Professor Glass                        PART II  META ETHICS                                                                    
DEFINITIONS


Definitions play a role in meta ethics.  Here is a common terminology:  The definiendum is the word or words being defined.  The definiens is the defining word or words.  =df indicates that the definition of the definiendum is the definiens.  For example, human being =df rational animal.  There, the definiendum "human being" is defined by the definiens "rational animal."


Definitions are either reportive or stipulative.  Reportive definitions report ordinary meaning.  A reportive definition stands for the claim that the definiendum and definiens refer to the same things.  A reportive definition is false if that claim has counterexamples, examples showing that claim is false.


If something is referred to by the definiendum but not by the definiens, then the definition is too narrow because the definiens leaves out something that it should include.  For example, consider:  chair =df thing with arms.  An armless chair is a counterexample to that reportive definition because an armless chair is referred to as a chair but not as a thing with arms. The definiens should refer to armless chairs but it does not do so.  It does not permit armless chairs to be chairs.  So, that reportive definition is false since armless chairs are chairs.  The definition is too narrow.


If something is referred to by the definiens but not the definiendum, the definition is too broad because the definiens includes something that it should exclude.  Consider again:  chair =df thing with arms.  A couch with arms is a counterexample to that definition because it is not an example of a chair, yet it is an example of something with arms.  The definition should exclude couches with arms, but does not.  It permits couches with arms to count as chairs.  So, again, the proposed definition is false.  But for a different reason, namely, the definition is too broad.


The meaning in the sentence of the word being defined is very important.  Words can be ambiguous, that is, have more than one ordinary meaning.  Customary contexts indicates which meaning.  For example, "red" has several ordinary meanings.  Depending on context, it refers to a color, a Cincinnati baseball player, a Russian, a person with orange hair, etc.  A different ordinary meaning of “red” refers to each one.  Not noticing a switch of customary contexts can mislead one when looking for counterexamples.  For example, suppose Ed does not know that the ordinary name of a chicory flower is "bachelor button."  Jo claims, "Bachelor buttons grow in fields."  Ed then substitutes "unmarried man" for "bachelor" in that sentence and gets the false claim, "Unmarried man buttons grow in fields."  That claim being false causes Ed to mistakenly believe Jo is wrong according to the test, "The definiendum and the definiens refer to the same things."


Further, words can be vague, that is, their meaning overlaps the meaning of other words having a different meaning in a way that leaves the boundary between meanings unclear.  For example, red shades into orange.  But borderline cases do not overcome the counterexample power of clear cases.  There is no clear distinction between couches and chairs.  Nevertheless, clear cases of chairs are not referred to as couches and clear cases of couches are not referred to as chairs.  Clear cases are the best counterexamples but borderline cases are also clear counterexamples to definitions that to do not permit borderline cases to be borderline cases.


Possible things may be the only counterexamples available.  Suppose a reportive definition of cow adds to the usual requirements for being a cow that it not be purple, yet you believe that the meaning of the word cow includes referring to possible purple cows.  We admit that no purple cows exist and that none are possible according to the laws of biology.  The defender of the definition would point out that the mere possibility that the meaning of the word cow refers to some possible purple things is not any evidence that it does refer to some possible purple things.  Here is sufficient evidence that the meaning of the word cow does refer to some possible purple things:  If the world had things in it just like cows but they were purple, people would call them purple cows, as taking a poll would confirm.  So the above definition of cow is too narrow.


That strategy works only if the counterexample from the realm of the possible is a plausible example.  Suppose a reportive definition of cow requires that a cow not be only a hoof and someone believes some possible cows are only a hoof.  He claims, "if the world had things in it just like cows but were only a cow's hoof, they would be called "cows" or at least "hoof cows."  That claim is false, as taking a poll would show.  The strategy did not work this time because it did not use a plausible example of what the word cow refers to in the realm of the possible.   


Stipulative definitions do not report ordinary meaning.  They stand for an announcement that the definiendum is going to be used as if it has a meaning that it does not in fact have.  Using such definitions is often convenient or useful in getting precision, clarification, or focusing on an aspect of ordinary meaning.  A language made by using such definitions would be an artificial language, not a natural language like French or English, yet French or English could be used to make it and it might contain natural language words without their natural language meaning.  Stipulative definitions cannot be shown to be false by counterexamples because they are not a claim about what words in fact mean.  What happens to stipulative definitions is that they are abandoned if they are disadvantageous, that is, do not serve the purpose they are designed to serve.


For example, suppose, for the purpose of making money, Ed advertises that he sells new cars for used car prices, based on his stipulative definition:  new car=df used car on my lot.  When Jo discovers that in his advertising "new car" means "used car on his lot," she sues him for false advertising.  The definition causes Ed to lose money rather than make money and he abandons the definition because it is disadvantageous for his purpose.


Stipulative definitions that are kept due to their usefulness are usually found in technical disciplines and particularly science.  For example, often people are confused when they hear that scientists believe that red is a light wave and define red as a light wave.  People tend to think of something like a hand waving, only much faster and without the hand, which seems not to be any color at all.  The explanation offered of that scientific practice is that when a sensor connected to a meter is used properly and aimed at something which we can tell by vision to be red, there is a correlation between the meter reading and red being where the sensor is aimed.  The explanation of the correlation is that when light waves hit a red surface, the surface molecular structure correlated with being red reflects particular waves that cause the sensor to cause a particular meter reading.


The explanation sounds sensible but the feeling of confusion remains unless you understand the difference between stipulative and reportive definitions, how they are evaluated differently, and ask whether the definition is stipulative or reportive.  As a reportive definition, the light wave definition of red is false because when you look between the red surface and the sensor at the wave, the wave is not red but invisible.  Further, the red is on the surface only but the wave is between the surface and the sensor.  Those counterexamples show that as a reportive definition, the definition is false.  If a definition is not rejected when faced with such obvious counterexamples, that is a decisive indicator that the definition is stipulative.  As a stipulative definition, the light wave definition of color is useful for making reliable predictions and that is why it is retained as part of scientific practice.  For example, a properly used meter and sensor enable you to predict where to look to see red.


Whenever an appeal to definition is made, it should be made clear whether an ordinary meaning is being defined or an invented meaning is being defined.  Not keeping track of the difference between stipulative and reportive definitions causes confusion and avoidable disagreements.  In arguments, appeals to definitions should be avoided because it is so hard to avoid counterexamples and unnoticed disadvantages.  It is far more effective to use apparently true claims as premises.  For example, "This is on paper."  It is much easier to tell whether that is true than to think of a plausible definition of "paper" and check it for truth or usefulness.

META ETHICS

COGNITIVISTIC DEFINISM


Cognitivism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are true or false.  Definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are definable in non-moral terms.  So, cognitive definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are true or false and are definable in non-moral terms.  A definism might define "good," a moral term, as "pleasure," a non-moral term.  So, "This is good," would then mean, "This is pleasure."  "This is pleasure" is a non-moral factual claim that, like all factual claims, is true or false.  Another way of defining a word is to define a claim containing it by at least one other claim.  That provides a contextual definition of the word even if no word or words have the same meaning as the word when substituted for it.  For example, a contextual definition of, "This is Good" might be "I like this."  If a cognitive definism is true or acceptable, moral truths are factutal truths discoverable by science or factual inquiry.


An important way in which meta ethical theories are related to normative theories is that if a definism is true or acceptable, then the corresponding normative ethical theory is true or acceptable but the corresponding normative ethical theory being true or acceptable is not enough for the definism to be true or acceptable.  For example, suppose the normative theory, if this is pleasure, then this is good and if this is good, then this is pleasure, is true due to being true of every existing good and pleasure.  That is, being a pleasure is both a sufficient and necessary condition for being good.  That is not sufficient for the truth of the meta ethical theory that good =df pleasure since it is possible that some pleasures are not good and words can be about possible cases.  Actual counterexamples to the definism are counterexamples to the corresponding normative theory but merely possible counterexamples are not since they are compatible with the normative theory being true of all the actual examples. If discovering whether a non-moral claim from a definism is true is hard enough, the corresponding normative theory is impractical.  The cognitive definisms below can be examples.  Normative ethical theories that do not rely on corresponding definist meta ethical theories are examined in the chapter on normative ethical theories. 


Stipulative definitions of moral expressions need to be defended by advantages greater than the disadvantages of trying to keep people from confusing the stipulated  meaning with reportive meaning.  That has not happened.  Such disadvantages are so great that stipulative definitions are used to define technical terms, as is customary in science, rather than terms in common use, unless you want to use people's confusion for questionable purposes, as is common, unfortunately, in political and cultural movements.


G.E. Moore classified cognitivistic definist theories as either metaphysical or naturalistic.  Metaphysical ones use supersensible things such as one's true self or God to define good.  As reportive definitions they are implausible.  If you say something is good and do not mention God or your true self, no translator would translate your words so that God or your true self are mentioned in a reliable translation.  That guarantees your words do not mean anything about God or your true self even if you do mean to be saying something about them.  That is because even if you do not mean what you say, your words mean what you say anyhow.  For example, say "grass is green" and mean it and then say "grass is green" and not mean it or mean something else.  Notice the words mean grass is green whether you mean it or not.


An example of a metaphysical cognitivistic definism is:  right =df willed by God.  Substitute the definition of "right' in (l) what is willed by God is right.  We get (2) what is willed by God is willed by God.  Let us grant that (l) is always true but not a necessary truth because God has the free will to will what is wrong, though being all good, God never wills what is wrong.  (2) is a logically necessary truth.  So, if the definition is correct, God does not have the free will to will what is wrong.  That is sufficient for a religious person to reject that definition of “right” and to accept possible states of affairs as counterexamples in the arguments below.


As a reportive definition it is false because according to the definition, (l) and (2) have the same meaning.  They do not have the same meaning because (l) is true but not a necessary truth yet (2) is a necessary truth.  In possible worlds required for it to be possible that God has the free will to will what is wrong, God wills what is wrong, that is, (l) is false.  That helps explain why God did not make those worlds.  Since (2) is a necessary truth, it is true in all possible worlds.  (l) is not true in all possible worlds.  So there are counter examples to the claim that the definiens and definiendum refer to the same possible things.

1.
Consider the definition:  wrong =df not willed by God.  Since God has free will, it is possible that (1) what is willed by God is wrong.  Replacing the definiendum with the definiens yields a contradiction:  (2)  what is willed by God is not willed by God.  (1)  is true in at least one possible world.  (2)  is false in all possible worlds.  So, the definiens and definiendum do not refer to the same possible things.  So that reportive definition is false.


Any proposed reportive definition of a moral term using a definiens referring to a non moral property of a thing, such as being what God wills or the color of a chair, faces efforts to show it is false using a similar strategy.  The basic strategy is to point out that there are possible worlds in which the moral property in question exists but the thing mentioned in the definition has a different property than the proposed defining property.  That is effective because it is always possible for the thing mentioned to be different than it is.  That strategy relies on the customary view that what is true in this world is false in a different possible world, that is, a false claim describes what would have to exist if the false claim were true.


To resist that strategy, some philosophers accept a very narrow theory of possible worlds.  The narrowest metaphysical theory of the possible is that (1) only the actual world is possible, (2) other possibilities we understand or generate are actual worlds too but (3) not part of our world and not otherwise accessible from our world and (4) claims about those possibilities are about what is actual in those other worlds called “counter parts” in this world due to their degrees of similarity to what is actual in our world.  That is the core of the Lewis theory.  Broad theories claim the actual world contains real possibilities but not other possibilities we understand or can generate.  The domain of such other possibilities includes the possibility that the same claim is both true and false, or a tree trunk that has no inside, or orange sounds, etc.  For example, Plantinga holds that possible worlds in which God does not exist or wills what is wrong are not real possibilities because they are not candidates for creation even if we understand what those words mean.  Many scientists and philosophers hold that since water is identical to H2O and not merely made of it, water that is not H2O is not a real possibility but rather only one that can be understood or described.  So, water is H2O is a logically necessary truth in the sense that it is true in every real possible world even if it is false in other possible worlds.  It is epistemically possible, that is, in view of all we know, that any metaphysical theory of possibility is true unless prevailing evidence from the actual world indicates it is false so far.  The evidence and counterexamples below come from our actual world.   


Moore characterized naturalistic theories as defining good in terms of some "natural object," something apparently non-ethical and discoverable by science.  He was unable to define "natural object" successfully but held that was not an obstacle to his views in ethics because he was able to recognize natural objects.  Here are some examples of naturalistic definitions.  

2.
X is good=df I like x.  That has counterexamples.  There are times when one of those claims is true and the other is false.  Moore pointed out that if S says "x is good" and R says "x is not good," they are disagreeing.  But if S says "I like x" and R says "I do not like x," they are telling each other their likes and dislikes.  That is because the definiens is a statement about the speaker but the definiendum is a statement about something else even if the speakers mean something else by their words.  A similar criticism applies if S and R are groups and the definiens uses other indexical pronouns such as "we," "you," "it" or "they" or other transitive verbs such as "push".

3.
X is good=df A likes x.  A is a name or description that refers to only one person, such as Ann Landers or the filthiest drunk.  Its counterexamples are occasions on which one of those claims is true and the other is false.  No justification of the choice of the person is adequate.   If the person is chosen without justification, every other person is as qualified to be chosen.  If the choice of the person is justified by a non moral property that only one person has, such as being her sister's sister, nothing justifies choosing one person and not another who has a different property that only one person has.  If the choice of a property is justified by a property, the same sort of criticisms apply to the property chosen as justification.


The most important feature of the criticism above is that it is an example of a strategy that has very wide application.  It indicates that if something is defined by its relation to A, rather than its reportive definition, the choice of A rather than B is not justified except in two cases.   (1) Relational properties, such as, x is taller than A=df A is shorter than x and (2) stipulative definitions that use acceptably reliable indicators based on positive correlation with what is defined, such as, a color=df a lightwave.

4.
X is good=df Group G likes x.  Take Group G to be A in definition 3. above and the same kinds of criticisms mentioned above apply to any group chosen, whether it is a majority or minority, whether it is the group being considered or not, no matter what constitutes or identifies the group.  Social scientists and political activists tend to adopt such definitions, ignore the criticisms and accuse others of doing the same.

5.
X has value=df someone is interested in x.  This definition permits several interpretations.  The most generous one is that if someone, it does not matter who, has an interest in it, then it has value, and it is irrelevant that others have no interest in it.  Since anything we might mention as a counterexample has value as a counterexample that we are interested in, it may seem this definition has no counterexamples and is, therefore, true.  While this definition may in fact be true, there is prevailing evidence that it has counterexamples.  The evidence is that in general there is little reason to believe there is a correlation between having value and being an object of interest.  For example, we grant that hobbies of great interest to us have little value compared to things we take  to be of great value but of little interest to us, such as knowing exactly how to split the atom or get rich using the stock market.

