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  نسبية أخلاقية متماسكة
  

  سيلينش، ودانييل ماكل دافيد كابس، ماي
  

  ملخص
. النسبية الأخلاقية هي موقف مغري، ولكنه أيضا صعب الـصياغة         

في هذه الورقة، نحن نقترح طريقة بديلة لصياغة النسبية الأخلاقية بـشكل            
. يسمح بوضع نسبية الأخلاق في إطار يجعل الدعاوى الأخلاقيـة صـحيحة           

حة بالمقارنة مـع الطـرق      مثل هذه المقاربة، نحن نعتقد، لها مميزات واض       
ونحن نختتم بوضع عدد من المـشكلات    . الممكنة لصياغة النسبية الأخلاقية   

  ١.التي يمكن أن يواجهها هذا الموقف في الاعتبار
  
  
  
  
  لماذا النسبية الأخلاقية؟ ١
  

هناك أسباب عديدة من أجلها يمكن للمرء أن يريد أن يدافع عن النسبية الأخلاقيـة، ولكـن                 
كيـة،   ذ أطرافهناك اختلافات بواسطة    .  الاهتمامات المقبولة هو عدم الاتفاق الأخلاقي      واحد من أهم  

ليس هناك أي قدر مـن المعلومـات        .  لا يمكن متابعتها   مدققة ومتعلمة إلى درجة أن هذه الاختلافات      
علـى أسـاس     يمكن أن يكون الواقعي مجبرا على تفسير هذه الاختلافات        .  يمكنه أن يحل اختلافاتهم   

حقائق الأخلاقية التي لا يمكن لبعض الأطراف ببساطة أن تقدرها بغض النظر عن كل التقدم الممكن                ال
بعض الحقائق الأخلاقية، كما لابد يقول الواقعي، هي ببساطة غير قابلة للتعـرف عليهـا               . في الأدلة 

 ـ    (إذا كان عدم الاتفاق هو واقـع حقيقـي          . بواسطة بعض النفوس غير المحظوظة     ن أي أن كـل م
 حكم  –، فإن أحد الطرفين على حق والثاني على خطأ          )الطرفين المختلفين يتناقض مباشرة مع الآخر     

  . ومع ذلك ليس هناك طريقة لحل اختلافاتهما–أحدهما صحيحا وحكم الآخر خطأ 
  
  
  
  

) لينش(المتعاطف إلى الرفض ) ماسي(من العدائية المباشرة : موقف المؤلفين من النسبية الأخلاقية متغير بشكل واسع ١
تعارض ت يظهر النص، هو في صياغة صورة متماسكة من النسبية الأخلاقية  اهتمامنا، آما،هكذا). آابس(الحذر إلى القبول 

  .الصحيحة" meta-ethical" النظرية التحت أخلاقية امع الدفاع عنها باعتباره
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ي مثل هذه الحـالات، يقـول       ف. يقدم أصحاب النسبية الأخلاقية طريقة للالتفاف حول المشكلة       
 طـراف ليس أن أحـد الأ    . أصحاب النسبية الأخلاقية، ليس هناك ببساطة حقيقة مطلقة في الموضوع         

بدلا من ذلك، كل منهما على      .  هناك طريقة لمعرفة أيهما هو أيهما      س على خطأ، لي   خرعلى حق والآ  
على حق على التوالي بالنـسبة      هما مختلفين، واختلافهما لا يمكن حله، ولكن فقط لأن كليهما           . حق

في مثل هذه الحالات، هناك فقط حقائق أخلاقية بالنـسبة لمقـاييس            . لطريقتهما للنظر إلى الموضوع   
وهكذا، يملك صاحب النسبية الأخلاقية طريقة عملية لتفسير مـاذا          . يمكن أن تختلف باختلاف الأفراد    

 ترجع إلى الحقائق الأخلاقية التي ليس هناك         ولا تتبعيجري في الجدل الأخلاقي الذي يبدو غير قابل لل        
    ٢. بدلا من ذلك، الاختلافات هي، كما توصف عادة، لا تخطئ.إمكانية في التوصل إليها معرفيا

 هو مـشكلة بالنـسبة لـصاحب الواقعيـة          تتبعإذن تفسير الاختلافات الأخلاقية غير القابلة لل      
، على أية حال، أن النسبية      من المشهور .  مغريا  بديلا الأخلاقية، وعلى السطح تقدم النسبية الأخلاقية     

واحدة من أكثر هذه المـشكلات      . الأخلاقية ترتبط عادة بعدد من المشكلات الصارخة كلها ناتجة منها         
ي صياغة للنسبية الأخلاقيـة يحـب أن        أكما نراه،   . ظهورا هو كيف حتى يمكن صياغة هذا الموقف       

أن تـسمح بـاختلاف     ) ١(يجب على النسبية    .  الشرطين، التاليين  تتفق مع على الأٌقل المتطلبين، أو     
 لماذا   عن – مؤسس على ممارساتنا الأخلاقية      -أن تقدم تفسير    ) ٢(أصيل حول موضوع مشترك؛ و    

  .تكون الأحكام الأخلاقية صحيحة فقط نسبيا

ر كيـف   أولا، إذا كان للواقعي مشكلات في تفسي      . دعنا نفسر كل من هذين الشرطين أكثر قليلا       
 الاختلافات غير القابلة للتتبع، فللنسبي مشكلات في تفسير كيف يمكن حتى أن توجد              يمكن أن يتم حل   

لا يمكن للنسبي ببساطة أن يشير إلى الاختلافات الأخلاقية وأن يدعي أنـه، باعتبـار أن                . الاختلافات
ذا كان طرف معين يؤكـد  إ.  كل منهما ببساطة يعبر عن قضايا مستقلة      تستخدم لغة أخلاقية،   طرافالأ

لكي ندعي غير ذلك هـو ببـساطة أن ننظـر إلـى             .  لا ينكر وجود اختلاف حقيقي     ، ينفي فإن الثاني 
بمعنى آخـر،    ٣.بمعزل كل منهما عن الآخر    على أنها حالات لأشخاص يتحدثون      الاختلافات الأخلاقية   

 – تتشارك المحتـوى   أن   يجب على صاحب النسبية الأخلاقية أن يفسر كيف يمكن للأطراف المختلفة          
  . كيف يمكن أن يؤكد أحدهما نفس القضية التي ينكرها الآخر

