the business of providing an
informative, reductive analysis aforal concepts.

6. Definition Naturalism
Definitional naturalism is

(The view that we can definmoral terms exclusively in termapt for
describing the subjechatter of the natural and socsdiences. The catch cry
of definitional naturalism is not justnalysis, buteductiveanalysis. Wemust
first define moral terms inon-moral terms, and then weust make sure that
all of the non-moral terms in our definitiorare themselves thoroughly
naturalistict®

Moore thinks it is not possible to givge naturalistic definition of a moraérm (M)
such as gootf If we define‘good’ as some natural property (N)nionetheless does
not seencontradictory to assert thabmething, x, has N but is not godtbwever if
there is such a naturalistiefinition of M, then it would have tbe self-contradictory
to assert that kas N, but is not M just as it is to sidmat Bob is not unmarried, but is
abachelor. The force of the OQA agaidsfinitional naturalism hangs on theemise
that there is no naturalistaefinition of good such that it is @ntradiction to claim
that x has N buts not good. Moore’s challenge is that providing a conceptual
analysis ofthe concept of goodness we areable to capture our understandofgt

in naturalistic terms.
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The definitional naturalist is engagéd conceptual analysis. Quite general this
involves furnishing aranalysis or explanation of a concef, through the use of
anotherconcept(s), C1. Examples include #mealysis of knowledge as justified true
belief, the analysis of material objeets statements about sense dataattaysis of
mental states as (compleaispositions to behave. In all suchses it looks like an
open questiogan be asked. This points to what hame to be known as the paradox
of analysis.

In looking to analyse C we seekcancept C1 that will provide uwith
something new anishiformative about C.

The claim then that C snalytically (definitionally)equivalent to C1 must be
unobvious, and so informative.

But, C1 must really be analyticalgquivalent to C and so it canneglly tell
us anything we donknow already.

So, either the attempt to provide @amalysis of concepts does lead toogen question
and to the failure of definitional analysis or analysis is juswial and uninformative.
After all, knowing that bachelors are unmarrtetls us nothing about the world.

Does this suggest that the OQA is giill its feet? That is too hasty. We migagard
this kind of naturalisticonceptual analysis as aimingdrplain (in less problematic
terms) theset of beliefs and judgements whiobnstitute the possession of a concept,
C. Such an analysis may well baobvious and it will be informative. Moreover, a
full grasp of the analysiwill foreclose the question of whetheome x falling under
C also falls unde€1. The burden may well be on thaturalist to furnish such an
account.However, Moore’s argument (amadeed Ayer’s later employment offir
anti-realist ends), does not @mough to show that there will alwajpe an open
guestion. Perhapsyerything we say about x in terms@®fcan be said in terms of C1.
Indeed, tathe extent that we can analyse Xa@ss philosophically problematic terms,
the employment of C1 is arguablylie taken as progress.

Moore was, though, on to somethimgportant in the OQA. Perhaps, theoblem is
not that there is always tlopen question of whethamptwithstanding that x has N, x
is M. Instead, it may be that in providingreaturalistic analysis of M, something
essential in our characterisation amalerstanding of M is lost.

7. Against Non-Naturalistic Realism

Ayer believed he has a quitkevastating criticism of a realist claithat moral facts
are non-naturd’ Such purported facts violate thenciples of logical positivism and
so are meaningless. According positivism a sentence is factualignificant if and
only if the proposition it expresses is empiricalgrifiable - at its most basic a
proposition is verifiable only if therare observation statements agawich its
truth or falsity can be teste8ince Ayer took non-naturalism &mtail intuitionism —
the thesis thatve have a faculty of moral intuition or sense thiédws us to cognize
moral truths - there would appear to beway to verify the truth or falsity amnoral
claims against empirical dat@hat | utter that something is gocdn be verified, but
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the self-evidencef the judgement | make through nppssession of moral sense
eludes anguch criterion of meaningfulnesswill suffice for the moment to observe
that a criticism of non-naturalisgrounded in a (now) controversial aptbblematic
theory of meaning ikardly obviously compelling’

Unsurprisingly, these remarks do rleave non-naturalism in the cledhat Ayer
was right to worry aboutvas how the non-naturalist cancount for the realist claim
that wecan have knowledge of the mofatts, and how those non-natunabral facts
relate to or fit in to thenatural world. A focus for theseorries is provided by the
claim thatthe moral facts supervene on thetural facts (this is often put in terrok
the evaluative or normative facssipervening on the descriptive factShe realist
supposes the followingaims are true.