6.
Right=df tends to cause approval.  An advantage of this definition is it permits an act that is right to tend to cause approval and yet no one approves of it because other influences are stronger.  However, wrong acts that tend to cause approval are counterexamples.  Most importantly, when we claim that an act tends to cause approval, we are not understood to be claiming that it is right or wrong since that is taken to be a different topic.  And, when we claim an act is right, we are not telling others only that it tends to cause approval because we are not saying that.  Further, many acts tend to cause approval in one person and not in another, so the definition requires that they are correctly described as both right and not right, a contradiction.  Finally, it makes sense to claim a possible act is right in particular circumstances, yet it does not tend to cause approval, because those circumstances do not exist, though the act would tend to cause approval if those circumstances happened.

7.
X is better than y=df x is more evolved than y.  This definition relies on the theory of evolution, so it is stipulative.  But the theory of evolution does not provide sufficient support for this definition.  That is because the theory of evolution provides no reason for believing that if something is more evolved, then it is better as opposed to more likely to survive.  People who are generally victims of circumstances when less praiseworthy people are not are counterexamples to this definition.


A second objection to this definition is that it is easier to discover that something is better than another than that it is more evolved than another because the criteria for being more evolved keep changing and are very difficult to learn and apply because they are so complicated.  So, appeal to the theory of evolution is disadvantageous compared to other means of discovering whether something is better.  


This definition illustrates a problem for any definition that uses theoretical terms.  Suppose a theory and its stipulative definition are the best of competing theories and definitions.  Proper understanding and use of the theory remains more obscure than what it is being used to define.  So, theoretical definitions are usually more disadvantageous than other means to knowledge.  

8.
X is good=df an ideal observer would approve of x.  This definition does not require that an ideal observer exist.  It only requires that an ideal observer would approve of x if the ideal observer did exist.  Since an ideal observer is a theoretical entity, the definition is stipulative.  If this definition is worthy of being accepted, an ideal observer is a theoretical entity in the best of meta ethical theories.  Several kinds of theories might use this definition.  (a) There can be more than one ideal observer.  If so, and they disagree, then one can correctly appeal to both of them to derive contradictory results.  That is sufficient for rejecting that kind of theory.  (b) Neither they nor anyone else have a way of discovering for sure whether they disagree.  Those observers may be the best there can be, which makes them candidates for being ideal.  But if they count as ideal, then the definition has the decisive disadvantage of ignoring the following fact.  We often discover for sure that people disagree on the claim that x is good.  There is no guarantee that there is no way to discover for sure whether people disagree on the claim that x is good.  Such a stipulative definition is dangerous because often people do have ways to discover for sure that they disagree and anything that draws attention away from that is dangerous.  The alternative not yet rejected is (c) if there can be more than one ideal observer, they would agree.  


An objection to any ideal observer theory is that the definition is useless until an ideal observer is defined.  We would need a list of features necessary and sufficient for being an ideal observer.  The list might include not having a conflict of interest, dispassionate, rational, and knowing the relevant non-ethical facts.  But if one needs a definition of ideal observer, it is also likely that one needs a definition of each of the required characteristics, and definitions of each of those characteristics, and so on.  Clarifying the definition might lead to a circular definition, using a word to define itself.  For example, a definition of an ideal observer would require it to know all the relevant non-ethical facts, etc.  Relevant facts=df non-irrelevant facts.  Irrelevant facts=df facts that would make no difference to the ideal observer's judgement.  Since definitions are supposed to remove our ignorance of the meaning of a word, circular definitions are unacceptable.


However, a defender of the ideal observer theory might accept circular definitions.  For example, relevant facts=df the facts an ideal observer uses in judging; being rational=df tends to judge the way an ideal observer judges.  The defense is that the definitions are circular but true.  That is, they do not help us discover, for example, which facts are relevant facts or which judgments are rational, but they are true.  In that case the critic would have to claim, for example, that an ideal observer is not always able to pick out the relevant facts and tending to judge as an ideal observer judges is not required for a rational judgement.  The defender would note that those claims are implausible and decisively defended only by appeal to a true or acceptable non-circular definition of relevant fact and rational judgment which, then, can be used to define an ideal observer.


A more effective criticism than that of circularity is that even if the definition is correct, it does not enable us to discover what is good.  The reason is that since no ideal observer exists, and even if one does, so far we have no way to discover what an ideal observer would approve.  In short, even if the definition is true, it is useless.  That criticism is not sufficient for rejecting the definition.  Even if the definition is useless, it is not disadvantageous.  It has the advantage of apparently being true and it can be used if we can get evidence of what would be approved by an ideal observer.


What shows the ideal observer theory is not the correct meta ethical theory is that getting evidence for what an ideal observer would approve requires using a different meta ethical theory, which would then be the correct one and, therefore, the one an ideal observer would use.


Of the arguments against all versions of cognitivistic definism, only those credited to G.E. Moore and Hume are sound.  We shall consider Hume later.  They are sound only if the definitions are taken to be reportive since they rely on words having their natural language meaning rather than stipulated meaning.  Moore begins Principia Ethica, the most influential ethical theory book of the 20th century, with a quotation from Bishop Butler, "Everything is what it is and not another thing."  That is trivial in the sense that it is obvious.  But it is not trivial in the sense that it is unimportant.  To realize how important it is, notice how strange things would be if it were true that each thing is what it is and is also something else.


Butler's principle supports Moore's basic point.  The point is that even if a moral property (M) and a non-moral property or thing (N) always exist together, one is not the definition of the other.  Taking one to define the other is the "naturalistic fallacy", a version of the definist fallacy.  That is the error of taking a stipulative definition to be reportive.  The evidence available that it is a fallacy is a dilemma.  That is a term in logic that means an argument that relies on what alternatives require.   According to later discussions of his arguments, the dilemma he saw dimly consists of what came to be called by others the "open question argument" and its implied "trivialization argument."   They continue to be broadly understood as formulated here.  We shall see various theories of what they rely on later.

The "open question argument" is the most famous and discussed argument in meta ethics.  Here is the open question argument:  If it makes sense to ask the question "Is N M?"  (for example, "Is pleasure good?") then it is an open question, (that is, it is not settled by appeal to the meaning of the words alone).  So, "N" and "M" do not have the same meaning.


The point is made clearer by pointing out that if "good" meant "pleasure," then you might as well ask, "Is pleasure pleasure?"  But it does not make sense to ask that question because the answer is obviously "yes" since pleasure is pleasure.  That is why the latter question about pleasure is not an open question.


The trivialization argument could be used if someone claims that it does not make sense to ask "Is N M?" because "N" and "M" have the same meaning.  Here is the trivialization argument:  If it does not make sense to ask the question "Is N M?" then the claim that "N is M" is a trivial truth in the sense that it is true by definition.  So, there is no point in telling it to competent speakers of the language because they already know it.


The role of the trivialization argument in the dilemma is to indicate that those who believe there are definitions of moral terms are refuted by the open question argument because they state those definitions to inform people who are already competent speakers of the language.  Since those competent speakers already know the meaning of the words, they already know the definition, if any.  In that case they are not being informed.  But if, as the definist believes, they are being informed when the definist states the definition as news, it always makes sense to ask whether the information is correct.  That guarantees it is not a definitional truth according to any true reportive definition.

NON COGNITIVISTIC DEFINISM


Non cognitivism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are neither true nor false.  Definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are definable in non-moral terms.  So, non cognitivistic definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are neither true nor false and are definable in non moral terms.  Here are some examples:  x is right =df do x.  X is good =df hurrah x.  The first definiens is a command.  Commands are not true or false because they are not descriptions.  The second definiens is an expression of emotion.  Expressions of emotion are not true or false because they are not descriptions.  Non cognitivists believe moral claims are neither true nor false because they believe that at least part of the meaning of moral terms is not descriptive.  Further, they believe that explains why the open question argument works.  Non cognitivistic definists have trouble providing acceptable definitions of moral claims because according to grammatical indicators, moral claims are descriptions yet non cognitivistic definists must show that they are not descriptions.  Further, they have trouble accounting for logic in moral argument because logical relations are defined in part by claims being true or false.







AYER


A. J. Ayer in Language, Truth and Logic offered the first famous version of non cognitivism.  It is called emotivism:  X is good =df hurrah x.  X is right =df do x.  The first definiens is an expression of emotion; the second definiens is a command.  Ayer did not explain what it is for something to be an expression of emotion nor how to discover whether something express an emotion.  But he did claim that moral words express moral rather than non moral emotions.  His evidence for his theory is inductive:  as far as he and many others have been able to determine, moral properties are not observable. So, things do not have moral properties and, therefore, moral claims are not descriptions that are true or false.  Further, due to the open question argument, they are not definable by observables.  But that is only evidence against cognitivist definist theories, not evidence for his theory.


In fact, since Ayer held the open question argument is effective, he should have noticed that it makes sense to ask "Does 'x is good,' mean 'hurrah x'?" and “Does ‘x is right’ mean ‘do x’ ?” even though "hurrah x" and “do x” are not descriptions.  So, Ayer should have held that all non cognitivistic definisms, including his, are false.   Further,  He did not consider the theory that if  prevailing evidence for the theory that moral properties exist is observed, they exist even if never observed to exist.  The same sort of criticisms apply to any non cognitivistic definism defended by appeal to the open question argument and the unobservability of moral properties.

Counterexamples to his first definition are value claims that express no emotion.  But whether there are counterexamples depends on what is required for words to express an emotion.  He offers no such theory and no way to discover whether it is true or false. Here are the usual theories of what is required for words to express an emotion and why they do not support Ayer’s theory.

First, if expressing an emotion requires one to have an emotion to express it as a value claim or cause the claim, there are counterexamples because often our value claims are about things we do not care about so that there is no emotion toward the thing for the claim to express or to cause the claim.  If one makes a value claim under a strong sedative, that makes no difference to its meaning.  


Second, perhaps he took "hurrah x" to be an expression of emotion in the sense that "ouch" is taken to be an expression of pain.  In that sense, "ouch" is a fairly reliable linguistic symptom of a kind of feeling that often causes it, regardless of whether on any particular occasion that feeling exists.


But there is so little correlation between moral value claims and particular emotions that there is little reason to believe that moral claims are expressions of emotion the way "ouch" is an expression of pain by being a symptom of pain.  Further, the fact that "ouch" is a symptom of pain is no reason to believe "pain" means "ouch," since "pain" means pain without being a symptom of anything.  So, by analogy, even if "hurrah x" is a symptom of an emotion about x, that is no reason to believe that "x is good" means "hurrah x" rather than that x is good or that "x is good" is a symptom of anything.


Third, moral value claims do not seem to be expressions of emotion the way a certain kind of music embodies an emotion or often makes some people aware of, for example, sadness.  But even if they were, why suppose that those emotions are even part of what a moral claim means?  No translator would translate moral claims by other linguistic embodiments of the same emotion that are neither true nor false nor descriptive and would take the embodiments to be unimportant except perhaps in poetry or propaganda.

Fourth, moral claims might express an emotion in the sense of evoking an emotion, that is, makes you aware of an emotion, strengthens one you already have or causes you to have an emotion due to an association of being aware of the emotion with having the emotion.  Pressing water from a sponge, which used to be called "expressing" water from a sponge, is similar in that it causes you to be aware of water you might not have known was in it or concentrates it.  


Counterexamples to evocation are moral claims about things that do not cause you to be aware of an emotion nor change your emotional state about those things.  Ayer seemed to believe that actions and approvals are caused by desires caused by emotions. But moral claims are notorious for not reliably causing or resulting from being aware of or having an emotion, even about what the claims are about.  That is, they do not express a feeling or emotion in the sense of reliably evoke it.


Ayer seems to have held that desires are caused by emotions and that emotions are the best explanation of action.  Further, he seems to have held that emotions cause moral claims and that the role of moral claims is to cause emotions in ourselves and others so that ethical claims causally lead to desired action.  If that is his theory of what it is to express an emotion, confirming it requires a well detailed theory of how to detect moral emotions, their causes and causes of acts since so many causal factors are involved in each emotion and act.  In particular, it requires showing that various actions would not have happened without the moral claim being uttered and would not have happened if such an emotion were not present.  Until someone figures out how to do that experimentally and how to distinguish an emotion from a belief experimentally, that confirmation cannot be done and there is no attractive scientific reason to believe that any theory of how only moral words express a particular kind of emotion is correct.  What needs to be shown is that only certain emotions lead to action in ethics and that moral beliefs never do. 


Counterexamples to his second definition are statements of obligation about past actions such as "It was wrong for Hitler to invade Poland," that cannot be reworded as a command.  Hitler cannot now be commanded since he invaded Poland long ago and, since the moral claim is about Hitler, it cannot be successfully reworded as a command directed to someone else.  Further, even if claims of obligation can be reworded as commands, usually they would not be commands because one who claims x is right usually is not entitled to, or in a position to, command that x be done. 


Other counterexamples to his theory credited to Geach and mentioned by Frege much earlier appeared thirty years after Ayer’s theory.  They rely on the fact that Ayer offers only definitions of categorical moral claims.  His definitions do not define the meaning of conditional moral claims, such as, "If x happens, then y is moral," since it does not assert the categorical moral claim “y is moral” nor does it assert x is happening.  So there is no reason to believe a command is being issued or a moral emotion is being expressed.  Further, they do not define the meaning of disjunctive moral claims, such as, "x is red or y is moral," since it does not assert that y is moral. So there is no reason to believe a moral emotion is being expressed or a command is being issued. 


Ayer admits his theory cannot account for logic in moral argument because logic requires true or false premises and conclusions.  He claims moral dispute and justification consist of expressions of feeling and commands worded as claims which are true or false except when pointing out a new fact causes a different emotion or desire.  Ayer was convinced of his theory due to the evidence he offered and rejected the apparent fact that moral arguments that rely on logic exist.  His theory of moral argument is false since moral arguments are for justifying that moral claims are true or false.  But expressions of emotion that might be associated with those claims or commands that we would like to issue with those claims can be justified only in the sense that their existence, expectation or appropriateness can be explained. That is because we cannot control which emotion we have when we have them or which commands we are subject to when we are subject to them even if we can control whether we act on them.





STEVENSON


C.L. Stevenson in Ethics and Language bases his meta ethical theory on the theory that the meaning of a word is its tendency to cause ideas.  He distinguishes cognitive and emotive meaning.  Cognitive meaning is the tendency of words to cause cognitive ideas, ideas which are true or false, such as, thinking or believing or supposing that something is so.  Emotive meaning is the tendency of words to cause emotions, ideas which are not true or false, such as when "whoopie ding" causes slight amusement or "Fire!" causes fear.  Further, non moral claims do not have the emotive meaning of moral claims.