شرط المحتوى المشترك يقترح أنه سوف يكون صعبا بالنسبة لصاحب النسبية الأخلاقيـة أن              
 الخاصة بأحكامنا الأخلاقية هي في ذاتها نسبية أو مرتبطة بمتغير ما            – المحتوى   –يدعي أن القضايا    

  .ر الأخلاقيمثل الإطا
القتـل  (على أنها إيجاز لـ ) القتل خطأ(ذلك أنه سوف يكون من غير المقبول أن نأخذ القضية     

وذلك لأنه إذا كان محتوى ما يبدو أنه أحكام أخلاقية غير متوافقة هو             ). خطأ طبقا للإطار الأخلاقي ط    
افقة عندما تـستكمل بـشكل      عن الأحكام الأخلاقية التي هي في الواقع متو       في الحقيقة تعبيرا موجزا     

فإن معنى أن الطرفين هما في      ") القتل ليس خطأ طبقا لـ ع     "و" القتل خطأ طبقا لـ ط    "مثال،  (مناسب  
 النزاع المفترض هم فقط يطلقون أحكاما أخلاقية تبـدو علـى            الطرفان في  . الحقيقة مختلفين يختفي  

  .كل عن الآخرالسطح أنها غير متفقة؛ ولكنهم في الحقيقية يتحدثون بمعزل 
  
  
  
  

Max Kölbel (2003); Wright (2006), p. 52; Brogaard (forthcoming)  2.  
Lynch (1998), pp. 27–29. See also MacFarlane (2007)  3.      
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الشرط الثاني بالنسبة للنظريات النسبية هو أن مصدر وطبيعة النسبية المستدعاة يجـب أن              
لنضع في الاعتبار موقف نـسبي      . يساعد على إيضاح هذه النقطة    مثال توضيحي سوف    . يتم تفسيره 

 مجازي بالنسبة لــ     لصدقا:  خفي يإشاررمز   وحقيقة المحمول نفسه يتضمن      معنىبسيط طبقا له    
أي منظور مثل هذا سوف يواجه مشكلات معروفة تخص الـدحض الـذاتي             ". الإطار ط -في-صادق"

ولكن حتى ولو كانت مثـل      ). صحيحة؟"  في ط  صادق"تعني  " صادق"مثلا، هل الدعوى بأن     (المحتمل  
جب  ي لماذامن هذا النوع لا يقول      " صدقال" موقف إشاري بسيط للمفهوم      هذه المشكلات ممكنة الحل،   

 لا يفسر ما هو  خفيي إشار رمزمجرد قول أنه يتضمن .  بهذه الطريقة  صدق معنى محمول ال   أن يفهم 
 تحدد أن هذا هو كذلك، ولا ما هو عن الأحكام الأخلاقية            التيو المحمول   دل عليها عن الخاصية التي ي   

بصفة عامة، نحن نرى أن أي منظور       . التي يتم تطبيقه عليها والتي تجعل الموقف مقبولا من الأصل         
     . نسبيا يجب أن يفسر كلا من طبيعة ومصدر هذه النسبيةادقةيدعي أن الأحكام الأخلاقية هي ص

   بعض البدائل٢

هارمان حـساس بالنـسبة لـشرط       .  مشهور بدفاعه عن النسبية الأخلاقية     جيلبرت هارمان 
وهكذا النسبية الأخلاقية، كما يفسرها هو، ليس في موضـع          . المحتوى المشترك الذي ناقشناه أعلاه    

 التي تعالجها الأحكام الأخلاقية هي النسبية، ولكـن         القضاياليست  . يختص بمحتوى الأحكام الأخلاقية   
  كما يقول،". truth conditions" بالحقيقةظروفها المتعلقة
سـوف يكـون مـن    "الحكم الذي يتخذ صورة،     ،  لأغراض تعيين شروط الصدق    

، يجب أن يفهم بمعنى مجازي بالنسبة إلى حكم يتخذ صـورة،            " م إلى ن    أن الخطأ أخلاقيا 
 وبالمثـل ". م إلـى ن     أن بالنسبة إلى الإطار الأخلاقي ط، سوف يكون من الخطأ أخلاقيا         "

  ٤.بالنسبة للأحكام الأخلاقية الأخرى
هارمان، شروط الصدق بالنسبة لحكم شخص ما بأنه، على سبيل المثـال، مـن              طبقا لنسبية   

ليس هناك مجموعة واحـدة     . الخطأ أن نقوم بالإجهاض، هي نسبية بالنسبة لإطار أخلاقي ما أو آخر           
أن هـذا هـو موقـف بالنـسبة         على الرغم من ذلك، حيث      . من شروط الصدق يمكن تقريرها للحكم     

لشروط الصدق وليس بالنسبة للمحتوى، يرفض هارمان أن هذ يتضمن أن الناس الذين يـستخدمون               
هو لم يعد ملتزما بهـذا المنظـور،        . أطر أخلاقية مختلفة هو في الحقيقة يتكلمون عن أشياء مختلفة         

 الناس العـاديون يتكلمـون عـن        كما يقول، أكثر من التزام النسبي في الفيزياء بالدعوى القائلة أن          
أكثر من ذلك،    ٥.أشياء مختلفة عندما يناقشون حركة الأجسام عندما يشغلون مواضع للنظر مختلفة          

لا يمكن لحقيقة أخلاقية واحدة فيما يخص أخلاقية        ٦.ليس هناك إطار أخلاقي صحيح بشكل موضوعي      
 .ن هناك إطار أخلاقي واحد صـحيح      الإجهاض أن يتم تسريبها من الباب الخلفي من خلال الادعاء بأ          

  . الحقائق الأخلاقية، إذا جاز القول، هي منسوبة إلى هذه الأطر الأخلاقية
 ولكن حتى ولو كانت هذه التحديات قد تم الرد عليهـا،            ٧. تحدي نسبية هارمان   ، وقد تم  ،يمكن

  حديد،على وجه الت. الموقف العام لا يزال يواجه مشكلة الشرط الثاني المذكورة أعلاه
   

  
٤   Harman and Thomson (1996), p. 4.  
٥ Ibid., pp. 17–19.  
٦ Ibid., p. 5.  
٧ See Thomson’s contribution to Harman and Thomson (1996). Also see Boghossian 

(2006).  
  