(Sup) Moral facts or propertissipervene on naturaléscriptive
ones.
(Equiv) No two things exactly similan their natural properties can

differ solely in their morabnes.

The first claim seems incontrovertibiiethe realist wants to locate the mofatts
within the spatio-temporal realm a way that relates them to objeatsd actions in
nature. Indeedgveryone agrees that the mofahtures of things supervene on their
natural features.....It is am priori truth’.?*> The second claim seeressential to any
realism. If Bob, in garticular set of circumstances (&ills old ladies for fun and we
judge itto wrong, then when in C Mary alddlls old ladies for fun we must also
judge her actions to be wrong.

The non-naturalist makes the furtlodaims that:
(NN) Moral facts or properties an®t identical with naturabnes.

(MK) In gaining moral knowledgeve do not infer the mordacts
from the presence ofatural properties.

The non-naturalist holds that thelationship between natural antbral properties is
not a causal onerhe natural properties involved in thkdling do not cause the
wrongness othe action. Rather the wrongnesmsists in (somehow) the killing, or
that the killing gives rise to (somehotte wrongness. Nor is the natural/non-natural
relationship one of logicaéntailment. It would not involve Bbgical contradiction
hear the tale oBob and conclude that his actiowsre right or that he is good man.
Nor do we somehow infer from tharesence of certain natural propertiee moral
facts at hand. When | sét@e gang of children viciously burn tideg my knowledge
that they are doingirong through being wantonly cruelnst arrived at by a process
of inference. Instead, | judge or ‘see’ ththey are wrong immediately from their
actions. A comparison with aesthegixperience is open to the realist. dtenot infer
the face and beauty of tiMona Lisa from the arrangementdint strokes, but rather
we see théace®*

These two claims express thatonomy of moral facts argloperties. Yet MK is in
tension withEquiv. If the wrongness of Bob’s actias not to be inferred from its
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natural ordescriptive properties then ipossession of a particular mogabperty is
not entailed by the actigmossessing certain natural properties, Bob and Paul may
act in exactlysame way in the same circumstan¢es. share exactly the same
descriptiveor natural properties) yet not share #sne moral property. If the non-
naturalistdenies Equiv, then he muaso give up the supervenience claim.

The critic can also press the questidrwhat special faculty we mupbssess in order
to see the moral factd.we somehow read off the morataracter of a situation from
the non-moralfacts, then what is theelationship between them and tperson
making the judgement?

Furthermore, while all sides may agréeat two situations identical in every
descriptive respect cannot differ justtheir moral properties, the non-naturabstl
owes an account of threlationship between the natural a&hé moral facts. It is not
just that weknow of particular situations wittvhich we are actually confronted that
they have a certain moral charactbut we form judgements in reflectioand
imaginative reconstruction. Sindée relationship between the natueaid moral
properties is neither @usal one nor one of logicahtailment, the explanation of why
a certain configuration of natural facts accompanied by or gives rise ¢ertain
moral facts continues to babsent. As it stands non-naturaliseems unable to
explain why it isa priori that the moral facts superveoe natural facts. The intimacy
between the natural and moral faistson the face of things, laftysterious.

In sketching the motivation anchallenges moral realism faces | hdaded to do
justice to thesophistication, range and complexdf the positions that characterise
meta-ethical enquiry. That taskyisurs, and in approaching it you meayd it helpful

to consider where thehallenges adumbrated here leaverdadist thesis.

Paul Sheehy
Richmond upon Thames College
paul.sheehy@rutc.ac.uk

! In talking about morality in a vergeneral way, | make no attemptdoaw any distinction between
‘morality’ as rule based and ‘ethicas a way of being or outlook. Fordacussion of the relationship
between ethics and morality seleapter 1 (esp pp.6-7) of Bernandlliams’ Ethics and the Limits of
Philosophy(London: Fontanal 985).

2 One might immediately enquinghether they must come togeth@hat is a discussion for another
day.

% Must this lead us to theorrespondence theory of trutfifiat is to a theory of truth whiahaintains a
proposition is true iind only if it corresponds to tHacts/states/how the world ipick your favoured
truth maker.See Geoffrey Thoma&n Introduction to EthicgLondon: Duckworth, 1993) pp.118-120
for related discussion. On truth makesse Peter Simons ‘CriticisnRenewal and the Future of
Metaphysics’Richmond Journal dPhilosophy6 (2004).