There is evidence that his theory of meaning is false since words of forgotten languages have their meaning yet do not, as far as anyone can confirm, tend to cause ideas that are their meaning since their meaning is unknown.  Further, a tendency to cause ideas, even specific ideas, is not the meaning of a word since perhaps everything that is not a word has such a tendency to some extent.  Why should one suppose that meaning is a tendency rather than a cause of a tendency, which guarantees meaning is not a tendency?  This particularly applies to emotive meaning.  Any important claim has a tendency to cause emotions as a result of its cognitive meaning.  Often we know that what someone said tended to cause someone else to have particular emotions and yet we still wonder what was said and what its meaning was.  Finally, other theories of meaning we shall consider seem better.  Perhaps they can serve Stevenson's theory if it is otherwise acceptable.


Stevenson claimed, x is good=df I approve of x (do so as well).  The "( )" indicates that only the emotive meaning of the contained words is used.  That is, "x is good" has the emotive meaning of "do so as well."  Since that is a tendency, it is not true or false because tendencies are not descriptions.  "I approve of x" indicates the cognitive meaning of "x is good," meaning which is true or false.  He held that since the meaning as a whole is not true or false, neither is the claim "x is good".  Like Ayer, he offered as evidence that he is not aware of moral properties and the open question argument against versions of cognitivistic definism. He seemed to be offering a reportive definition but years later he claimed it was stipulative, due to his theory of language.


He stresses that his theory requires that moral disagreement is not about moral beliefs, since beliefs are true or false.  Instead, it consists of disagreement in attitude since attitudes are tendencies to approve or disapprove and tendencies are neither true nor false.  The relation of moral claims to other claims in an argument, therefore, cannot be logical because logical relations hold only between claims that can be true or false.  So, he says, there are only psychological relations between moral claims and other moral claims or factual claims.  The psychological relation is that of being a persuader, that is, a cause of a change of attitude.  Claims pointing out facts can cause someone to change his attitude toward a moral claim and sometimes moral claims can cause change of attitude toward a moral claim due to their emotive meaning.


He granted that moral claims should be supported by good reasons.  But according to his theory, what counts as a good reason is an effective persuader.  Critics required that a good reason be a "rational" reason instead.  He granted that sometimes rational reasons are the most effective   But critics asked for an explanation of why we prefer ineffective rational reasons to effective irrational reasons.  He replied that we usually have more goals than being effective at persuasion.  We might want to remain friends with the person, want his future help, want him to speak well of us, etc.  If so, we prefer what are taken to be inefficient rational reasons instead of efficient irrational reasons that change attitudes toward a moral claim, such as being threatened with a gun, which can be an efficient attitude changer.


Though his theory does not permit moral claims to be in logical relations, because logical relations require claims which are true or false and his theory says moral claims are neither true nor false, he points out it has counterexamples to be overcome by improvement of the theory.  Those improvements have not happened.  Deductive and inductive relations seem to hold between moral claims.  For example, "Ed is good and Ed is not good" is a contradiction according to deductive logic.  An example of an inductive argument is, "Jo is good and in the room.  Jo is the only person in the room.   So, everyone in the room is good."







HARE


R.M. Hare claimed in The Language of Morals that x is good=df I hereby commend x, and that value claims have descriptive and evaluative meaning.  "I hereby commend x" describes what is happening when “x is good” is properly used.  So, as a description, it is true or false, due to its descriptive meaning.  But at the same time “x is good” is also being used to commend x by someone performing an act of commending.  Performing that act is done by means of its evaluative meaning.  Since the act of commending is an action, not a description, the evaluative meaning is not true or false. 


Hare's theory is called "prescriptivism" because he takes moral language in general to be action guiding, used to give advice.  In the case of statements of obligation such as, "x is right," an act is being prescribed.  He believes that according to his theory, moral language is used to tell someone something rather than, as Ayer and Stevenson believed, cause that person to do something.

      He holds the theory that the meaning of an utterance is identified by its use. According to linguists, that would be what a competent speaker of the language thoroughly familiar with the situation would take it to be used to mean even if the user of it did not mean that.  Hare claims "Good" is always used to commend, so its evaluative meaning is constant, and therefore, primary.  Good is always used to commend because we always use "good" to guide choices.  But, the descriptive meaning of "good" changes from situation to situation.  For example, the characteristics of a good pencil are not those of a good cow.  So, since the descriptive meaning is variable, the descriptive meaning of "good" is secondary. 


He claims that since the evaluative meaning of value claims is primary, that is sufficient for holding that value claims are neither true nor false.  If "good" always refers to a property or state of affairs, then there is just as much reason to claim that value claims are true or false.  But, like Ayer and Stevenson, he believes that he is not aware of moral properties and that the open question argument shows “good” does not refer to a property or set of properties.


Hare's argument that moral claims are not true or false was defeated by P.H. Nowell-Smith who held multifunctionalism, the theory that moral terms have many uses, which seems true.  So, it can be used to show that commending is as variable as describing and that it is not a specific activity but just as generic and variable an activity as describing.  That defeats Hare's evidence that moral claims are neither true nor false but does not show that they are true or false.  Hare held the mistaken theory that commending is always guiding choices.  For example, when on a tour of death row someone says "He is a good killer," he might mean that the killer is sorry, or dresses well, or is polite, or is efficient, etc.  But it is very unlikely that he is trying to guide anyone's choice.  When someone says to the drunk next to him at the bar, "That is good booze," if the speaker is trying to do good, he is not guiding the drunk to choose a drink.  Instead, he means it is inexpensive, or not spilled, or a nice color, or trying to see if he can still speak, etc.  But, again, it is unlikely that he is trying to guide anyone's choice.


Hare tries to fit logic into moral argument by distinguishing in claims a phrastic, the content, from a neustic, how the content is used.  If the neustic is indicative, that is, used to describe, the claim is true or false, a statement (S).  If the neustic is something else, perhaps a choice guide, such as an imperative, it is a commendation (C).  He adds to the rules of logic two laws governing neustics.  1)  S conclusions require all premises to be S.  2)  C conclusions require at least one C premise.


1)  has counterexamples.  Granted, commands are not true or false but they are accepted or not accepted and substituting those terms preserves the formal structures of logic so that 1) has counterexamples such as:  Drop it only if it is a rock.  Drop it.  So, it is a rock.  2)  has no counterexamples since, as Hume is famous for pointing out, "ought" is not deducible from "is".  The point of 2) is that a moral claim cannot be deduced from non moral claims without the addition of a moral claim.  That is because according to the rules of logic, a conclusion can not be deduced without being contained but not asserted in the premises.  For example, one cannot deduce from the factual claim premise "this is pleasure" the value claim conclusion "it is good" except by adding a moral claim as a premise such as, "If this is pleasure, it is good."  So, the different neustics that sentences can have is irrelevant to why moral claims are not deducible from non moral claims alone. Hare did not succeed in finding new rules of logic that apply to moral claims.


Hare's theory says since natural terms lack the commendatory meaning of value terms and the prescriptive meaning of obligation terms, no natural terms have the same meaning as value or obligation terms.  It suggests this argument explains why the open question argument works.  1) If two expressions have the same meaning, they have the same use.  2) "Good" is always used to commend.  3) No natural term is ever used to commend.  So, 4) "Good" is not defined by any natural terms.  Critics would point to counterexamples.  1) is false since saying the same thing, often has many uses.  For example, "You look great," is used to be polite and at other times to insult.  "Unmarried man" defines "bachelor" but "bachelor" cannot be successfully used to define "bachelor".  2) is false in cases such as "Good Grief!"  3) is false; salesmen use natural terms and descriptions to commend: "It works!"


Hare avoided those counterexamples by claiming that words have the same meaning if they have the same basic use and that the basic use of  "good" is to commend but no natural terms are basically used to commend.  The plausibility of those claims is enough to justify putting off the problems of clarifying "basic use".  But more effective criticisms remain.  First, there is little evidence that the use of words is any part of their meaning or crucially related to it since the effects of words depend on so many things other than words.  Second, he seems to offer an unsound argument, below, that "good" does not refer to the property good and that it does not correspond to something when used in a true sentence the way "yellow" corresponds to a surface reflecting a light wave.


Hare seems to rely on a dilemma against the theory that "good" refers to a property, or conditions playing the role of a property, in addition to the evidence that as far as he can tell, he is not aware of such a property or conditions.   The argument is that if good depends on non moral properties, that is cognitivistic definism, which is refuted by the open question argument, and, if good does not depend on non moral properties, it is possible for two things to be identical yet only one be good, which is absurd due to supervenience of the moral: if things differ in moral properties, they differ in non moral properties.  There are no other alternatives.  So "good" does not refer to a property or conditions playing the role of a property.  He grants as a rule of logic that one should describe similar things similarly.  But while being red or reflecting particular light waves justifies calling something "red", he claims nothing plays that role when one decides to call something "good".


That argument is unsound:  If "depends on" means "is defined by", that is cognitivistic definism.  But three alternatives were overlooked.  If "depends on" means (a) "results from", that is a kind of causal relation called "supervenience," and yields a version of cognitivistic non definism.  For example, the meaning of a sentence results from the meaning of its words, being heavy can result from each of the parts being light even if that does not always happen and some machines wash clothing as a result of parts that individually do not.  A different version of cognitivistic non definism takes "depends on" to mean (b) "is justified by."  For example, the truth of the claim that a society is democratic is justified by the presence of enough democratic activities that justify the truth of the claim without those activities relying on legal laws or laws of social science to explain why the society is a democracy.  A third kind of cognitivistic non definism takes "depends on" to mean (c) "is explained by an explanation or theory" relying on relevant facts.  For example, suppose legal laws or the laws of social science or some successful theory explain why a society is democratic by appealing to democratic activities; perhaps a theory says that there is enough citizen participation in the affairs of state to cause the state to be a democracy.  The theory explains why its being a democracy depends on those relevant facts.


Freedom and Reason, his next book, added a second part to this theory of how the meaning of moral terms differs from that of non moral terms.  He held that the “logic” of the word “ought” differed from that of purely descriptive words such as "red."  He seems to have meant by that use of the word “logic” what logicians call semantic rules of language governing word use in the sense of rules about to what a word is properly applied.  For example, If "red" applies to something, he claims it applies to all relevantly similar cases regardless of what you want due to what is called “universalization” in the "logic" of the meaning of adjectives.  But, he claims, universalization of moral rules depends on your will:  If you were in the position of someone else and your application of the rule to a relevantly similar situation leads to something you in your present position would not will, Hare claims the rule fails a necessary condition for being a moral rule.  For example, “If I want it, I ought to steal it” might make me the victum. He says Kant (see Kant in Chapters 1 and 3) may have had that necessary condition in mind when he claimed that a contradiction in will shows a rule does not have the universality of moral law.  This chapter considers whether there are universal moral rules later.


His theory takes a metaphysical theory of what is required for accepting that a rule is moral to be part of the meaning of “ought,” namely, if you do not will it to be a moral rule when applied to you, it is not a moral rule.  The customary criticism of such a view is that what a moral “ought” means when used by a person does not depend on, as a necessary condition, what rule only that person wills, even when that person has universalized what that person wills.  Further, he leaves the impression that if the rule is universalized and you still will that it apply to you, that is sufficient for being a moral rule.   For example, “If  it is fair, accept it.”   Fanatics  are the exception.  For example, if a Jewish nazi wills the rule "Kill all Jews" to overrule his willing that it not apply to him, he is a fanatic; that rule is not a moral rule but rather a rule of a fanatic.


Later he worked toward the view that what is sufficient for being a moral principle is that everyone would, after careful consideration, will it any time and would not at the same time will that it not be a principle; if not, it is not a moral principle.  He held that basically what people want is to cause the most good, which he takes to be interest satisfaction. He claimed that is because people will not accept universalized prescriptions that disregard the interest of others because they want their own interests satisfied.  The “logic” of universalization requires that if you accept that a moral claim applies to you, you also accept that the moral claim applies to anyone in “exactly similar” circumstances. (1981:91) The same process applies to applying moral claims to others in circumstances that are not exactly similar by means of imaginatively putting yourself in their circumstances.  So, utilitarian rules, to be worked out based on only consequences for maximizing interest satisfaction for everyone, are moral (1981:176).  The rules we accept and apply in everyday use are the result of our best careful work in that utilitarian direction so far.  He doe not claim they are ever stated in full detail. 


We saw why utilitarianism is unacceptable as a normative ethical theory in Chapter 1.  Further, no one is ever in exactly similar circumstances since we each have a different personal history, heredity, environment, etc.  So, we can imaginatively put ourselves in the position of others only in few and obvious respects that ignore decisive differences.  For example, in exactly similar circumstances, they will other than I would since if they did not, they would be me.  It follows that in exactly similar circumstances we always disagree.  So, the process yields very unreliable information about the interests of others, provided there are interests we share.  


Singer had earlier combined a different sort of universalization with a form of utilitarianism in the generalization principle: If not everyone ought to do it, none ought to do it without justification. He appealed to the "generalization argument" as a method for finding morally justifying features of acts.  Ask "what if everybody did that?"  If the result would be bad, the act, as described, is immoral but there might be a more detailed

description that would justify it.  Morally neutral features, such as producing food, are invertable: both everyone doing it and none doing it would have bad effects.  Irrelevant properties are reiterable, substitutable without effect.  Examples are indexical properties, properties that refer to only one possible case or "me" or a  location or date.  The date of an act or who does it is irrelevant to its having bad effects if everyone does it at once.  Critics would point out that the rule that it is morally permitted to breath might seem to lead to no such problem.  But, since it would if everyone under water chose to breath water, the rule should rule that out.  The problem is that soon the rule will get too complex to use.  Further, if three people are the only persons a complex description fits, there is no guarantee that everyone fitting those descriptions robbing a bank will have bad results.







GARNER


Richard Garner has the best non cognitivistic definism.  It combines multifunctionalism, the view that moral terms have as many meanings as what they are used to mean, with a variation of J.L Austin's theory of linguistic acts.


Austin held that when we say something, we perform three linguistic acts.  The locutionary act causes the marks or sounds.  The illocutionary act is the act of stating, commanding, warning or commending etc.  The perlocutionary act is what you do by performing the first two acts.  For example, if a General says, "March!", the locutionary act is that of saying the word, the illocutionary act is that of commanding and the perlocutionary act is the act of causing the troops to march. 


Garner distinguishes the illocutionary object from the illocutionary act.  For example, he distinguishes the statement stated or the order issued from the stating of the statement or the issuing of the order.  Some illocutionary objects, such as the statement stated are true or false.  But others, such as the order issued, are not.


His theory of definition is that the two sentences have the same meaning if they are commonly used to make the same illocutionary object.  Since Garner is not aware of moral properties, he holds that moral claims always have the same illocutionary objects as sentences which are not true or false. 


Here are problems for that theory of definition.  Correct use of this theory and showing it to be true or false requires a suitable theory for distinguishing illocutionary acts.  None yet exists.  Settling the question of exactly which other sentence has the same illocutionary object might take more time than anyone has.  One might claim a particular illocutionary object is produced once in history but is commonly produced by a different sentence if suitably similar circumstances happened more often.  But there seems to be no evidence for that claim.  Such problems show the theory is useless for now but do not show it is false.     