  نسبية أخلاقية متماسكة 
  دافيد كابس، مايكل لينش، ودانييل ماسي
 

  ٤١٦ -فلاسفة العرب 
 
 
 
 

  

  

بافتراض ماذا هي كـذلك؟      –ماذا يفسر حقيقة أن شروط الصدق للأحكام الأخلاقية هي نسبية           
. طبيعة التصورات الأخلاقية التي نستخدمها في إقامـة هـذه الأحكـام           : الإجابات يمكن أن تكون   أحد  

 حيث أنه إذا كانت تصوراتنا الأخلاقية نسبية، سوف يتوقع المرء أن هـذه              –ولكن يبدو أنه مستبعد     
. انوهذا ليس موقف هارم   . النسبية سوف تنعكس على القضايا التي نعبر عنها بواسطة هذه الأحكام          

 الأخلاقيـة التـي   الخواصمع ذلك يبدو أنه من غير المقبول بنفس القدر القول أن النسبية تعود إلى           
 – سواء نـسبية أم مطلقـة        –" الخواص الأخلاقية "لأن الحديث عن    . تشير إليها تصوراتنا الأخلاقية   

 واسـع  وجوديا مع، موقف غيـر واقعـي         ، وحقا حتى غير متعاطف    ـ ضعيف ب  له ارتباط يبدو أنه   
  .  للأخلاقية

 اللغوية الذي طوره مؤخرا يمكن أن يقدم طريقا          الدلالة لنسبيةيبدو أن موقف جون ماكفارلين      
يقترح ماكفارلين أن ينسب إلى القضايا شروط صدق نسبية لـيس            ٨.بديلا لتطوير النسبية الأخلاقية   

مقياس آخر يـتم تحديـده      إلى   بالنسبة   أيضا، ولكن   )العالم والوقت  (ظروف التقدير الطبيعية  فقط إلى   
هكذا، بشكل تقريبي، عندما تحكم أن الإجهاض خطأ، أنا أقيمه طبقا           . سياق التقييم بواسطة ما يسميه    

 وبـشكل مقبـول بمقاييـسي       –للمقاييس الأخلاقية العاملة في سياقي الخاص كشخص قائم بالتقييم          
. شار إليها، أنك ببـساطة مخطـئ      يمكن لي أن أجد، بشكل صحيح طبقا لهذه المقاييس الم         . الخاصة

أي عندما تصبح أنـت     (ولكن عندما تضع في الاعتبار أحكامك أنت        . الإجهاض هو عادة مسموح به    
يمكن بنفس الدرجة من الصحة من خلال مقاييسك أن تجد أنك كنت على             ) القائم بالتقييم لأحكامك أنت   

  .  الإجهاض هو خطأ على طول الخط. حق

، بمـا أنهـا     أخـرى ضمن أشياء   .  له مميزات  "semantics"للدلاليات  ين  اعتماد نسبية ماكفارل  
تسمح بأن نفس القضية يمكن تقييم صدقها بالنسبة لمقـاييس مختلفـة، فهـي تـسمح بـالمحتوى           

من أجـل   ولكن مشكلة استخدام نسبية ماكفارلين للدلالة اللغوية بالنسبة للأحكام الأخلاقية           . المشترك
يعطينا . "semantics"يات  لأن نسبية ماكفارلين للدلالة اللغوية هي مجرد دلا       تطوير نسبية أخلاقية هي     

 مهما تخبرنا الدلاليات   يمكن استخدامها في الأحكام الأخلاقية، ولكن،        "semantics"ماكفارلين دلاليات   
إذا  ٩.كون هناك حقائق مطلقة لها أهمية فيما يخص كل وأي سؤال أخلاقـي            في الحقيقة، يمكن أن ت    

موقف يفـسر لمـاذا      أنه إذا كانت دلالياتنا هي كما يقترح ماكفارلين، فإننا يجب أن يكون لدينا               يبدو
   . تكون الحقيقة في المجال الأخلاقي متغيرة بالارتباط مع مقياس معين وضع بواسطة سياق التقييم

 ـ      ي الأخلاق لا     في  الدلاليات للحديث   اعتماد على العموم، مجرد   ديث ضمن أن أسـاليبنا فـي الح
لا يجب على صاحب الأخلاق النسبية أن يكون مجـرد مـسجل            . والحكم تستجيب للحقائق الأخلاقية   

الموقـف  . يمكن له أيضا أن يقدم موقفا تفسيريا للظـواهر الأخلاقيـة الحقيقيـة            . للسلوك الإنساني 
ئق  وضـع نـسبية الحقـا      التفسيري للنسبية الأخلاقية الذي نقدمه هنا يحاول أن يفعل ذلك بواسطة          

إذا كان هذا الموقف صحيح، فإن      . الأخلاقية في طبيعة الخاصية التي تجعل الأحكام الأخلاقية صحيحة        
النسبية الدلالية سوف تكون ملائمة للأخلاقية ليس فقط كتسجيل لكيف تتصرف الأحكام المتنافـسة،              

  .ولكن أيضا كموقف لكيف يجب أن تمضي في التصرف

  

  
  
٨ MacFarlane (2005).  
٩ Boghossian (2006), pp. 18–19—Boghossian credits the point to Kit Fine.  
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3 Superwarrant and true relativism 
Having now surveyed what the moral relativist needs to say, and briefly discussed, 

 and offered reasons to find inadequate, two ways of saying it, we now want to examine 
a different approach in more detail. According to this approach, the source of moral 
relativity is not our moral concepts but the property that makes moral judgments true. 
As away into our suggestion, it is helpful to consider a proposal of CrispinWright’s. 
Wright’s position, while distinct from ours, is our jumping-off point. According to 
Wright, one reason to take any antirealist approach to morality seriously is that moral 
judgment fails to exhibit what he calls cognitive command. A domain of judgment 
exhibits cognitive command, roughly, when it is a priori that differences of opinion 
formulated within that discourse, saving those that can be excused because of vagueness, 
“involve something which may properly be regarded as a cognitive shortcoming”10 

As Wright notes, it is quite plausible that many disagreements in ethics are not like 
this. As he says: 

Any student of morality who has come to feel, therefore, that a substantial body 
of the principles that inform our ordinary moral thought are essentially 
contestable, and that no rational or cognitive deficiency is needed to sustain the 
clashes on things like sexual morality, the value of individual freedom, the moral 
status of animals and the ethics of suicide and mercy-killing, which are freely 
exemplified within and across cultures, won’t give much for the realist’s 
chances.11 