* For an influential statement stich a red-blooded realism sktark Platts, ‘Moral Reality’ in his
Ways of MeaningLondon:Routledge, 1979).

® Dancy’s entry on moral realism ithe Routledge Encylopedia dthilosophy is an excellent
introduction to this topic. A fineand comprehensive overview antemporary metaethics is
Alexander Miller,An Introductionto Contemporary Metaethi¢g€ambridge: Polity Press, 2003).

® An objection to moral realism due John Mackie is that morpfoperties would just be tdqueer’ in
the sense that theyould be so very different from thénds of things we find in theatural world. See
his Ethics: Inventing Right and Wronfl.ondon: Penguin, 1977) chap. Mackie takes it that realism
aboutmoral properties would requiraoral facts to be about Platori@ms — objects outside of space
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and time. Therefore, according Mackie it is mysterious how sudhacts fit into a naturalistic account
of the world, our knowledge of &nd of how such facts could bssentially motivating.

" Michael Smith,The Moral Problen{Oxford: Blackwell, 1994) pp. 5-6.

8 C.f. David Brink,Moral Realism andhe Foundations of Ethic&ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1989).

° G.E. Moore Principia Ethica(Cambridge: Cambridge UniversiBress, 1903).

‘% Ibid. §25-26

“1pid. 810

12 A point Moore makes in his 192Phe Concept of Value’ ifPhilosophical Studies

3 For a clear discussion on tpeoblem posed by Mooresuggestion (§86) that judgemenfisvalue
are just self-evident seRichard NormanThe MoralPhilosopherqOxford: OxfordUniversity Press,
1998) 2nd ed. pfl61-162.

n defining a term (A) one provides equivalent term (B) that caeplace the defined term (A) in
all contexts in which it occunsithout changing meaning ¢nuth value. The symbol for this isdf'.

> An analytic proposition is onahose truth is determined simply the concepts used in their
expression. An analytic statemenich as ‘nothing is blue and nolue’ is true just in virtue of the
meanings of the words involved.

% The simple idea is that a natukiid represents a real division deavage in the world to which our
taxonomic scheme must conforifit is to accurately report therdering of things. A natural kind
records a real distinction in natuseound which theories amonstructed. It would seem théimat
natural kinds are to beontrasted with categorisatiopsoduced through convention or $erve some
interest or functionNote that the distinction betweeratural and non-natural kindecalls Locke’s
distinction betweerreal and nominal essences. Tioemer is whatever it is thaaccounts for the
characteristidorm and nature of some kind thfing, whilst the latter is merele set of properties by
which wedistinguish objects belonging tbat kind. Diamonds may beharacterised in terms of their
hardness, transparency and clatityt their real essence is giventhgir microstructure, which reveals
that they are carbon. Once Wwave the facts about somethingcrostructure we can classtitgether
with other individuals othat type, and the question whether something counts as asfethis kind
becomes answerablg whether it bears th@ppropriate sameness relation wiéispect to its essential
(microstructural) properties. Nirtue of the nature of a kingredicates about things of thisxd can be
formulated andsuccessful) predictions mag@ssible; a kind's real essenaaderwrites the lawlike
possessionf properties and the characteridighaviour of tokens of that kind.

" See Horgan and Timmons ‘Troubles Moral Twin-Earth: MoraQueerness Revived’ iBynthese
92,1992. Their view goes much legaighly.

18 ¢.f. Putman and his famous Twiarth thought experiment in ‘THdeaning of Meaning’

19 Smith op cit. pp.35-36.

? |t is interesting to note th#t.J.Ayer makes use of the OQA limnguage, Truth and Logi¢ondon:
Gollancz, 1936) in order to oppossalism in favour of higxpressivism. The realist thesis thabral
judgements describe oeport the facts is, Ayer claimsaught on the horns of a dilemnvehich it is
unable toescape.Naturalism succumbstb@ Open Question Argument andmmits the naturalistic
fallacy (so, to that extent Ayer agrees whtoore). Non-naturalism is rejectdsbcause it violates the
principle ofverification.

2L Ayer op cit. chap 6.

2 For a defence of Ayer ambsitivism see Pierre Cruse, ‘@anguage, Truth and LogicRichmond
Journal of Philosoph (2004).

23 Smith op cit. pp.21-22.

% platts op cit. draws on suclcamparison. Does this help thealist?
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