He accounts for logic in moral argument by accepting the customary rules of logic and treating moral claims as though they are true or false.  But instead of classifying claims as true or false, he classifies true factual claims and acceptable moral claims as acceptable and classifies false factual claims and unacceptable moral claims as unacceptable.


He can claim that moral knowledge is objective since the evidence for the acceptability of a moral claim is the evidence that the claim is true.  But since appeal to a moral property as evidence for itself is a circular argument and all the other evidence for a moral property never guarantees there is a moral property or that moral claims are true in addition to acceptable, there is no guarantee that Garner’s theory is false.

COGNITIVISTIC NON DEFINISM


Cognitivism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are true or false.  Non definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are not definable in non moral terms.  So, cognitivistic non definism is the meta ethical theory that moral claims are true or false and not definable in non moral terms.  According to this theory, moral claims have meanings since they are true or false but the meaning is not the meaning of non moral claims.  Like most claims, a moral claim means what it is about due to its meaning, which, of course, is different from what that meaning is about.   The objects they are about can be moral properties, for example, good and bad, and right and wrong, and principles about moral properties.  They can also be particular acts or things that have moral properties and principles about them and their moral properties.


G. E. Moore held such a theory.  He held that "good" means the property good, which various things can have, and "That thing is good," is true if the thing has the property of being good and is false if that state of affairs does not exist.  In a famous part of PRINCIPIA ETHICA he says he knows the property good directly.  And, something else might be correlated with good, roughly the way a light wave is correlated with yellow.  But the correlate is not the definition of the property because the property must be known without knowing the correlate in order to establish the correlation, just as a scientist must know that something is yellow in order to establish that a light wave is correlated with it.  The point is that correlated things are different things so you must be able to recognize one without recognizing the other to establish that it is two different things that exist at the same time.  The result is that no indicator or definition mentioning it is required for recognizing either of the correlated things.


Moore was an intuitionist.  Intuitionists claim that paying attention to something is often sufficient for knowledge of it.  At those times getting knowledge of it does not require paying attention to something else such as other knowledge, nor are presuppositions of any sort required.  One might have presuppositions and other knowledge.  But as long as they are neither used nor their truth or falsity used to get the knowledge, that knowledge is intuited or direct.  For example, if one gets knowledge of the color of a stop light by recognizing the color by seeing it, that knowledge is direct.  But if a blind person recognizes the color of the stoplight by hearing the sound of traffic in relation to his position, that knowledge is not direct but rather indirect or figured out because he heard a sound, not a color.  To justify that intuited knowledge is indeed knowledge rather than belief, one might use arguments relying on other knowledge and suppositions combined with logic.  The other way to justify that your intuited knowledge is indeed knowledge is to appeal to the fine record your intuition has of not yielding suspicious information. 


Intuited knowledge can be a priori knowledge.  A claim is known to be true a priori if no additional information about what the claim is about can falsify the claim.  For example, if it has color, it is extended in space.  A priori knowledge is the result of abstraction.  A property or thing is abstracted by paying attention to it and ignoring whatever else you could pay attention to.  It is then being considered "in abstraction" or "in the abstract."  Using this method Moore claimed to be able to tell that some things are intrinsically good, that is, good and not merely good as a means.  As he put it in his isolation test, consider it as if nothing else existed.


Those conditions guarantee that what seems to be so is decisive evidence for something that is so, namely, that something seems so.  The guarantee is that those conditions rule out further evidence that could falsify the claim about what seems to be so.  That is one sense in which a priori knowledge is of necessary truths: disconfirming information is not permitted. Of course, the sentence used to state the claim about what seems so may need revision to state it correctly.  The same process is used to discover relations between properties.  A second sense in which at least some a priori knowledge is knowledge of necessary truths is that it seems necessary, rather than just true, that red is a color rather than a shape and that if something is red, then it is spatially extended, even if nothing has those properties.  The fact that those necessities seem to relate those properties is not removed by the fact that we can conceive of those properties as though they do not have such relations: we perfectly well understand the sentence "it is red and occupies no space," it is not a contradiction.  A point in a red space would be an example even if points are mathematical fictions.  If they are not fictions, the necessity permits that exception.


Further, the information one gets by using intuition no more presupposes the process of abstraction than the number you get from a phone book presupposes one opens the book for the number to be the number it is.  That is, abstraction does not bias or corrupt the information it provides.  The worst that can happen is that one is bad describer, perhaps due to confusing what he believes he is paying attention to with what he is paying attention to, something that can be discovered through conversation about the topic and considering alternative descriptions.


W. D. Ross held there are a priori or, to use other terminology, "self evident" moral principles of prima facie duty.  He held it is true, or perhaps necessary, he did not say which, that if an act keeps a promise, it is a duty, if it causes good, it is a duty, etc., provided no other features of it falsify such principles when they are applied to it.  Since it is never self evident that an actual act has no other features which overcome the duty making power of a feature of an act, Ross held that no a priori principle establishes an actual duty or duty proper but only a prima facie duty.  That is, a duty making feature establishes what would be a duty if the act had only that feature.  Ross believes that since we can never be certain we have considered all the relevant non moral properties, we cannot safely move from knowledge of what seems so to knowledge of what is so and is in that sense a skeptic about moral knowledge.


In a similar way one might hold it is a priori necessary that pleasure is good.  However, it is also a priori true or necessary that whatever has a property might have properties other than those they seem to have.  So there can be pleasures which are bad because they have properties that overcome the fact that if they were only pleasures, they would be good.  For example, pleasure enjoyed due to being corrupt is a bad pleasure; it seems the universe would be better without that pleasure.


That indicates a third sense in which a priori knowledge can be knowledge of necessary truths: knowledge of a power of a non moral property that necessitates a moral property.   That permits knowing the necessary truth that if something has the non moral property, then it has the moral property provided the conditions of its being a necessary truth are  met.  The power that warrants the necessity of the truth involved can be weakened or overcome by a stronger power of another non moral property just as in the physical realm necessitating forces can be overcome by other necessitating forces.  As other non moral properties cease to be ignored, their power to influence the comparative amount of goodness of things or rightness of acts, their moral relevance, is given attention.  That is why Ross calls moral properties "toti-resultant properties," properties that result from all the non moral properties involved.  It suggests that a moral property is the result of all the moral property making forces of non moral properties involved the way the position property of an object is the result of the forces exercised on it by other objects in a vector of forces problem in Highschool physics.  It is now fashionable to hold that morally relevant properties or things have moral valence the way valence is a property of things in chemistry.  Whether that is for purposes here importantly different from the forces approach has not been explored.  


When such a relation exists it is a supervenience relation, recently called "reasons holism."  It explains why all substantive moral rules, rules of the form, “If x is F, then x is M,” have counterexamples.   It also partly explains why Moore's principle of organic unities, that the value of the whole need not equal or at least depend on the value of the parts, seems true when relevant non moral properties are not considered.  The rest of the explanation is that proper evaluation of that kind of case by appeal to evidence includes considering them. 

  
Intuited knowledge is often a posteriori knowledge.  A claim is known to be true a posteriori if more information about what the claim is about can falsify the claim.  In a posteriori knowledge, additional information is not ignored but rather unknown and if it becomes known, it might show that claim and the claim to know it to be true are false.  A posteriori knowledge, unlike a priori knowledge, is about what is so rather than what seems so.  Of course, the possibility that a claim to know is false does not establish that the claim to know is false.  What is required to establish that a claim to know is false is 1. knowing what the claim to know claims, 2. knowing additional information and 3. knowing that the additional information establishes that the claim to know is false.  


Moore, Prichard, Carritt and Rosen hold that non moral principles such as those of science and mathematics might be required to discover non moral facts required to justify and discover true moral claims about particular acts or things.  But they stress that once the morally relevant non moral facts are known, no principles, moral or otherwise, linking non moral facts to moral facts or linking non moral claims to moral claims are required for moral claims to be true, known to be true and justified. 


Rosen often knows directly by observation the truth of singular categorical claims, such as, "the color of this leaf is green" and "that same leaf is green."  Further, he often knows by observation the truth of singular conditional claims, such as, "if  that same leaf looks green, the color of it is green" and "if that same leaf is growing on a plant, it is green."  The conditional claims about the leaf are not principles.  They are singular conditionals because they are about only that leaf at the time at which the claims are made.  They leave out a lot of information about the leaf but that does not make them about other possible leaves, general or partly false.  Their truth is known by paying attention to the particular case, that is, the leaf in the situation.  No principle is involved.  Like any true observation claim, they are known a posteriori, that is, false if certain additional facts become known.  In this case, they would be facts about the leaf, the plant or the leaf looking green.  Given such facts, he would observe that if there are such facts, one or more of the claims is false.  Further, if he neglected to observe that the singular categorical claims are true when he observed that the conditionals are true, he might go on to deduce that the singular categorical claims are true if he observes that the antecedents of the singular conditionals are true.

His meta ethical view is similar.  At times he can recognize that a singular categorical moral claim is true, a claim about a single state of affairs that can happen only once, such as, "Ed is now good."  Further, he can often recognize singular moral conditionals are true, conditionals claiming about something that can happen only once that if a particular act or thing has a particular set of non-moral properties, then it has a particular moral property.  The conditional and its antecedent justify its consequent; recognizing that the consequent is true is not the only way to discover that it is true when one recognizes that the antecedent and the singular conditional are true.    He claims that moral reasoning and knowledge differs from non moral reasoning and knowledge only by including moral claims and knowledge.

NO SUBSTANTIVE MORAL RULE IS TRUE


Rosen claims all substantive moral rules have counterexamples.  Substantive moral rules have this form:  "If any x is F, x is M," where "F" is one or more morally relevant non moral properties and "M" is a non moral property.  Such rules are not singular conditionals since they apply to anything and they tell you under what conditions something has the moral property.  His evidence that all substantive moral rules have counterexamples is inductive, namely, all moral rules known to him have counterexamples.


He challenges rule theorists to offer such a substantive moral rule that does not have counterexamples.  He holds that all such rules are summary rules, inductions based on singular moral claims of the form “x is F and x is M” and not required for the truth, knowledge nor justification of singular moral claims.  Non moral facts that are prevailing evidence for the truth of singular moral claims are sufficient and that justifies the singular conditional linking them if it needs justification.


Rule theorists often claim the counterexamples rely on other moral rules not having counterexamples.  Here is an example of the usual defense of that view and the reply that seems decisive.  We take “rule” broadly to include principle, theory, life style, point of view--something general that includes a claim of the form  “If any x is F, x is M,” since it applies to more than one possible case and is not merely the point of view of being her or at her location.

Suppose Jo says, “My rule is R.”  Ed says P is a counterexample.  Jo, then, claims that Ed begs the question to support P since he presupposes something he has no right to accept, namely, R1, “If any x is G and F, x is not M,” since P presupposes a different R, namely, R1 is true."


Ed should reply that he did not presuppose a rule in the sense that he used it to discover P.  Those who accuse him of having a rule in mind fail mind reading tests.  If they actually state the rule or the point of view they take to be his, the one they accuse him of presupposing, he will think of a counter example no matter how often they revise it.  Soon there will be good inductive evidence that no rule of that sort is true and that he did not use any.  If they try to list all the counter examples and add them to the rule as exceptions, they will not finish.  That is why no legal system is finished.


Further, Ed would be correct in claiming that he knows P is true and that P presupposes a rule only in the sense that P implies Q or Q implies P or both.  But countless incompatible claims are related to P that way and P is too as long as accusing them of being presuppositions is also confused with accusing them of being taken to be true before P is asserted rather than after.  That confusion is common.  So, if begging the question is making a claim having such relations, then all claims beg the question; none are justified.  But not all claims beg the question.  So, making a claim and use of counterexamples is not sufficient for question begging.  Further, those who assert P are often accused of presupposing Q because if Q were false, P would be false because P implies Q.  The reply is that the asserter does not claim P implies Q but rather P implies Q or R or S etc., where R or S each would be enough to support P when Q is false.  

This is why not all claims beg the question:  Suppose Ed knows P is true.  There will be victims of the confusion mentioned above who assert that P implies Q and that therefore Q is being presupposed to be true because if Q is false, P is false by Modus Tollens.  And, there will be others who assert that P implies ~Q and that therefore ~Q is being presupposed to be true because if ~Q is false, P is false by Modus Tollens.  But Ed is able to hold only that (1) P is true rather than presupposed, (2) P is a counterexample to R and (3) P does not presuppose that R is false rather than establish that R is false.  

We note that those are sufficient evidence when combined to establish that (4) P implies ~R even if Ed does not notice it or know it and, further, that P implies ~R is not being taken to be true before the evidence for it is offered.   Those who hold that it is false that P implies ~R need to supply stronger evidence that concerning P, that P is not a counterexample to R: offering more evidence for R is not enough and revising R is rejecting R.

           Further, Ed would be correct in pointing out that rules, principles, etc., need not be used in justified reasoning to a singular claim P.  That is because Ed can reason to P by observing that E is true and it is true that E is evidence for P, and then conclude P.  That is what usually happens when one reasons from evidence to that for which it is evidence in inductive reasoning and inference to the best explanation.  The reasoning is justified since at the same time one could observe that 1) E is true and that 2) if E then P, is inductively justified by the observation that E is evidence for P and that the truth of  1) and 2) deductively justifies that P is at least inductively justified.


Further, Ed would be correct in pointing out that If people who have nothing to gain or loose by deciding one way rather than another agree that E is true and that E is evidence for P, that is good evidence that a rule of evidence that E is evidence for P has at least that case as justification.  That rule becomes a candidate for testing in other circumstances to discover its limitations.  But it is not needed to reason to P in a way that is justified.   For example, those who accept the universalization rule “you should judge similar things similarly” support it by pointing out that it is true of a lot of cases.  Many people have evaluated it and agree.  But others will point out it is false because of counterexamples from other circumstances that support this rule:  “you should judge similar things similarly unless you should not” due to a property that at least one of the things has that justifies not judging that similar thing similarly.  
OBJECTIONS TO INTUITIONISM


One objection to intuitionism is that it implies an ability to know directly.  In ethics, it is known as a moral faculty or intuition.  Such faculties are (a) unknown, (b) unscientific and (c) discredited sources of knowledge. 


What defeats (a) is that often we know directly sensory qualities, such as colors, shapes and sounds.  Further, we often know directly that there are objects, such as, rocks and chairs.  Moreover, we often know directly simple mathematical truths, such as, 2+2=4 and equals added to equals yield equals.  In addition, we often know directly that certain things are evidence for other things, that other people have minds, that there is a past, and easy, obvious moral knowledge, such as, it was immoral of Sardonopolis to kill a thousand slaves just to see what red grass looks like.  Since "intuition" is the name of the ability to know directly, there is no reason to believe that the ability to know moral knowledge directly is different from the ability to know other knowledge directly.  So, it is a familiar, common, well known ability.  Of course, just like all other well known things, there is a lot we do not know about it.