Wright then makes the following interesting suggestion: if moral judgment fails the 
cognitive command test, we should take the “truth predicate” for “moral discourse” 
to be what he calls “superassertibility”. That is, “the morally true is that which can 
be morally justified and which then retains that justification no matter how refined or 
extensive an additional consideration is given to the matter”.12 Superassertibility, in 
other words is a type of superwarrant—eternal, undefeated warrant 

Recently Wright has gone on to argue that appealing to an account of truth in 
terms of superassertibility helps to make sense of what he calls true relativism about 
“disputes of inclination”—that is, disputes where we are inclined to think that there is 
faultless disagreement.Atrue relativism, as Wright puts it, is a position that allows that 
the very same proposition can be true relative to one parameter but not true relative 
to another.13 The thought is that where truth is superassertibility, a single proposition 
could be superassertible relative to one parameter but not superassertible relative 
to another parameter. Wright himself does not try to develop a relativist account of 
morality; yet we take Wright’s view to be suggestive. 

Nonetheless, there is a significant problem with Wright’s basic framework that must 
be confronted at the outset. As his remarks above indicate, his position is married to a 
very strong (and to our minds, implausible) from of pluralism about truth, according to 
which there are distinct “truth predicates” or properties denoted by “truth”: sometimes 
it denotes being superassertible, sometimes a property more like correspondence. But 
this position faces a host of difficult problems. Here’s one. Consider the following 
familiar type of inference: Any prisoners subjected to water-boarding have had their 
 
10 Wright (1992), p. 144; see also Wright (2003), p. 198. 
11 Wright (2003), p. 199. 
12 Ibid., p. 194. 
13 Wright (2006), p. 52. 
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rights violated. Prisoners have been subjected to water-boarding; therefore there are 
some prisoners whose rights have been violated. The argument is surely valid, but if 
“true” were to name distinct properties in the moral and nonmoral domain, it is not 
clear why it would be. The ordinary way of understanding validity is that valid inferences 
preserve a single property—truth. But the second premise of our argument is surely a 
nonmoral judgment, while the conclusion ismoral. Consequently, were “true” to denote 
distinct properties, no single property is being preserved in the argument. 

This and similar problems can be avoided by talking about a property that makes 
judgments true rather truth itself. One way to do so is to endorse: 

ST: Necessarily, for any proposition, if it is true, then it has some property F 
such that, necessarily, if a proposition is F, it is true. 

What ST proposes is that truth is a supervenient property, in that it strongly 
co-varies with other properties. And ST is compatible, clearly, with two further 
thoughts: first, that truth not just co-varies with these further properties but that it 
is metaphysically dependent in some way on those properties; and second, that which 
property determines truth can vary. That is, not only: 

Necessarily, if x is F, then it is T 

But It is possible that x is T without being F. 

This limited pluralism about the base properties for truth says nothing about the 
property of truth itself other than it is a single higher-level property that is asymmetrically 
dependent on other properties. Intuitively, these other properties are those that make 
propositions or judgments true. Using these terms, we could reformulate Wright’s 
point as: 

(SA) Moral judgments are made by true by being superassertible. 

And of course this is consistent with taking some other property to make other sorts 
of judgments true. 

In our eyes, the importance of construing a property like superassertibility as a 
property that makes moral judgments true as opposed to being a “truth-property” has 
been underappreciated, both by those who have advocated epistemic theories of truth 
for morality, and those who have been skeptical of such theories. By formulating the 
position in this way, we avoid any semblance of the view that “true” is ambiguous. 
And as we’ll see, there are other benefits as well. 

(SA) by itself does not imply any form of relativism; indeed, it is not much of a 
theory of anything until we say more about what it means. As we noted, superassertibility 
is a type of superwarrant. So it would seem that at a minimum, the advocate 
of (SA) must say what warrant or justification amounts to in the moral case. It is here 
that our own suggestion kicks in. The most entrenched theory of moral justification, 
when married with an epistemic theory of the property that makes moral judgments 
true, underwrites relativism about moral truth—a relativism that is grounded in our 
actual epistemic practices with regard to moral judgment. 
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4 Moral warrant: the short form 

In this section we briefly outline what we take to be the most entrenched theory of 
moral warrant. In explaining his theory of justice, John Rawls influentially suggested 
that: 

Here the test is that of general and wide reflective equilibrium, that is, how well 
the view as a whole meshes with and articulates our more firm considered 
convictions, at all levels of generality, after due examination, once all adjustments 
and revisions that seem compelling have been made. A doctrine that meets this 
criterion is the doctrine that, so far as we can nowascertain, is the most reasonable 
for us.14 

Rawls’ concern was theory-acceptance, but subsequent thinkers have broadened his 
insight and cast it as a theory of justification in ethics generally.15 The basic thought 
is that a moral judgment is warranted to the degree that it meshes or coheres with our 
considered moral judgments and relevant non-moral convictions. Rawls suggestion, 
in other words, is often taken to underwrite a broadly coherentist approach to moral 
epistemology. 

The basic approach has won wide support amongst realists and antirealist alike. 

Thus, we find David Brink—an arch-realist and stout defender of objective moral 
facts—opting for moral coherentism over foundationalism: 

We all have or entertain moral beliefs of various levels of generality…many of 
thesemoral beliefs depend on other moral beliefs. For instance, beliefs about the 
value of a particular activity depend, among other things, on ideals of the person 
(i.e., moral beliefs about what kind of persons we ought to be).Moral beliefs also 
depend on nonmoral beliefs. For instance, beliefs about the moral or political 
legitimacy of a welfare state depend on nonmoral beliefs about such things as 
human nature, social theory, and economics. A coherence theory of justification 
in ethics demands that these and other beliefs be made into amaximally coherent 
system of beliefs.16 
Coherentism’s principle rival is foundationalism. According to foundationalism 

broadly construed, judgments come in two kinds: (a) those warranted by other judgments; 
and (b) those basic or foundational judgments warranted in some other way. 
Thus for empirical judgments, a foundationalist typically takes it that there are some 
judgments that are warranted just in virtue of being the product of reliable perceptual 
mechanisms. Coherentism can be minimally defined as the rejection of (b), and hence 
an endorsement of the claim that all judgments must be warranted by other judgments. 
In this sense, all warrant is, for the coherentist, “inferential”.17

 
 
 
 
14 Rawls (1980), p. 534. 
15 The tip of the iceberg would be: Daniels (1979), Scheffler (1954), Sayre-McCord (1996) and Brink 
(1989). 
16 Brink (1989), p. 102. 
17 Defenses of coherentism as a general theory of justification can be found in BonJour (1985), Harman 
(1986) and Lycan (1996). 
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The contrast with empirical judgment suggests why realists and antirealists about 
morality alike take coherentism as a plausible moral epistemology. A moral foundationalist 
must maintain that some judgments are warranted by something other than 
another judgment. Thus either some moral judgments are simply self-evident or some 
moral judgments are justified by something analogous to perception—moral “intuition”. 
Given the seemingly inherent “contestability”—to use Wright’s phrase—of 
many of our moral commitments, neither approach has garnered many followers.18 

So coherentism is a reasonable and entrenched moral epistemology. According to 
the theory, a moral judgment is warranted to the degree that the system of moral and 
nonmoral judgments to which it belongs is coherent. Coherence theorists frequently 
apologize for the fact that coherence is notoriously resistant to precise characterization. 

In our view, no apology is necessary, since we take its indefinability to be the 
unsurprising result of the fact that “coherence” names a family of epistemic desiderata. 
That is, a framework of system of judgments is coherent insofar as, and to the degree 
to which, it exemplifies the following virtues: 

• Mutual explanatory support: A system’s judgments are mutually explanatory when 
(a) they are explanatorily compatible, none acts as a defeater for another; and 
(b) they are explanatorily connected: each judgment within the system is positively 
supported, either inductively, abductively or deductively by the others in the 
system. 

• Predictive power: the system is a reliable predictor of future experience and 
judgment. 

• Simplicity: the system’s explanations are neither ad-hoc or needlessly complex. 

• Completeness: the system contains, for every proposition of the relevant kind, either 
a judgment in that proposition, or a judgment in its negation. 

• Consistency: judgments within the system are not logically inconsistent. 

Call these coherence-making features. Such features themselves come in degrees: 
members of a system can be more or less consistent, more or less mutually explanatory, 
etc. A system of judgments increases in coherence to the degree to which it 
exemplifies these features. It would be maximally coherent, presumably, when it exemplifies 
as many of these features as possible to the greatest degree possible, where the limit of 
possibility here is determined by, among other things, the nature of judgments in question.19 
Thus it may be that for some types of judgments, full explanatory connectedness is not 
possible. If so, then some system may qualify as maximally coherent even if they are not 
positively supported by other judgments in the system (although no other judgment acts as a 
defeater for them either). Likewise, in the moral realm, predictive power may have less 
weight, and (depending on how one treats moral dilemmas) completeness may be impossible. 
We won’t essay any conclusions along these lines here; our point is simply that maximal 
coherence is not necessarily perfect coherence. 
 
 
 
18 A notable recent exception is Schaffer-Landau (2003). 
19 Thus none of the desiderata are strictly speaking necessary. The present account is therefore open to the 
possibility that some maximally coherent systems of judgments might contain some contradictions. See 
Priest (2006), pp. 49–51. 
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Given coherentism’s plausibility as an account of the structure of justification in 
morality, it seems natural for anyone attracted to an epistemic account of the property 
that makes moral judgments true—a position like (SA), in other words—to appeal to 
it. Moreover, a marriage between coherentism about warrant and coherentism about 
truth is happy for another reason as well: it would answer one of the most pressing 
objections to coherentism in epistemology. It is a platitude that judgments are warranted 
only if they are likely to be true. Why should the fact that a judgment is a 
member of a coherent system of judgments make it likely to be true? If we avail ourselves 
of a coherentist theory of what makes moral judgments true, we can answer: coherent moral 
judgments are likely to be true because what makes moral judgments true is itself a 
constructed out of coherence. 

5 Moral truth as coherence 
In the last section we entertained the thought that a moral judgment is warranted to 

the degree that the system of moral and nonmoral judgments to which it belongs is 
coherent. How might we use this notion or warrant in the moral realm to construct a 
theory of truth? 

The obvious suggestion is that true judgments belong to maximally coherent 
systems. Clearly, we can’t simply say that a moral judgment is true if and only if 
it is a member of a maximally coherent system of moral and nonmoral judgments. 

Even putting aside the question of whose judgments we are talking about, this 
suggestion holds truth hostage to the existence of amaximally coherent system of judgments. 

Assuming at the very least that the system of judgments in question must belong to 
some human being(s) it seems unlikely that any human’s system of judgments is 
maximally coherent. This would mean no judgments are true. 

A more plausible suggestion would be to say that 
(CT) :A moral judgment is true if and only if it would be amember of amaximally 
coherent system of moral and nonmoral judgments. 

Above we said that a maximally coherent system of judgments is a system that 
exemplifies as many of the “coherence-making” features as possible to the greatest degree 
possible. Thus (CT) says that a moral judgment is true when it would be a member 
of such a system of moral and nonmoral judgments. Recall that (CT) does not define 
truth. It should be read, instead, as telling us what property makes a moral judgment 
true. 

The attraction of such a theory for the moral relativist quickly becomes apparent. 
Nothing in (CT) rules out the possibility that some moral judgment would be a member 
of one maximally coherent system of judgments while its negation would be a 
member of another maximally coherent system of judgments. If so, then the natural 
suggestion would be that moral judgments are true or false relative to the maximally 
coherent systems that do or do not include them. That is: 

(CTR): The moral judgment that p is true relative to S if and only if it would be 
a member of S where S is a maximally coherent system of moral and nonmoral 
judgments. 
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To its credit, (CTR) is pleasingly modest. A more radical relativism would allow, 
implausibly, that any moral judgment would be true just so long as it was a member 
of some judgment system. A slightly less crazy relativism would allow that a moral 
judgment is true just so long as I would be a member of some coherent system. Neither 
of these proposals sufficiently accommodates the intuition that people can make moral 
mistakes. Put another way, both threaten to imply the moral triviality thesis: that is, the 
thought that every moral judgment is true relative to some system. Arguably, (CTR) 
goes some distance toward accommodating the intuition that the moral triviality thesis 
should be avoided. According to (CTR) a moral judgment is relatively true, but 
only relative to maximally coherent systems that include it as a member. Maximally 
coherent systems are presumably not easy to come by. Hence (CTR) is consistent with 
(a) there being some judgments that would not be included in any maximally coherent 
system of moral and non-moral judgments, and (b) that all of my moral judgments, in 
particular, might be such judgments. 