What defeats (b) is that intuition is not unscientific in the sense that scientific evidence shows it does not exist.  It would be an unscientific faculty if each ability required a specialized organ such as eyes for sight.  But there is not a different specialized organ nor, so far, an identified state of the brain for each of the other ordinary kinds of intuited knowledge mentioned.  So there is no scientific reason to believe intuition is, in that sense, unscientific.


Science does not study intuition.  The basic reason seems to be that, so far, science has no sensible test for checking whether what is known is known directly rather than indirectly, figured out by the person who knows it.  So, since some moral knowledge seems to be intuited, that is prevailing evidence that in those cases it is intuited.


What supports (c) is that the intuition of people claiming to have intuited past lives, political or religious truths and other controversial information is unusual and discredited.  It is discredited because its reliability has little confirmation.


What defeats (c) is that the intuition of people who recognize the suspect nature of such claims is normal and reliable.  It has not been discredited as long as it has a well established record of recognizing only non controversial or easily established claims as true, for example, this is written in English.  If you believe anything, in order to know what it is, you must have the ability to recognize what it is that you believe, that is, you must have intuition, the ability to recognize, and an intuition, a recognition, of what it is that you believe.


A second objection to intuitionism is that it cannot account for disagreement.  It is claimed that if intuitionism is true, everyone has the same moral faculty.  If so, there is no moral disagreement.  But there is moral disagreement.  So, intuitionism is false.  


That objection comes from a tradition that supposes intuition yields no a posteriori knowledge.  Ross offers the traditional reply that intuition is the same in all people but development of it differs.  The same is true of the ability to run.  By intuition one can know for certain, as explained earlier, that abstracted pleasure is good and yet have an unreliable intuition about the limitations of what is known a priori about a particular case of pleasure.  That could mistakenly lead one to suppose that a pleasure due to corruption is good due to being pleasure, which abstracted or in the abstract is good, rather than bad due to its source.


In the case of a posteriori knowledge, like other sources of knowledge, intuition can be unreliable due to inadequate evidence, unusual circumstances or lack of development.  Rosen emphasizes that it is part of any a posteriori view of knowledge that one can be mistaken if relevant facts are not noticed or if one is in abnormal condition.  But with agreement on the facts and their importance by normal observes, agreement results.  Further, it is more likely that a singular claim is true than that a rule is true.

A third objection, one from non cognitivists, is that intuitionism does not account for the emotive force or non descriptive meaning and the use of moral claims which explains how moral claims differ from non moral claims and why people act on moral claims.  


The adequate reply is that there is no good reason to believe that such things are part of the meaning of claims, moral or not, rather than a result of it or that such things distinguish moral from non moral claims.  Whatever explains why people act on what they believe is true, intuitionists accept it. 


The non cognitivist objection is based on a common theory in moral psychology.  The theory is that the content of a belief or believing is what is believed and is called a “proposition.”  It is the meaning of a clam that describes what is believed, can be true or false and is the reason why a belief is true or false.  Further, on the other hand, emotions and attitudes, tendencies to act in particular circumstances, are the parts of our psychology that explain action.  So, non cognitivists claim, since moral claims are neither true nor false and, therefore, are not beliefs, an explanation is need for why people act on them.  The explanation non cognitivists offer is that they have non descriptive meaning or use which can causally influence our emotions, attitudes and how moral claims are used which then cause other moral claims to have non descriptive meaning and are  mentioned, at least indirectly, in a proper description of it.

A better theory is that moral propositions are true or false, a proposition can be the content of a believing which is also part of our psychology and a believing has a property which is a tendency to influence emotions, attitudes and uses of claims.  Believing explains actions without having to accept a theory that adds strange linguistic meaning or powers to the words and skills of language users. 


A fourth objection is that there is not more evidence for the existence of moral properties than evidence against their existence.  This comes from non cognitivists and some moral skeptics.  They are not aware of moral properties and suppose that an absence of evidence is evidence of absence.  Other moral skeptics are aware of moral properties but believe that such awareness is due to social conditioning or psychological projection.


A reply that provides more evidence for the existence of a moral property than against its existence can rely on any of several theories of moral properties.  1.  Metaphysical supervenience is the relation of non moral properties causing moral properties, which Ross called “resultant” and Broad called “emergent.”  This is usually called the “supervenience” relation.  In such a relation moral properties “supervene” on non moral properties, to distinguish it from the customary causal relation which holds between events or perhaps things due to the physical properties of the cause and effect.  2. Epistemic supervenience is the relation of non moral properties justifying that there are moral properties. 3. Explanatory supervenience is the relation of non moral properties explaining the existence of moral properties according to a theory that says that explanation relation exists.  Rosen seems to accept all three.


To find examples of supervening properties, pick any property you recognize directly, for example, red, being a table, having a mind, being necessary or possibly being in the future.  Substitute the evidence for them or what explains them, for non moral properties in the above paragraph.  


When you know the causes of a property exist or the evidence or explanation of it exists, and know that it is more evidence for the existence of that property than against its existence, you believe that property exists even if you are not aware of that property.  So, by analogy, the same is true of moral properties.  As with any property or thing, being aware of a moral property is not decisive about whether it exists.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS


Garner has the best version of non cognitivistic definism so far.  He admits that moral claims can be used as if they are true or false on the basis of their acceptability and holds their acceptability depends on evidence consisting of argumentation and the truth of non moral claims.  But he holds moral claims are not true or false because since he is not aware of moral properties, no moral properties exist.  Rosen is sometimes aware of moral properties.  The core issue is whether moral properties exist.  We shall find that for the next thirty years variations on familiar themes take us to the present.

MACKIE


Mackie in “Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong” holds an “error theory” about moral claims.  An error theory about a descriptive claim says the claim is false.  But it is not false the way false claims are customarily taken to be false, namely, they describe but do so incorrectly rather than correctly.  Instead, the error theory says the claim describes and is false since the description does not apply correctly or incorrectly to what exists.  That is because the domain to which the claim would apply does not exist.  In that sense it cannot be true while its linguistic form would permit it to be true.  He justifies his error theory about descriptive moral claims by appealing to his error theory about the customary understanding of morality.  He holds it errors in holding these false metaphysical theories: (1) there are moral properties, (2) often people are aware of them and (3) moral claims are true when they correspond to acts and things having such properties.


He offers two arguments for holding that those metaphysical theories are false.  First, the “argument from relativity”: The fact that there is moral disagreement supports the error theory.  He grants that is weak evidence for his theory.  Second, “the argument from queerness”: Moral properties differ from all other properties by being properties of prescriptiveness in some way.  That is, they are not properties that have prescriptiveness, they are varieties of prescriptiveness that things would have if there were such properties. They would be properties of to be doneness or to be promoted.  Mackie holds such properties could be known only by a mysterious faculty of intuition.  In his theory the “queerness” of moral properties seems to be due not only to their being properties of prescriptiveness, as he stresses, but also, secondarily, due to our being unable to know them since intuitionism, as described and defended by him, is required for knowing them and is unacceptable. 


To explain why we accept the metaphysical theories he rejects above, he relies on a psychological theory of projection: If you believe yourself to be aware of moral properties, they are psychological projections.  That is, our minds, influenced by society, circumstances, our emotions and our desires, cause us to want and to believe moral properties to exist to support practices we like and those that are socially useful.  Projected moral properties are not just projections of our feelings the way a feeling of disgust caused by a fungus might cause us to take the fungus to have the property of being foul even if it were not foul.  That is because psychologists claim the mechanism of projection is an operation of emotions, feelings and attitudes rather than other psychological states such as beliefs, biases or suppositions.  In contrast Mackie takes projections to be due to our psychology and circumstances in general and mentions with approval Hume’s speaking of our mind’s “propensity to spread itself on external objects.”   So, if this theory of why we believe moral properties exist is true and if moral properties are not the kind of properties things can have, the three metaphysical theories he rejects are false.  Whether the psychological theory as used by Mackie is true depends on whether there are moral properties.



Mackie’s basic point is that it is an error to suppose that moral claims can be true or false due to their correspondence or lack of it to the way things are.  In contrast he seems to hold a correspondence theory of truth for other claims held to be true or false such as, perhaps, observation claims, scientific claims and common sense truths.  The correspondence theory of truth is that claims are true or false due to their correspondence or lack of it to the way things are.  The correspondence relation is a relation between a claim and the way things are.  It is usually taken to be the relation of something being as the claim describes it to be, but it can be as weak as there being a positive correlation between them.  The coherence theory of truth is that the truth of a claim is its coherence with other claims.  Coherence is the relation of being supported by other claims.  The other claims are accepted due to their coherence with more claims, or at least the claim that they are accepted, even if nothing corresponds to them.  The pragmatic theory of truth is that the truth of a claim is that accepting it leads to a desired result.  There is a vast literature on versions of these and other theories of truth and how they can yield conflicting results about which claims are true.


Our purpose here is not to evaluate those metaphysical theories of what is required for a claim to be true but rather to bring up considerations that have a role in evaluating meta ethical theories.  Notice the common sense, or non metaphysical or non theoretical, truth “the truth of a claim depends on the way the world is,” does not favor one of those theories more that the other two.  That is because “depends on the way the world is” can be taken as depending on correspondence of a claim to something or cohering with other claims or leading to the desired result.  Such theories of truth are metaphysical theories about the relation of true claims to the way things are.  Mackie’s error theory of moral claims is compatible with a coherence or pragmatic theory of the truth of moral claims, due to projections supporting practices we like or which are socially useful, but not with a correspondence theory of their truth or falsehood. 


Mackie holds a noncognitivist view of moral properties since he holds that there cannot be moral properties in the sense that there is no domain in which they can happen.  That is because while “There are things with “queer” properties” is not self contradictory, still such properties are too implausible to be the least bit likely.  Further he is a stipulative definist in the sense that his theory stipulates, as a description of their meaning, that moral claims are in part about moral properties and that moral properties are varieties of prescriptiveness. Counterexamples to taking such a definition as reportive would be moral properties that have the property of prescriptiveness, or of meriting a response, as McDowell holds later, or moral properties, such as, moral good ness, the mere existence of which activate duties and tendencies to do various acts.  In effect Mackie grants that our customary, but mistaken, view about moral claims is a version of cognitivistic nondefinism.  Blackburn holds the same basic view about moral properties and has defended applying it to, perhaps, everything. 

BLACKBURN


Blackburn sets a goal of trying to “earn our right to talk of moral truth, while recognizing fully the subjective sources of our judgments inside our own attitudes, needs, desires, and natures” (1984: 197)  He relies on our knowledge of ordinary features of the natural world and patterns of our reactions to it.  But he does not do it by “recognizing fully the subjective sources” the way he would recognize fully his office if he were to wake up in it. Rather “recognizing fully” is a misleading figure of speech for announcing his commitment to only subjective sources for our judgments; a theory of innate ideas  that permits us to earn the right to a notion of truth without postulating a domain of moral facts and properties.  He has skillfully developed Mackie’s theory in a way which seems to permit taking everything we are aware of and succeed in talking about to be a projection.  He claims to accept what is basically Hume’s view and develops a view he calls “quasi-realism” that relies on “quasi-truth.”

He accepts that moral claims are true or false but rejects the correspondence theory of truth, that their truth or falsity depends on their describing reality correctly by way of a correspondence relation between claims and things that exist.  That is because he accepts a “redundancy” or “deflationary” theory of truth, usually credited to Ramsey: The proposition “p is true” means no more and no less than “p” when that proposition is asserted.  Notice, this theory of truth is also a theory of meaning since it does not claim only that when one is true, the other is true also.  So, claims provide no reason to believe anything exists that corresponds with any claim in a way required for a claim to be true.  He holds that the proper metaphysical theory is that things are only “quasi-real,” at most claims assert that things have existence and are various ways but claims do not enable us to go beyond what they claim, what can be “quasi-true,” to the things as they are, if any exist.  Blackburn holds that “p” would be properly asserted only in some conditions but not others.  We have learned, due to our form of life, when, as far as we can tell, such conditions might be deceptive about whether a proposition would be properly asserted.  We have no access to what might exist in addition to conditions that exist as far as we can tell and no compelling reason to believe any conditions exist, including the condition of conditions existing as far as we can tell.


Conditions seeming to exist or existing as far as we can tell are due to activities of our mind, they are projections.  Blackburn claims that any theory to the effect that there is anything in addition to projections, which according to his theory of truth are only quaisi-real, must “earn” our acceptance and none have so far.  However, the way he presents his theory leaves the impression that he believes that projections exist rather than his theory of truth that requires projections and his believing to be only quasi-real.


According to his theory of truth, moral propositions are true the way other kinds of propositions are true and there are moral properties the way anything has properties, whether the properties are held to be observed or inferred.  Our taking a proposition to be true is an approval: a commitment to accepting the attitude, having a psychological state expressed by, “p”.  In that same way propositions about unobservable things and properties, such as, causal necessity, evidential relations, counterfactuals, possible worlds and modal claims about possibility, necessity, and actuality are true.  That is, propositions are in fact only projections about projections even if there are projections of our believing otherwise and they are true provided our other projections are suitable for their assertion.

He has spent a lot of effort on the logical and semantic aspects of these topics  For example, the conditional “If it rains, you ought to run,” has an antecedent that neither asserts nor denies that it rains and the consequent neither asserts nor denies that you ought to run since they are in the context of a conditional.  So how are they related to approval which stands in for truth in his theory?  The reply is that taking the conditional to be true is one kind of approving of the conditional which is a psychological state relating two other psychological states.  Whether any of them is ever approved depends on how they are linked psychologically to approvals of other states.  Violating laws of logic yields very strong approval states of certain disapproval states concerning a proposition, which constitutes taking the proposition to be false, at least in systems of psychological states governed by favoring logic.      

Blackburn’s meta ethical view is part of his general metaphysical theory of quasi realism; the truth of propositions, whether moral or non moral, depends on projections.  To explain what a projection is we must talk about things we believe are not merely projections.  But that is no guarantee that there exists anything other than projections.  According to his theory, it is a projection that it is possible that such other things exist but we have no compelling reason to suppose they do.  He holds that is a sufficient defense of his theory.  As far as earning the right to talk about truth and what is sufficient for the truth of his theory, he does not accept merely that we talk as if propositions are true or false.  He favors a richer theory that constructs a system of what is true governed by appeal to the consistency and mutual support or coherence of what we accept so that what is true is true according to that system.  

McDowell objected that Blackburn supposes there is only one alternative to a simple minded intuitionism, as described by Mackie, of moral perception that postulates ethical states of affairs corresponding to supposed true moral claims and beliefs about them.  That supposed alternative is a projectivism of sentiments in which a sentiment can project a property without having that property and be fully described without mentioning the property projected.   Yet the only way Blackburn has to identify and describe the sentiment and projection of it is by use of the result or content of the projection and words describing it that are usually used to describe properties instead.  Further, Blackburn supposes that the sentiment explains the result rather than the other way around.  Finally, Blackburn only stated his theory and Blackburn does nothing to explain how it can “earn” acceptance: why should we grant reality is as his theory says?