Unfortunately, (CTR) has significant drawbacks. First, the viewthreatens to founder 
on the so-called conditional fallacy.20 This is a problem that can plague attempts to 
define a categorical statement in terms of a subjunctive conditional. The problem 
might be thought to apply to (CTR) because it applies to (CT). Thus, if we take the 
proposition in question in (CT) to be (not-C): Maximally coherent systems don’t exist. 

Substituting (not-C) in for “p” in (CT),we arrive at the conclusion (to put it intuitively) 
that maximally coherent systems don’t exist just when some maximally coherent 
system would say they don’t. And that makes little sense. 

Our coherence theory is local, so the advocate of (CT) might object, reasonably, 
that (not-C) is not a moral judgment, and hence not open to inclusion into (CT). Fair 
enough. But note: we can only be confident this is so if we are sure of what it is for 
something to be a maximally coherent system in the first place. Consequently, this 
response only serves to highlight a less formal, but one might think, more formidable 
problem. Let us grant that the view does not require us to admit that maximally coherent 
systems actually exist. Nonetheless, it does require us to understand what they 
would be like if they were to exist. And one might question the account on this basis 
alone. That is, one might wonder whether we do have a sufficient grasp of the very 
concept of a maximally coherent system. This misgiving emerges when we compare 
our use of maximal coherence in understanding warrant with our use of it in (CT). In 
the case of warrant, one might reply to our misgiving by noting in that case, “maximal 
coherence” merely names a vanishing point on the horizon towards which a system 
moves as it becomes more coherent. But vanishing points are illusions; they have no 
features. As such, we needn’t need to have a clear grasp on what a maximally coherent 
system is like in order to understand what it would mean for a system of judgments 
to become more coherent. To become more coherent is simply to have more of the 
coherence-making features to a greater degree. But in (CT) we no longer are simply 
 
 
 
 
 
20 As an objection to epistemic accounts of truth, this point was first made by Plantinga (1982), who used 
it to slightly different ends; Wright (2001), p. 767 and Wright (2003), pp. 120–122 generalize it; and it is 
his account we draw on here. 
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talking about approaching an ideal limit. We are saying that what is true is so because 
it would be believed at that limit. So the question of what that limit is like is clearly 
legitimate. Thus to appeal to our earlier questions, we would presumably want to know 
whether, a supercoherent system of moral judgments can be complete, or whether it 
will contain judgments not positively supported by other judgments and so on. But it 
is not clear how we are to answer such questions in advance of reaching the vanishing 
point. 

For these reasons, we take it that our relativist should not be satisfied with (CT).21 
However, we believe that the relativist can retain the benefits of (CT) but avoid its 
problems by appealing to a type of superwarrant, where “warrant” is understood in 
terms of coherence. 

6 Moral truth as supercoherence 
As an initial rough characterization, let’s say that a moral judgment is supercoherent 

when it has the property of surviving arbitrarily close examination of the very type we 
typically try to give our moral judgments during reflective, responsible moral thought. 

On a coherence theory of warrant like the one we’ve canvassed above, such 
examinations consist in seeing how coherent the moral judgment in question happens to be 
with the rest of our moral and nonmoral judgments. 

We can sharpen this by adding two additional principles. First, 

WITH: A judgment J coheres with some system of judgments B if and only if 
the result of including J in B is a system of judgments that is more coherent than 
B itself. 

And second, 

MORE: S is more coherent than S* when S has either more of the coherencemaking 
features or some of those features to a greater degree. 

Consequently, we can say that, e.g. my judgment that torture is pro tanto wrong is 
supercoherent with the rest of my judgments just when this judgment is coherent with 
my moral judgments and the relevant non-moral judgments, and it would continue to 
be so, without defeat, under all sustained increases of moral and non-moral information. 

Employing our two principles above, we are in a position to formulate what it is 
for a moral judgment to be supercoherent. 
(Sup) The moral judgment that p is supercoherent for J if, and only if, it coheres 
with J’s other moral and nonmoral judgments at some stage of moral inquiry 
and would remain coherent with J’s moral and nonmoral judgments at every 
successive stage of moral inquiry. 

Here a “stage of inquiry”, as the name suggests, is constituted by a state of warranted 
information or evidence available in principle in the actual world to some open-minded, 
 
 
 
 
 
21 Wright has indicated that parallel reasoning led him to pose superassertibility—in essence what we are 
calling superwarrant—as an alternative epistemically constrained truth property. See Wright (2001), p. 70ff. 
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receptive inquirer engaging in reflective moral thought. Stages are understood as being 
extensible (additional information might always come in) and inclusive (the additional 
information is just that—additional; all successive stages of inquiry include the information 
warranted at prior stages).22 

So understood (Sup) supplies us with a suitably relativized notion of coherence. 
Should such a property be admitted, then we can say that our proposal on behalf of 
moral relativists comes to the suggestion that they endorse: 

(SC): The moral judgment that p is true for J if and only if it is supercoherent 
for J.23 

The advantage of (SC) over (CTR) should be clear; it requires us only to understand 
the mundane notion of coherence. We needn’t have any grasp at all of what a maximally 
coherent system of moral judgments might be like.24 But like (CTR), (SC) also 
goes some distance to avoiding moral triviality: not just any old moral judgment will 
be superwarranted. 

Arguably, (SC) meets the three constraints we mentioned at the outset on plausible 
formulations of relativism. First, the view allows for shared content. What 
is relativized is the truth of moral judgments not the content of those judgments. 

A single judgment J can be true relative to one judge, A, but false relative to 
another judge, B in virtue of the fact that J is supercoherent relative to A’s judgments, 
and that it is not supercoherent relative to B’s judgments. Moreover, the account 
extends comfortably to moral propositions as well. Asked whether moral proposition 
P is true or false, we can respond that moral propositions, like judgments, are not 
simply true or false; they are true or false in virtue of being supercoherent for some J. 

We can proceed to define propositional truth in terms of judgment truth: 

The proposition that p is true if and only if were J to judge that p, that judgment 
would be supercoherent for J. The proposition that p is false if and only if were 
J to judge that p, that judgment would not be supercoherent for J. 
 
 

 

22 Compare the account of constructivism in Beall and Restall (2005). 

23 Notice that there are two ways in which J’s moral judgment that P might fail to be true that reflect the 
failure of supercoherence: either J’s judgment coheres with J’s other moral and nonmoral judgments at some 
stage of inquiry but fails to remain coherent with J’s moral and nonmoral judgments at every successive 
stage of inquiry, or J’s judgment never coheres with J’s other moral and nonmoral judgments. 

24 Of course, we can, if we wish, construct a conception of a maximally coherent system from (Sup) if 
we wish. For were all my moral judgments to have the property described by (Sup), they would arguably 
form a tightly coherent system, for all would be consistent, display mutual patterns of support etc. etc. 
Thus maximal coherence, while idealized, can itself be built out of familiar, non-idealized materials: we 
can say that a maximally coherent system is the type of system that our judgments would compose were 
each individual judgment to have the categorical property described by (Sup), that is: 
(Max): S is maximally coherent system if and only if all of its members would be supercoherent at 
some stage of inquiry and would remain so in every successive stage of inquiry. 
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In the situation above, where A judges that p and A’s judgment is supercoherent for 
A, the proposition that p is true for A. But were B to judge that p, then B’s judgment 
that p would not be supercoherent, p is false for B.25 

A chief virtue of the account is that it clearly meets the second constraint, which is 
to explain both the nature and source of the relativity of moral judgment. It explains 
the nature of the relativity relation by reducing it to inclusion. That is, a judgment is 
true relative to J (for J) just when it would be durably coherent with J’s moral and 
nonmoral judgments. According to WITH, a judgment coheres with a system of judgments 
by being such that were it included in that system, the resulting system would be more 
coherent. Consequently, whether a moral judgment is true relative to some J is a matter of its 
inclusion in J’s system of judgments. 

(Sup) also explains the source of the relativity. Whether a moral judgment is true 
is relative because the property that makes it true—supercoherence—is itself relative 
to systems of judgments. Moreover, the account of supercoherence is itself independently 
motivated. It is not ad hoc but emerges out of the most entrenched account of 
how moral reasoning is warranted. 

Two other points should recommend (Sup) to the relativist. By locating the source 
of the relativity of moral judgments in the property that makes those judgments true, as 
opposed to a semantic feature, the account allows that we who employ moral concepts 
needn’t be sensitive to subtle changes in context or parameter, or even be aware of the 
fact that our moral judgments are relatively true. In general, the account is therefore 
consistent with, but goes beyond a mere semantics for moral judgments. It provides a 
ground for such semantics. 

Finally, it is worth stressing that the advocate of (Sup) needn’t be seen as making 
any claim about truth itself. One should distinguish an account of the property F from 
an account of the condition(s) under which F is instantiated. Thus it is possible that 
truth as such is a non-relative (i.e. not relationally defined) property and it be the case 
that some class of things can only have that property if certain conditions obtain (that 
is, relative to some parameter). Thus we could say, e.g. that velocity is an absolute 
property but that most things (things moving at less than the speed of light) only have 
that property relative to a spatial framework. Likewise, nothing here rules out the 
position that truth as such is not a relative matter, but it is a relative matter whether a 
moral judgment is true because whether a moral judgment is true depends on whether 
it is supercoherent for J. Thus the relativist can consistently maintain both (a) that 
one and the same judgment can be true relative to one judge and not true relative to 
another and (b) that the property of being true is not the property of being true for 
some judge, and “is true” does not mean “is true for”. 

7 Objections and responses 
We believe that taking supercoherence as the property that makes moral propositions 

true gives the moral relativist much of what they want. The view not only promises to 
 
 
25 And since these formulations are in the subjunctive mood there should be no worries about propositions 
being eternal and judgments being tensed. 
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make sense of intractable disagreement over shared content, it does so in a way that 
naturally emerges out of an entrenched and plausible theory of our epistemic practices 
with regard to moral judgments. 

In concluding, we briefly discuss three important objections we take this view to 
face. We suggest there are ways for the relativist to respond to all three objections, but 
there is obviously much more to be said; not surprisingly, none of the objections, nor 
the relativist’s responses, are decisive. 

7.1 Shared content and semantic holism 

According to the moral relativism that we’ve suggested, whether a moral judgment 
is true or false is a relative matter even if truth as such is not. This implies that, like 
Harman-style relativism, our version of moral relativism entails that the truth conditions 
of moral judgments are relative. A standard view about content determination is that the 
content of a judgment is determined by its truth conditions. So if the truth conditions are 
relative, one might argue, so is the content. If so, then one might wonder whether the position 
meets the shared content constraint after all. 

The simplest response the relativist can make to this complaint is to reject the 
premise that content of a moral judgment is determined by its truth conditions. This is 
the sort of response to which one presumes the Harman-style relativist is committed. 
In our case, the relativist might hold that while the truth-value of a moral judgment is 
determined by its supercoherence conditions, its content is determined by something 
else. Perhaps how M functions in inferences involved in practical rationality fixes its 
content.26 

But suppose we were to grant, as many do, that content is determined by truth 
conditions across the board. If so, one might then press the above objection further. 
For if content is in some sense determined by truth conditions, one might worry that 
our view is committed to a radical form of semantic holism. This would be to reason 
as follows: 

1. A coherence theory of truth conditions entails a coherence theory of content. 
2. A coherence theory of content entails a radical holism, namely that the content of a 
judgment is determined by its relations to every other judgment within the relevant 
system. 
3. So, a coherence theory of truth conditions entails radical holism. 

If the conclusion is granted, then one might argue that two judges cannot share content, 
except on the absurd supposition that their respective sets of judgments are entirely 
identical. Moreover, since whether a moral judgment M supercoheres is a function 
of its coherence with moral and nonmoral judgments, it would seem to follow, if the 
objection is correct, that even very disparately related non-moral judgments bear on 
the content of M. But this can’t be right. My judgment that it is wrong to torture 
the innocent for fun obviously does not depend for its content on my judgment that 
 
 
26 Wedgwood (2001) suggests how to work out such an account for ‘thin’moral terms. Further applications 
of the general approach can be found in Harman (1982). 
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the earth is roundish. The objection might also be cast in terms of propositions. For 
disagreement to be possible, judgments of the disagreeing parties must express the 
same proposition. Since propositions are individuated by their truth conditions, for 
two judgments to express the same proposition is for them to have the same supercoherence 
conditions. But the objection seems to imply that the slightest difference between the sets of 
judgments of any two judges makes for a difference between the respective supercoherence 
conditions, thereby precluding that they are judging the same proposition. 