Since Blackburn did not clearly block that interpretation, McDowell proposes the alternative that since the result and its description are needed to explain the identity of the sentiment involved, a sentiment is not a more basic explanation than its result, they are equally basic.  This “no priority” alternative grants that concepts and words that properly apply only to the results of projection provide the resources for evaluating the “quasi truth” of claims.  He claims such truths could be used to provide reasons for believing quasi realism has earned acceptance but does not suggest how.  Perhaps McDowell’s point is that if evaluating the quasi truth, rather than truth, of claims becomes fashionable, that indicates acceptance of quasi realism rather than acceptance of a merely fashionable practice. 


However, even if a sentiment and its result are mutually explanatory, neither Blackburn nor McDowell have offered prevailing reasons for believing that only sentiments and their results exist. Blackburn left unclear what he takes a projection to be.  Is it (a) an entity that is something seeming to exist even if it does not,  (b) an entity that makes an entity mentioned in (a) seem to exist or (c) an entity consisting of an entity mentioned in (b) making an entity mentioned in (a) exist?  Any of the three could be meant by “a projection of our feelings or mental state.”  Neither Blackburn or McDowell clearly distinguish between causation, justification  and explanation in talking about such entities and how they are related nor do they say in what way any of the entities involved are related in such ways to the others.  They confuse a way of identifying which entity is being asserted to exist in the sense of telling us which one it is in a way that enables us to know which one it is with an explanation of why it is that entity rather than another while ignoring issues of justification and causation.

Recently, Blackburn seems open to the view of the world that science takes to be proper, open to a view like McDowell’s portrayed below and rejected that arguments for relativism are sufficient for accepting relativism.  McDowell has favored a Kantian metaphysics that shares metaphysical views that Blackburn shares with Hume.


Blackburn provides no prevailing reason to believe his theory is true rather than false.  He can explain his theory in the sense of tell us how it is to be understood and how to understand and describe the kinds of entities it is about.  But his theory can explain what his theory accepts only by being about things it says might exist but do not, things sufficient to explain what a projection is and why only projections exist.  Those things are of the usual ordinary sort we take to exist.  But suppose we grant, as his theory claims, that those explanatory entities do not exist and are only possible according to various projections of them including, for example, what would be proper descriptions of them and that those explanatory entities and their descriptions explain what the proper understanding of his theory is.  We still have no reason for believing his theory is true.


A reply available to him is that the explanation he offers of his theory is a sufficient reason for the truth of his theory.  That is because his theory accepts, as the redundancy theory requires, (1) “His theory is true” means “His theory” when asserted and it accepts (2) that “the redundancy theory is true” implies the metaphysically neutral theory that there is no metaphysical way the world is.   That is sufficient for the truth of his theory until it is shown not to be sufficient.  But a critic would point out that if Blackburn accepts (2), his metaphysical theory, quasi realism, that there is no metaphysical way the world is provided his theory that relies on projections is true, is false since the world is not the way quasi realism says it is either. 


A related objection is based not on whether it is true that any entity he calls a “projection” exists but rather on whether the causes of such an entity exist.  This objection is that it may be that only what he calls “projections” exist but they are not in fact projections.  That is because if they are in fact projections, they are caused by minds which are not projections and those minds are caused to cause projections by things and circumstances which are not minds or projections.   If what he calls “projections” are not in fact projections, he needs to tell us what they are so that we know what his theory is and what it claims to exist so that it can be evaluated by comparison with others.


Blackburn’s projections seem to be what were called “ideas” in the seventeenth century and “intentional objects” or “intentional acts” or combinations of them in the nineteenth century.  His theory that there are only projections needs to “earn” acceptance.  Until he provides more information about “earning,” the theory that our usual view of the world is broadly correct is more compelling than the theory that there are only projections, even if that is only a projection.


Blackburn holds a non cognitivist view about all claims, not just moral claims.  It permits him to grant with Mackie that our customary views about all claims are cognitivistic and non definist except in technical contexts in which stipulative definitions are appropriate.

GIBBARD


In Wise Choices, Apt Feelings Gibbard offers a theory of norm expressivism, a theory explaining morality by appeal to evolution and psychology.  He claims something is morally wrong if and only if it is rational for one to feel guilty for having done it and angry toward one for having done it and to call something rational is to endorse it.  Those claims are not definitions.  They express norms broadly accepted about what is involved in judging something to be morally wrong and judging something to be rational.  So, they are not statements of fact or true or false. Of course, those norms include that it is possible that such claims are true or false and it is possible that if they are false, their falsity is undetectable.  Norms have evolved due to human interaction over the course of evolution.   He has recently held that there are norms expressed in a moral judgement that an act is wrong which commit the judge to the existence of a natural property that all and only wrong acts have. (Lecture, The Ohio State University,  Oct. 23, 1999)  But there are also norms that norms can  mislead.


Norms are theoretical explanatory entities required to explain what people claim is moral or rational, their associated feelings about such claims and topics and their action.  The patterns in our sentences, emotions, and activities are related to morality and rationality in very complex ways.  The patterns are partly due to the natural facts and social setting, including the very complex psychology and goals of those involved and include participants reacting according to varieties of possibilities and outcomes they can imaginatively consider.  


But according to norm expressivism, the patterns are also due to the fact that one accepts something as moral or rational if and only if one accepts a system of norms that permit it to be so in the situation.  Accepting a norm is a psychological state and since we accept countless norms, we are in countless psychological states at each moment.  Continuities in belief, feeling and action will involve continuities in some norms but not others.  Avowel of norms ranges from merely saying something that indicates a moral claim to feeling and behaving as though it is accepted.  To the extent the norm is internalized it governs your speech, thought, feeling and activity.  Accepted norms can be evaluated by their consistency with others and marginalized or internalized based on how easily they are made to be compatible with the others.


Gibbard claims to be speculating about what an adequate scientific psychology would be like.  There would seem to be something about people, not just their heredity and environment but in their psychology, that explains the noticeable patterns in behavior, feeling, thought and talk in connection with morality.  Norms are those explainers.  They are expressed in moral rules, talk, etc.  But they would not be adequately described by moral rules nor would what action they would lead to be adequately described by moral rules.  Norms give rise to tendencies to feelings, thoughts and action in varieties of situations.  Their contribution to the situations that might arise is open ended due to the open ended character of the situations. 
His discussion of the kinds of human interactions and the different ways they can express norms is impressive and extensive.  He appears to take his views as an argument to the best explanation that justifies non cognitivism rather than cognitivism.

Gibbard is open to the criticism that his theoretical explanatory entities, norms, should have more in their favor than the assertion that they partly explain something to be explained since that virtue is asserted of explanations that do not explain.  Norms seem to be indistinguishable from gremlins or intuitions since they are not norms in the sense of fully stated or legislated rules or even understood as opposed to “expressed.”   If the argument for the existence of norms is an argument to the best explanation, it requires that norms are part of the best explanation of why and how there are correct or true moral claims.  To be strong the argument requires as true premises that norms have been discovered for discovering how one norm differs from another, how to tell which ones and how many are expressed by something, how the expressing relation differs from other relations of norms to things and how to tell whether any norms exist.  So far, those premises are false or the required norms are too vague to detect how they are to be properly understood and applied.


The evidence for the view that there are norms is that it is attractive to scientists who believe there are norms, who do not recognize the above unattractive features of such a view.   The fact that norms are similar to natural laws favors his theory. But it also points to the unattractive similar features of the view that there are natural laws and to the possibility that natural law explanations might be better than norm explanations.


Gibbard is associated with Blackburn in that he holds that everything we believe and say is entirely properly explained ultimately by something psychological.  But in Gibbard’s case, the ultimate psychological explainers are norms.  Since they govern psychology they might be abstract entities rather than physical or psychological, including mental, entities.  Norms often commit judges to holding claims to be true; claims are not true due to correspondence only regardless of whether norms exist.  So, he is properly taken to be a non cognitivist.  Further evidence of his being a non cognitivist is that  his view permits him to grant that there are norms that permit him to hold that there are moral “quasi truths” to go with a “quasi realism” he could endorse.  He might also note that there are norms that support versions of definism and versions of non definism. 

MC DOWELL


McDowell, also influenced by Hume, accepts a version of the theory that moral properties are projections.  Moral properties are real but not properties of objects since they are like secondary qualities.


The distinction between primary and secondary qualities is associated with its most famous advocate, John Locke.  Locke held all qualities are powers to cause ideas or at least effects.  Primary qualities of objects cause ideas or projections of those qualities that resemble those qualities of the objects.  The primary qualities are solidity, shape, rest or motion and number; qualities measured by physics.  Secondary qualities of objects cause ideas of those secondary qualities that do not resemble those secondary qualities of the objects.  The secondary qualities are colors, sounds, textures, tastes and odors. 


An example of such a theory is a metaphysical theory in science.  The theory is that  the red of an object is its power or disposition to reflect certain light waves.  That power is the structure, a shape, of surface molecules correlated with their dispositional property of reflecting certain light waves when light is present.  That is, what is physical that is the red of the object is its surface molecular structure.  However, when we are aware of the sensory quality red, it does not resemble a molecular structure since that is a shape rather than a color.  So, the sensory quality red is not the surface molecular structure that is the red of the object sensed to have the sensory quality red even when they are located in the same place.


McDowell accepts a specific theory of secondary qualities: Secondary qualities are properly understood only by reference to a “disposition to present a certain sort of perceptual appearance: specifically, an appearance characterizable by using a word for the property itself….”  As he goes on to explain, according to his theory, a secondary quality is a disposition properly described by a description that includes reference to a psychological state which itself is properly described by a description including a word referring to the property.  Similarly, a moral property of an act, thing or situation is properly understood as its meriting a kind of response including a psychological state the proper description of which includes using a word for the property itself.  So, proper definitions and explanations of secondary qualities are circular.  That is, what is to be explained, the explandum, is mentioned in the explanation, the explans, and the word or words to be defined, the definiendum, appear in the definiens, the defining words.  In contrast, primary qualities do not have circular explanations nor circular definitions and do not require reference to a psychological state or how they appear to human consciousness.


But he holds there is a difference between secondary qualities and moral properties.  The red of an object is properly described as a tendency of the object to appear red in human consciousness and the word “red” is properly defined only by using “red” to refer to red as it appears to human consciousness.  However, moral properties of things not only tend to elicit or cause a psychological state.   The important difference is that they also merit the psychological state even if people in the situation do not have the psychological state.  In that sense the psychological state is ideal or a theoretical state, a state one grants could exist if one accepts the theory, but it is still a psychological state.  Further the proper description of the state includes the moral word for the moral property of what ever has that moral property in that situation.


The result is that secondary qualities and moral properties are just as real or exist just as much as primary qualities.  But access to the reality of secondary qualities and moral qualities is by having human psychological states of being aware of them rather than by having access only to indicators of them.  For example, science takes the presence of certain light waves to be a reliable indicator of a color even if no one sees the color at that time.  But recognizing the color does not require recognizing that anything wavey is present.  To recognize the color that is present in the usual visual way requires looking at the color, otherwise recognition of the color is only by indicators of it.  That is not true of primary qualities.  When they exist, they exist even if humans and sensors of them are impossible since such things are not referred to in the correct definition or explanation of them.  It may seem that the dispositions mentioned in the descriptions of secondary qualities and moral properties are also the dispositions to have primary qualities and that ties them together.  But his theory contains no guarantee of that and seems to leave it as topic open to scientific investigation.


McDowell accepts some metaphysical distinctions.  Primary qualities can be correctly defined and explained without reference to psychological states.  Secondary qualities are correctly defined and explained only by (1) definitions and explanations that include reference to psychological states and (2) the psychological states can be correctly defined and explained only by (1), that is, correct definitions of secondary qualities are circular.  (3) Moral properties differ from secondary qualities by meriting the psychological states they tend to elicit or cause.  He does not explore the issue of whether they tend to elicit or cause unmerited psychological states the description of which includes using the word for the property.
WIGGINS


Wiggins introduces his views, which are similar to those of McDowell, this way.  Moore correctly rejected “x is good” means “I like x.  Hume held that x is good if and only if x causes a sentiment of approval. Subjectivists have been wrong in supposing that the property of being good is only the property of causing approval.  Those facts result from the fact that the criteria for who is a competent judge faces these problems: A value sense organ does not exist and if it did, the property it detected would not be approval, but rather, good.  Further, the criteria for a competent judge would have to be good criteria, criteria not just for approval but proper approval. 


Proper subjectivism claims referring to a response is required to explain what a subjective property is in the sense of stating its proper description or understanding it properly.  Proper subjectivism requires responding properly to the subjective property and that the subjective property is not a response to a non subjective property nor a response to another subjective property.   In individual cases actual responses are adjusted to the range of proper responses over time due to complex varieties of feed back.  Reference to the response is necessary because the domain of non subjective properties in a situation in which a subjective property exists is, to use an ill chosen often used word, “shapeless.”  That is, there is no way to determine whether a non subjective property is in the situation except by appeal to each individual case.  What is present in one case need not be present in another.  There are no decisive ways to predict, and no decisive principles determining, what is in the supervenience base of any properly subjective property, such as, being funny or red, and there is no reason to believe a list of bases is ever exhaustive.  So, naturalistic or scientific theories of properly subjective properties that take them to consist of only their base properties are false if they (a) do not include reference to a proper response as part of the proper description of the property even if that response never exists or (b) do not include in the base properties the properties a subject would need to have to have the response.  Those properties would include substantial parts of the psychological and environmental history of the subject.  


A subjective property requires reference to a response in its proper description and the response requires reference to the subjective property in the proper description of the response.  So, if only one of them exists, the other, even if it does not exist, is used in describing it.  So, such a subjective property could exist even if the response required to describe it never does.   The evidence that such a subjective property would exist would be the evidence that there can be such a response and that its base properties exist due to similar base properties being met by a relevantly similar response.


However, the response could not exist without the subjective property to which it is the proper response.  Further, if a subjective property exists, one might be aware of that property or be sure it exists due to awareness of it being at least part of the proper response when the response is known to exist and reference to the subjective property is part of a known proper description of that response.  The rest of the response, since all psychological states exist or do not exist, while only some, such as beliefs, are true or false, is mostly determined by other factors.  So, whether the response plays any role in causing, or the proper description of, motivation or overt behavior would depend on other factors in the particular case.


A belief that a properly subjective property exists is vindicated if use of the best explanation of the existence of the belief by the explainer of the belief leads him to have the same belief.  The explanation consists of the evidence for believing the properly subjective property exists.  That permits accepting that a subject is responding properly to a properly subjective property but claiming that the object does not in fact have the properly subjective property because there is a property of the situation that the subject is not aware of that defeats her belief. The evidence that is decisive about the existence of a properly subjective property is the evidence that part of the proper response to that properly subjective property is the belief that said properly subjective property exists.       One reason that property is properly subjective is that it exists but is not sufficient to cause any belief about it to exist when conditions prevent that part of the proper response.

He does not mention it but it is compatible with his position that an object has a properly subjective property only if a proper description of the property includes a description of the situation, the object in it and the proper response to the object in that situation.  In that case the object has as the property that it has a properly subjective property.  His views on objective truth support such a position.


Some beliefs and truths about properly subjective properties are objective the way Dummet believes mathematics is objective.  That is, the evidence determines what the objective truths and beliefs are about numbers and what their objective properties are. The same is true of subjective properties and the objective properties things have.  For example, that something has the objective property of having a properly subjective property.  Truth may diverge from what evidence indicates is objective truth.  Objective truth is determined by properly responding to situations.  Situations may yield evidence that renders objective truth about something indeterminate or misleading.  This approach to objective truth is compatible with taking objective truth to be quasi truth. But this approach does not require or endorse doing so since one can hold that in each particular case an objective truth is a truth at least until it is discovered not to be. 


Wiggins’ view seems to be basically like McDowell’s but more carefully worked out.  It can incorporate McDowell’s views on meriting a response.  It could incorporate the view that all properties merit a response.  If that view is correct, McDowell would be wrong in holding that meriting a response distinguishes moral from non moral properties and would, perhaps, distinguish different kinds of meriting and kinds of responses.


The acceptability of the views of McDowell and Wiggins depends on that of making a distinction between primary and secondary qualities.  Qualities as we are usually familiar with them are broadly referred to as “phenomenal” qualities and are taken to be qualities of ordinary objects.  Our customary view is that such qualities are not secondary qualities nor subjective in a particular case unless sufficient reasons for such a view are presented concerning that case.  Accepting that all colors and moral qualities are subjective or secondary qualities results from accepting a scientific metaphysical view of the world used to draw a general theoretical distinction between appearance and reality.


However, we do not customarily draw the distinction between appearance and reality by starting with the theory that colors and moral properties are secondary qualities.  Rather, we customarily accept (1) that we apprehend the qualities things have, rather than only appear to have, (2) only under certain conditions, (3) that often we need to discover what those conditions are and (4) whether we are in them.  Further, we accept (5) that the distinction between primary and secondary qualities is not relevant except for select scientific purposes of predicting or explaining property detection abnormalities in people, often due to misleading circumstances and (6) that this is true of all qualities.  Further, (7) we take moral properties to be occurent qualities, not ability or dispositional qualities that yield occurent qualities when activated.  We (8) do not take moral properties to be dispositional properties requiring description by an occurent property a psychology notices in suitable circumstances but which is not an occurent property of the object if psychologies are impossible.   So, we need an argument to support that secondary quality theories of color and moral properties are true.  Mc Dowell and Wiggins present such theories but no argument that what we customarily accept is false and no new argument that such theories are true.


McDowell and Wiggins hold that moral qualities exist but only in situations in which a psychology plays a role in their identity.   They are cognitivists in the sense that they grant that moral qualities exist and that claims about them are true or false, at least, broadly, the way color claims are true or false.   They are known for the theory, but not for any argument for its claim that the proper description moral properties requires referring to psychology.  So they are stipulative definists since they hold that part of the meaning of moral claims is that they are in part about psychology.     


Theories like those of McDowell and Wiggins can be accepted as quasi true by Blackburn and Gibbard, since that is compatible with error theories of morality.  Those who do not hold error theories of morality can hold that while things could have moral properties, none do, go on to accept secondary quality theories of moral properties and also hold they are scientific theories of moral properties that are useful in some ways.  In particular, they are useful in cases in which awareness of moral properties plays a role in predicting or explaining normal human function. But those who hold secondary quality theories of moral properties are true hold error theories of moral properties if they hold that strictly speaking, unlike non moral properties, moral properties do not exist if people or psychologies are impossible.


So far we have not found good reason for believing cognitivistic non definism concerning moral properties is false.  We turn to the issue of whether science requires accepting an error theory of moral properties.  In different ways Harmon and Quine hold that no moral property appears in any scientific explanation or view of the world.

HARMON


Harmon claims moral judgments are not judgments made by others.  They are inner judgments of the speaker that the agent, who need not be the speaker, has reasons to do an act that are capable of motivating the agent but perhaps not others.  Further, the speaker endorses those reasons and supposes the audience does too.  Harmon claims that what a person accepts as moral is relative in the sense that it depends on what the person desires, provided they are desires as described below.  People can cooperate to satisfy their desires.  So, sometimes they will accept various customs or implicit agreements of shared intentions or habits of action that are vague about details of ways to bring about desire satisfaction.  They get described by vague moral rules that usually indicate goals and areas of responsibility that are subject to change as desires change in relation to circumstances.  The relativism involved is not just that of there being prima facie duties of not harming, promise keeping, etc., since any theory must have that kind of relativity to those kinds of considerations.  That is, what a person accepts as moral is relative in the sense that it depends on everything mentioned in this claim: The person as an agent has motivating attitudes toward considerations of implicit agreement about what to do that yield an action that ought to be done according to a speaker who endorses the reasons provided by the agreement.


That explanation of moral belief supports his theory about moral facts and moral properties such as goodness and rightness.  He claims that when a scientist makes an observation to test a scientific theory, the best explanation of what is observed is that a theory is true.  For example, if a scientist sees a vapor trail in a cloud chamber, the best explanation is that it is made by what a scientific theory calls a proton.  But, he continues, we do not observe the wrongness of acts nor do we believe that wrongness is part of the best explanation of the act.  The best explanation of the act being wrong is the relativism explaining moral belief above, that its being wrong is imposed by our psychology in reaction to the situation due to our desires and wants.  So, nihilism is true; there are no moral facts, truths or knowledge.  Morality is an illusion, perhaps a superstition of religion.


Harmon is a non cognitivist about moral claims since he holds there are neither moral properties nor moral facts.   But his non cognitivism is not due to a view about the non descriptive meaning of moral claims.  It is due to his holding the metaphysical theory that moral judgments, and presumably the resulting claims, are only candidates for scientific explanation rather than candidates for being true.   His evidence seems to be that since they are candidates for scientific explanation they are not true.   He might hold that the best that can be said for moral properties and facts is that what was called an “error theory” by Mackie, discussed earlier, is true of them.


Sturgeon believes Harmon’s theory fails.  Consider the scientific theory that a proton exists and the background theory from science that if a scientist correctly believes she sees a vapor trail in a cloud chamber, then she will believe a proton exists.  Suppose she believes a proton exists while correctly believing she is seeing such a trail.  The best explanation of those beliefs, according to science, is that (a) a proton exists; it is not (b) that she correctly believes she sees such a trail since the trail that she sees exists but she only believes that the proton exists since it in fact does not exist.  That is true even though someone might claim that (b), which only mentions psychological states and objects in the background theory, is correct since protons do not exist.  Explanation (b) has not been accepted by science.  


Similarly, Consider the meta ethical theory that a wrong act exists and the background theory that if a moral person correctly believes she sees a murder, she will believe a wrong act exists.  Suppose she believes a wrong act exists while correctly believing she is seeing a murder.  Sturgeon claims the best explanation of her believing a wrong act exists is that a wrong act exists.  Harmon would claim the best explanation would be that she correctly believes she sees a murder but only mistakenly believes a wrong act exists since no wrong act exists.  That is because moral beliefs are correctly explained using only psychological states and objects mentioned in the background theory.  So, moral facts and properties do not exist.  


Sturgeon claims that Harmon treats such scientific and moral cases differently for no good reason.  By implication Harmon’s relativism is an incorrect explanation of moral belief because it is limited to psychological states and things mentioned in their background conditions without granting that moral facts and properties exist and are required for explaining moral beliefs.

QUINE


Quine, a recent leader in logic and philosophy of science, holds that ethics is epistemologically infirm compared with science.  He is an anti-foundationalist and a coherentist in epistemology in the sense that he holds that no sentence is self justifying and that any sentence depends on other sentences for justification.  He admits to being a foundationalist only in the sense that sentences that justify or are justified have "observational checkpoints" that are fulfilled predictions.  He holds that is the sense in which science accepts a correspondence theory of truth.  Observation sentences are uttered holophrastically, that is, as a linguistic unit not influenced by background information or any theory, in response to stimuli, their "stimulus meaning," as a result of sensory conditioning.  Sensory stimuli justifies sentences to an extent determined by the sentences of the empiricist theory of evidence that determines the justificational relevance of the stimuli on the basis of accepted theory and background information.  So, sentences are sentences in science if (a) they are observation sentences or (b) when added to accepted sentences, it implies an observation sentence not implied by the accepted sentences or (c) adds to the simplicity, systemic unity or intelligibly of a scientific theory.


In contrast he claims ethical sentences are justified only by coherence with our moral standards.  Ethical sentences, such as "That is outrageous," are not observation sentences and, thus, fail condition (a).  The reason is that whether one accepts or rejects that sentence depends on background information that not all observers of the situation have.  He seems to believe that is also a reason why ethical sentences do not meet condition (b) in that accepting the implication relation would require such background information.  Further, he believes they do not seem to meet condition (c) since it is unclear how moral words and sentences can add to the simplicity, systemic unity or intelligibility of any scientific theory.  "Water" links well systemically with "H2O" to yield predictions but what in scientific theory would link well with "wrong"?  Scientific accounts of the causal origin of morality suggest that moral codes are social constructions, practices people often accept.  But what a moral code says, the sentences of its content, are not reliable predictors of behavior or circumstances.  Such sentences are not scientific sentences in any of the three senses mentioned and, thus, epistemologically inferior. 


Critics would reply that, according to Quine, to the extent that sentences are supported and not rejected by checkpoints, they are scientific.  Since each non self contradictory sentence can be conjoined, linked with the word "and," to at least one checkpoint sentence that happens to be true, most ethical sentences are observation sentences to some extent in the systemic sense and, to that extent, foundational.  As conjunctions are rejected on systemic grounds, including amount of checkpoint support, when they yield contradictions if conjoined with others, the accepted conjuncts acquire higher foundational status due to the justification provided by coherence. 


Further, many ethical sentences have a higher systemic status since they are testable in Quine's sense.  They permit predicting fulfilled observation sentences that cannot be predicted by already accepted non moral sentences.  For example:  The known facts not implying the predicted experience:  Socrates' body is in prison.  Theory: Socrates is good.  Hypothesis linking the theory to prediction observation:  If Socrates is good, his body will be moved out of the prison by something other than him or his body.  The prediction is a scientifically acceptable sentence and describes one experiential test of the theory.  Many such tests of the theory can be constructed.


In addition, since any observation sentence can be construed as requiring background information, for example, it exists or is self identical or "I see something," or "There is a sub atomic particle track in a cloud chamber," moral sentences can be holophrastic observation sentences. 


Ethics and science have the same epistemic infirmities.  The best theory of moral properties and non moral properties is that they are supervenient: justified agreement on them is reached by justified agreement on the base properties.  Yet there is no generalization of the form, "If x has B, x has S," since in other situations x having B is not necessary or not sufficient for it having S due to other properties in those situations that partially constitute a different B in those situations.  Incompatible scientific theories and incompatible normative theories work for predicting some cases of a supervenient property as long as the circumstances are restricted enough; change the restrictions and some work better than others or some do not apply.  


Ethics seems infirm compared to science since ethical properties have the reputation of being harder to detect than non ethical properties.  That is because controversial cases of moral properties get compared to non controversial cases of non moral properties, such as shape, rather than controversial cases in which criteria for property detection and identity are controversial.  For example, the phenomenal or easily noticed base properties of moral properties seem to be just as loosely related to supposedly phenomenal moral properties as phenomenal base properties are related to phenomenal gender observed by the chicken sexer, phenomenal species of the microbial taxonomist, the phenomenal identity of wine detected by wine tasters, of perfume detected by the perfume formulator or the phenomenal taste of phenol by those who can suitably curl their tongue.


The theory Quine holds appears as scattered remarks constituting a minor part of his elaborate philosophy of science.  It is instructive to compare the criticism offered above designed to apply to Quine with Sturgeon’s criticism of Harmon offered earlier.  Sturgeon points out that if science accepts the policy that there are non moral items that are declared to exist due to the fact that they are part of the best explanation of relevant facts and moral beliefs, then there is no adequate justification for denying moral items exist when they are part of the best explanation of relevant facts and moral beliefs.  That policy is a metaphysical policy stating a metaphysical sufficient condition for being declared to exist and an epistemological policy stating an epistemologically sufficient condition for being declared to exist.  The Quine critic points out that moral claims can occupy the same sorts of epistemic roles in science as non moral claims.   The Quine critic can go on to claim that is sufficient for granting existence to moral properties and facts when they have the same epistemological status as non moral properties and facts that are granted to exist by science.       

RAILTON


Railton offered a meta ethical theory designed to make moral claims open to scientific investigation.  He proposes these stipulative definitions: A’s subjective interest =df what existing circumstances cause A to want.  A’s objectified subjective interest =df what A would want A to want in those circumstances if A were fully informed based on what would lead to A’s general and increasing well being over time.  X is non morally good for A =df x would satisfy an objectified subjective interest of A.  At this point evolutionary improvement of A’s desires due to an expanding supply of information due to continuing experience with the world can be explained by how closely A’s wants match what is in A’s objectified subjective interest.


A ought to do x =df x is the best means to a goal of A according to instrumental reason, reason that compares ways for reaching a goal from existing circumstances.  X is morally right =df x is instrumentally rational from a social point of view in improving the well being of people in general as indicated by causing less social conflict.  That would explain improvement in moral learning and behavior.  It would promote impartiality by leading to it and explaining it and explain why my subjective interest might not lead me to do what is morally right.  Such a view is compatible with biological and social evolution and a version of utilitarianism.


Those definitions are intelligible and non circular.   He believes they permit moral language to play its customary roles without having to develop reportive definitions of every customary and unusual occurrence of moral language.


While Railton’s program offers an attractive everyday language way to specify approximations of what the supervenience base of moral claims as customarily understood would be, doing the science required to discover the content of those specifications is far beyond the present state of science.  Perhaps it cannot be done in every day language.   If one must resort to the language of science, exactly what nerve states or arrangements of molecules or which states of affairs would constitute the supervenience bases and which moral claims are true or acceptable for use in trying to discover the supervenience bases required for them?  Further, what difference in supervenience base would explain the difference between an instrumental “ought” and a moral “ought” and what establishes that there is or is not that difference?  Railton offers an example of a comparatively well developed cognativistic stipulative definism in which the stipulated meaning of moral claims in terms of psychology and circumstances would hold some attraction as a research device to those who believe Harmon is basically right,  especially if they accept that a correct scientific explanation of something is also an acceptable stipulative definition of it.   Railton, as represented above, is a reductionist as discussed below.  His theory is a scientific research program that does not take a stand on whether moral properties exist. 