Again, the relativist can always deny the first premise and hold a non truthconditional 
theory of content. But there is another way to avoid the threatened conclusion. 

The relativist can maintain the first premise but deny the second, at least in 
its intended sense. According to this option, the content of M judged by a particular 
judge J at a time t is determined by its supercoherence conditions. Consequently, it 
does not follow that M’s content at t depends on the rest of J’s judgments at t. It is 
possible that some of J’s other judgments at t are ones with which M supercoheres; 
but even that much is not required. Our account allows the possibility that none of J’s 
other judgments at t are relevant to determining the content of M, since it may turn 
out that they are not included among the judgments with which M coheres (at some 
stage of inquiry, not necessarily t) and would continue to cohere to if M is true. Thus 
our view is compatible with a form externalism about content—a view according to 
which the content of my judgment at a time does not necessarily hinge on the content 
of my other judgments at that time.27 

Should this reply be adopted, the relativist can deny radical holism. Whether judges 
A and B have the same judgment does not turn on what goes on at the fringes of their 
respective networks of judgments. What determines the content of A’s judgment M at 
t is its supercoherence conditions (with respect to A’s judgments) and what determines 
the content of B’s judgment that M at t is its supercoherence conditions (with respect 
to B’s judgments). So long as there is enough overlap between the sets of judgments 
relevant to the supercoherence of their respective judgments that M, A and B mean 
the same thing by M. Just how much overlap between A and B’s judgments there 
needs to be for them to express the same judgment is a good question, but not one of 
our immediate concern, which was to avoid the consequence that complete overlap of 
judgments is required. 
 
 
 
27 The fact that content can be “externalist” in the above sense on our view is a to endorse it over a simpler 
kind of coherence theory of truth conditions, one according to which the content of M is just its coherence 
conditions at a time. Suppose one simply held the content of M is determined by its coherence conditions 
(perhaps along the dimensions we’ve defined for coherence), which is to say, the conditions under which 
M coheres with the N1…Nn, the rest of J’s moral and nonmoral judgments at t; but that the content of M 
does not vary with just any change in N1…Nn. But it difficult to give a principled reason as to just why 
not. We can say that only a change in some subset of N1…Nn would effect a change in content of M, and 
perhaps it is indeterminate which subset. This just pushes the question back.Why should content of Mvary 
as the subsets of judgments within a certain range vary as opposed to those within some other range? One 
sensible answer would be that whichever subset in N1…Nn is relevant to determining the content of M is 
resistant to further incoming information, other moral and nonmoral judgments that might be added to J’s 
stock of judgments. As we see it, supercoherence avails us of this kind of response. 
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7.2 Relativism and moral commitments 

One standard objection to moral relativism, sometimes even thought to be a reductio 
of the position, is that it forces us to give up our moral commitments. This is supposed 
to follow from the recognition that if moral relativism is true then there are other, 
equally legitimate frameworks of moral judgments other than our own. David Wong 
puts it this way: 

If the standards we use to decide conflicts of basic values have no deep 
justification that makes them more correct to use than others’ standards, are we 
not left without a reason to keep the standards we have been using?28 

In reply, we note that it does not immediately follow from mere recognition that 
these other standards are a possibility that we would abandon our own, or that doing 
so would even be psychologically possible given how deeply rooted they are to our 
way of life and the kind of beings that we are. Nor does it follow, at least on the 
coherence-driven account we have offered, that we would be justified in abandoning 
our entire moral outlook. Indeed, quite the opposite. 

According to the view we’ve suggested on behalf of the relativist, a moral judgment 
is true when it is supercoherent. But a judgment’s being supercoherent is a significant 
achievement. Not any old judgment can be supercoherent, so not any old moral judgment 
can be true. So the fact that it is possible that the negation of one of my judgments 
may also achieve this exalted status, will be, from my epistemic standpoint, a mere 
possibility only. And it is hard to see why this mere epistemic possibility should make 
me think that my own judgments lack supercoherence, and therefore undermine my 
commitment to them. 

Now one might think this view only creates a new problem: If moral judgments 
are made true by being supercoherent, it may well be that far fewer of moral judgments 
than we might like are true. It may be that moral truth is too hard to come by. 

As a response, note first that this position has all the resources the moral realist has 
available: The moral realist seems to have to say that, while it may be possible that 
there are moral facts forever beyond our reach, the only acceptable response to this 
situation is to think hard and earnestly about morality and hope for the best.29 Our 
position has the advantage of only having to say that it seems that some moral facts 
might be hard to us to get at right now. Moral truth, after all, is on this view epistemically 
constrained. It must be possible that someone could discover the moral facts. 

In additions, the position can claim that since moral truth is intimately connected to 
justification, the threat of practically unattainable moral facts is greatly lessened. We 
should also note morality isn’t easy. And no view should make it so. 

7.3 Relativism and unacceptable counterfactuals 

An objection that seems to complement the previous one is that relativism is committed 
to bizarre or implausible counterfactuals. For example: 
 
 
 
28 Wong (2006), p. 105. 
29 Ibid., pp. 128–129. 
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 (1) _What Calley did was right_ would be true if our moral standards were different.30 

(2) _What Hitler did was right_ would be true if our moral standards were different. 

Given what our moral standards actually are, we are not committed to _What 
Calley did was right_. But the objector wants to make the stronger claim, that no 
matter what the moral standards are, _What Calley did was right_ is false. Now the 
objection risks begging the question if it just denies the relativist’s point that the consequents 
of these troublesome conditionals are not true or false simpliciter. But it may not 
be that all moral relativisms would carry that implication anyway. On our account, the 
truth of a moral proposition supervenes on supercoherence. The fact that supercoherence 
is an improvement relation that, unlike fine wine, gets epistemically better over 
time, suggests—assuming standard semantics for counterfactuals—that one would 
have to find a world quite remote (perhaps more remote than psychologically possible 
worlds in which one might attempt to justify the actions of tyrants). One where for the 
claim to be true, there would have to exist moral standards bearing no resemblance to 
our own. 

It is hard to see how those far-off standards, whatever they would be, could threaten 
the ones we normally use. So one might better say that moral relativism commits us 
to the logical possibility that if our moral standards and judgments had been vastly 
different then M would have been false. And that does not seem like such a tough 
commitment for the relativist to swallow. 
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