In addition to the theory above, Railton has taken a stand on moral properties.  He holds a version of non eliminativism as described below.

REDUCTIONISTS


Reductionists claim there are acceptable stipulative definitions of moral claims.  They define a moral claim, provided it is true, as a correlated non moral claim or collection of non moral claims, provided they are true.  Due to such definitions, it is claimed that the true moral claims stipulatively mean the true correlated non moral claims.  They hold there is a core advantage that makes such stipulations acceptable.  That advantage is that while moral claims do not reportively mean non moral claims, true non moral claims about supervenience bases of moral properties, the cluster of non moral properties of something that make it have a moral property, decisively determine the truth of moral claims epistemologically and metaphysically.  That yields the other advantages due to the fact that the true non moral claims play crucial roles.   They play roles in evaluating the truth of moral claims, the justification of knowledge claims about them, knowledge of the truth of moral claims and explaining the motivational power of situations.


Reductionist theories are versions of cognitivistic stipulative definism.  They hold that when moral claims containing descriptive moral words are true, non moral claims describing the supervenience bases of the moral properties described by the moral words are true.  The non moral claims that stipulatively define a moral claim include descriptions of the supervenience base or, if the moral claim is general, at least the part of the bases that is corrolated with such claims and moral properties described by the moral words. Depending on the particular theory, descriptions of the bases come from the various social and physical sciences.


It is fashionable for reductionists to hold a “two level” theory of meaning.   According to this theory, the meaning of a moral property word has two parts or levels:   (1) its reportive meaning which permits the moral property to have a different supervenience base since if the world were different, the moral property word could properly apply to other bases, and, (2) a stipulative meaning which does not permit the moral property to have a different base since in the case of any non general true moral claim in the context in which that moral claim is made, the world is not different and the moral property word can not properly apply to a different base except by changing the context or the world in which it happens.


Reductionists are non eliminitivists, eliminativists or do not take a stand on whether moral properties exist.  Non eliminativists hold that moral properties exist while eliminativists hold that moral properties do not exist.


Non eliminativists defend the correlation of moral and non moral truths by holding the metaphysical theory that (1) moral properties exist and (2) a moral property is the same as its supervenience base, whatever it turns out to be in the particular case.  Some hold the base is certain non moral properties.  Others hold the base is things having certain non moral properties since they would rather grant that things having properties exist than grant that properties exist.    


The only sense in which a moral claim and a non moral claim made up of other non moral claims are translatable into each other by use of stipulative definitions is that since they are about the same thing, when one is true, the other is true.  That is not translation according to the reportive meaning of “translation” used by translators.   Logicians call that relation the relation of being “equivalent.”  The claim, “it is an animal with a heart” does not mean “it is an animal with a liver” because hearts are not livers.  But those claims are equivalent, when they are about healthy animals in worlds relevantly similar to ours, because when one of them is true, the other is too.  The words “heart” and “liver” are equivalent in those claims because one can be substituted for the other in those claims without changing their truth yet those words do not have the same meaning.  Similarly, a moral word and a non moral word referring to its supervenience base are equivalent provided the claims they appear in are both true.  But one is not the reportive definition of the other since there are other pairs of claims they can appear in and only one of the claims is true due to a morally relevant difference appearing in addition to the base.


Defending that moral claims and the words they contain describing moral properties are about the same thing as their stipulative defintions is based on the defense that water and H2O are the same thing.  The property of being water  was linked to true descriptions of water mentioning various water properties long before chemists discovered that water is the same thing as H2O and that the property of being H2O is linked to true descriptions of chemicals mentioning various chemical properties.  So Claims about water do not have the same reportive meaning as claims about H20 even though they are about the same thing.  Water and H20 were discovered to be the same thing by science.  Since that was a discovery, the claim that they are the same thing is an a posteriori truth and since they are the same thing, the claim that they are the same thing is a necessary truth. The fact that it is an a posteriori necessary truth that they are the same thing is the only sense in which it is a definitional truth that they are the same thing.  Such a definition is stipulative and has been accepted by science since it has been useful for making predictions about whatever is both water and H20 so far.


Similarly, non eliminitivists hold that a moral property is the same as the complex non moral property which is a cluster of non moral properties that something has that counts as the supervienience base of the moral property.   That information is useful for predicting and justifying what moral property something has provided it has a particular complex supervenience base property and for predicting and justifying what base properties something has provided it has a particular moral property.

 
Eliminitivists hold that since an error theory of moral properties is true, no claim that something has a moral property is true; no moral claim succeeds in being about an existing moral property.  They hold a moral claim succeeds in being true only by being in part about the supervienience base of the moral property it would have if moral properties were to exist.   Eliminitivists accept the sort of stipulative definitions that non eliminitivists accept.  They agree that moral claims are true when certain non moral claims are true.    They disagree only on whether moral properties exist and often accept a two level theory of meaning.

CORNELL REALISM


Cornell realists can accept reductionist stipulative definitions for the purposes of the scientific study of morality but they are not reductionists.  They are not reductionists since they hold that moral properties exist and are not non moral properties, nor collections of them, nor things with non moral properties.  Further, words for moral properties are not properly reportively defined using non moral words and moral truths are not non moral truths nor correctly defined by them.  


Boyd, Sturgeon and Brink, in contrast with Harmon, hold a version of naturalism that says moral properties explain some human behavior and social phenomena. For example, social institutions having the property of being just may be the most useful explanation of why a society thrives and be an important factor in explaining the behavior people in the society.  As we saw above, Harmon claims that since the physical supervenience base of moral properties would be enough for scientific explanation of the behavior, moral properties do not exist.   They point out his claim ignores the fact that properties such as valence, being a gene, and being water supervene on non moral properties.  Those properties are accepted by science due to their relation to laws and their ability to explain the distribution of their base properties and things that have the base properties that play a role in a more basic explanation.  They stress that a more basic explanation is not the best explanation if your scientific goals are not those of the theoretical physicist but rather those of a chemist or a biologist, or even a psychologist or sociologist.  Moral properties are not identical to non moral properties because of the open question argument but behave like natural kind properties such as acid, homeostatic system and water which supervene on other things and their properties and do not have the same properties as their base properties.


This defense relies on holding a principle:  If according to a scientific explanation an entity is required for explaining something else, then that entity exists.  That principle supports this analogy:  Since non moral supervenient properties which are required for scientific explanations to be useful exist, moral supervenient properties required for scientific explanations to be useful exist.  


A reply available to Harmon is that there are no useful scientific explanations that require moral properties to exist or if there are such explanations, they are not useful enough to count as scientific.  The sort of predictions they provide are not reliable enough nor sufficiently testable for truth.  This consideration might show the defense of moral properties just above is inadequate.  But until that is established, it has not been established that science requires accepting an error theory of moral properties.      

NON REDUCTIVE PROPERTY COGNITIVISTIC NONDEFINISM 


Dancy has recently held that moral properties exist but there is no good reason to believe that any moral property is due to a supervenience base since there is no counterexample free general principle so far that establishes that any moral property has a supervenience base.   Thus, the justification of moral claims is what is called “holistic.” That seems to mean (1) does not require principles of the form, if x is F then x is M, where F is a supervenience base because (2) no particular established variety of things and considerations is required for justifying moral claims and moral explanations.  Further, he holds (2) because (3) the relation of a supervenience base to a moral property is a metaphysical relation rather than an epistemological relation.  That is, if a base makes a moral property exist, we do not know it since our knowledge of the base is never secure enough, due to the lack of true moral rules of the above form, for us to know that a particular cluster of base properties is the exact cluster that makes the moral property.  So, we do not know of any case in which a supervenience base is known to be the base of a moral property.  


Rosen, whose views appear earlier, holds that moral properties exist when and only when their supervenience bases exist but while they may turn out to be the same thing, it has not been established that they are the same thing.  He would reply to Dancy that the justification of moral claims and their role in explanation, whether scientific or not, is not “holistic” as that word is used above.  The reason is that his version of act deontology (1) grants that no moral principle of the form Dancy rejects is true yet,  nevertheless, (2) states the particular variety of things and considerations required for justifying moral claims and their use in both scientific and moral explanations and how to discover what the details of the justification are in each case even though (3) the justifying details may vary from case to case.   Further, that particular variety has been established since he has shown his theory to be true since it is still the best of competing normative ethical theories so far.  So, there is no good reason to doubt that the supervenience base of a moral property that has been discovered by properly using his theory is the metaphysical base of the moral property until further use of his theory shows that it is not.

RANDOM  THOUGHTS

  
The theory under consideration is that moral claims are true or false because moral properties are referred to by moral terms and since moral properties are not non-moral properties, non-moral claims do not define moral claims.  Versions of this theory have appeared with increasing frequency the last twenty years due to various metaphysical and epistemological theories about parts of it.  Discussing views of individual philosophers who have taken positions on them in meta ethics is largely beyond our purpose because their theories are only sketched or not well developed.


We shall only indicate the range of the complicated issues, which are now known as the realism, anti realism debate.  Traditionally realism is the view that something can exist even if other things are logically impossible.  The most common version stresses that is true even if people and minds are logically impossible.  The denial of realism is known as idealism.  But in the realism, anti realism debate, realism is the view that a claim is true or false.  Anti realism is the view that a claim is neither true nor false.  The debate ranges through all areas of philosophy.  Due to conflicting theories of truth, there seem to be countless versions of realism and anti realism.


Those holding a coherence theory of truth claim that what it is for a claim to be true is that prevailing evidence supports it.  Those holding a correspondence theory of truth claim that what it is for a claim to be true is that the claim corresponds with an existing state of affairs.  Some correspondence theorists hold that though some claims are true, there is no reason to believe evidence indicates truth.  So, they are not skeptics about truth but are skeptics about claims to knowledge.  Some holding a coherence theory of truth believe correspondence cannot be known, so it is irrelevant.  Other coherence theorists, along with some correspondence theorists, believe prevailing evidence is evidence of, but not a guarantee of, correspondence.  That is the most common view.


Here are several theories of how the truth of moral claims is related to moral properties.  If one holds a coherence theory of truth, the truth of a moral claim is that the prevailing evidence indicates that the moral properties mentioned in the claim exist.  According to the correspondence theory, the truth of a moral claim guarantees there are moral properties.  Either theory is compatible with any of the following theories.  I shall use red as the example of a moral property since the theories are clearer when applied to a color property.


1. The only justification for the claim that moral properties exist is true moral claims.  2. In addition to the justification for the existence of moral properties, those properties exist.  3. When it is true that a thing has a moral property, the thing has it.  For example, if it is true that a thing is red, it is red.  4. When it is true that a thing has a moral property, it does not have the property, but it has other properties that correspond to the truth of the claim.  For example, when it is true that something is red, it does not have the property of being red, but it has the property of reflecting certain light waves corresponding to the true claim that it is red.  5. When it is true that a thing has a moral property, it does not have the property, but there are other things or properties of other things corresponding to the claim.  For example, when it is true that something is red, it is not red, nor does it have any properties corresponding to the truth of the claim that it is red.  Instead, what corresponds to the truth of the claim is, for example, someone is aware of something looking red, the evidence indicates something is red, it is part of our form of life that the claim is true, our economic system supports the claim, the history of the universe, the right people voted that it is red, scientists believe it, someone claims to have deconstructed it, etc.


Rosen seems to hold a version of 4.  He is aware of things being good.  He takes that to be evidence that it is true that they are good.  But what corresponds to that truth is non moral properties of those things that are prevailing evidence for the truth of the moral claim.  He is also aware of states of affairs, of properties being evidence for other properties.  He takes them to correspond to, and as prevailing evidence for, singular conditionals that are true unless falsified by further information.  In contrast, Garner is not aware of moral properties and claims that is prevailing evidence that moral claims are not true or false according to a correspondence theory of truth.  So, he holds a coherence theory of acceptability rather than truth.


Rosen often recognizes directly by observation the green that a leaf happens to be, that the leaf is green, that if a particular leaf looks green, it is green and that if the leaf is growing on a plant, it is green.  The conditional claims about a leaf are not principles because they are about only that leaf at the time at which the claims are made.  The fact that they leave out a lot of information about the leaf does not make them about other possible leaves, general or partly false.  They are discovered to be true by paying attention to the particular case, that is, the leaf in the circumstances in which it happens to be.


Like any statement of fact or true observation claim, they are a posteriori, false if certain additional information becomes known about the leaf, the plant or the leaf looking green.  In that case, Rosen would observe that if there is such information, at least one of the conditional claims is  false.  Again, this is not done by appeal to any principle but by paying attention to the case.  Descartes seems to have done something similar when he claimed the thought which seemed to exist was decisive evidence that a thinker exists, without appeal to a principle that says if a thought seems to exist, a thinker exists.


Rosen holds a similar view in meta ethics.  One can recognize sometimes that a categorical moral claim is true, a claim such as "that person is good," and one can recognize as true that if a particular act has a particular set of non moral properties, then it has a particular moral property.  Such a non general conditional claim is called a "singular conditional" because it is about an act that happens only once.  It can be used as a conditional premise in a Modus Ponens argument together with the assertion of the antecedent of the conditional to justify the consequent of the conditional as the conclusion.  Such singular conditionals provide counterexamples to all conditional moral principles ever stated.


The reason why a psychological explanation of the wrongness of an act is the best explanation is that morality has to do with action.  The best explanation of action is desire.  So, when one has a reason to do an act, the reason is a desire to do the act.   Therefore a moral property of the act is not a reason for doing the act because the act to be done does not exist and therefore cannot cause the desire to do it.  Rather, other parts of our psychology history and environment cause the desire to do the act.


Critics of Harmon would point out his view is an illustration of what informal logic books call the Genetic fallacy, the error of not distinguishing between reasons and causes, supposing causes of something are the only reason for it.  Harmon supporters would reply that in morality, and action in general, causes are the only reasons.


Critics would make a case along these lines.  You do not desire to do one act rather than another unless you believe you know what act or kind of act you want to do and enough about it to cause you to desire to do it.  Since it does not exist, it does not cause you to desire it.  But your beliefs about it do cause you to try to do an act of that description.  We all desire to do acts we will not regret.  The acts least likely to cause regret are that way for the same reasons they would be moral.  So we all desire to do only moral acts if we could figure out which acts they are.  The reasons the acts are moral are properties of them that are evidence they are moral and they are the reasons for believing the acts are moral and, thus, the reasons for desiring them.  Therefore, desires are not reasons or explanations or causes, other than necessary conditions, of acts unless they incorporate reasons for the act. That is, their correct description includes a description of the beliefs about the properties of the desired prospective acts that describe the properties of those acts that are the reasons that justify, often inadequately, that the acts are moral.

PAGE  
26

