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Preface

It garted with a raher dmple idea, st to olve a particuar problem in the
theory of vdue. Wdll, actudly, there were two problems: the firg wasto find a
plausble verson of prefaentidian, i.e. of the view tha what is vauable
depends on preferences, while the other was to make sense of how a vdue that
depends on preferences might gill beintrindcto wha isvaluable. The problem,
in short, isthat if the vaue of things depends on our preferences it seemsto
depend on features that are edringc to it. Raher than resolving the issue by
abandoning the notion of intrinsc vadue, amove tha wasvery much in syle a
the time, | sat about devdoping a notion of preferencedependent value tha
was compatible with it. The reason for this however, was not any theoreticd
atachment to intrindgc vaue, but rather than none of the examples of non-
intringc so cdled Qind Ovaues struck me as very persuasive. The problem with
mog versons of preferentialism that | came across was not tha they violated
the, let@faceit, raher academic notion of intrinsc value, but that they ssemed
to get therdation between our preferences and the vauable gatewrong.

A problem facing preferencebased theories of value, be they subgtantid clams
about wha® good, or metaethicd clams about the nature of vaue, is the
exigenceof irrationad, midirected preferences, which fail to target things that
would be good for us. The solution often offered isthat the preferences rlevant
to wha®@good are those tha areidedl: i.e. the preferencewe would have if, say,
we were fully rationa, fully informed, freed of cognitive infirmities Again, this
solution struck me as unsatisfactory, as missing the point of wha® plausblein
apreferenceoriented theory about what makes something good.



In what | later redised was a paently Epicurean move, | bdieved tha the
solution to the problem of middirected, irrationa preferences was to make the
reaion between preferences and vaue much dosr. The only preferences that
track value are those that teke as their object our own expaienas We can
adways be, and often are, mistaken about the nature and importanceof externa
facts, but we seem to have a privileged access to our own experiences This
enaures tha we know wha we commit oursdves to when we declare our
preferencefor them. And yet therdaion did not srike me as being quite close
enough: it seemed inaufficient to say that our preferences took those valuable
dates as ther dbjeds when it was 0 obvious tha wha mace those objects
valuable was the rdation to that preference The point of preferentidiam, | took
it, was precisdy tha the objects of preferences would have no vaue if they
occured on their own: the preferences did not pick out a vaue property that
was there in the object dready. Preferences and experiences both being mentd
daes it gruck metha the vauable experiences where partly condituted by the
preference tha the rdaion between them was not merdly formd, but concrete

and interactive.

Thereaulting mentd gates, quite clearly, were pleasiresand the theory of vdue
| defended, consegquentidly, a verson of hedonism. This theory rather
degantly, as | thought (being 22 years old a the time), combined a plaushble
theory of pleasure with a preference-oriented view about value, compatible with

thenotion of intrindc vaue.

Then something hgppened. Autobiographicaly, | guess one could say tha
cagnitive science happened, which caused the redisstion that | redly didn®
know enough about pleasure. Wha is pleasure? And how does it rdate to
motivation, evduaion and action? Wha role does it play in human
psychology? Seeing how hedonigts used to be very engaged with scientific
psychology, and that the notion of pleasure | had in mind suggested a concrete
reaion between preferences and pleasures surdy | would have to look into this
matter too. Tha this angle of hedoniam had been neglected for so long struck
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me as omething of an outrage. That is until someone brought to my attention
a disertation written in the mid-eéghties by one Leonard D. Katz cdled
(Hedonism as the metaphysics of mind and vaueO By this time, 1@ sarted
work on my own dissertation, and reading Katz® book made my heart sink.
Here was in an eerie, uncanny way, the very book | wanted to write. In fact,
the book | was aready engaged in writing. It defended anction of pleasure very
close to my own, and it did o on a very ambitious bass of philosophicd
reasoning, extensve reading of higoricd texts and a great ded of psychologica
science For awhile, the only thing tha made me bdieve that there might be a
point in my continuing writing a dl wasthe fact that dmog twenty years had
gone by, and things had happened in afective neuroscience | met Dr Katzin a
bookgtore in Bogon in September 2006, after engaging in a very encouraging
carespondence. He had then recently published what is and will for a long
time continue to be, the best survey of philosophicd and, arguably, scientific
theories about pleasure. In the conversation, | mentioned my quams about
writing on the same subject and with avery smilar gpproach, but he reassured
me tha our viens where afficiently diffeent and mine sufficiently
independent for me not to worry. Beddes it is hardly surprisng tha we would
have came up with the sameideasnceit is roughly, true

During the same trip to Bogon, | ds visted Fred Fddman, a philosopher
whose work on plessure was the man inspiration for my taking up the subject
in the firg place It was his writing about the problem to square a preference
based theory of pleasure with the notion of intrindc vaue tha made me
develop my own view. Our solutions to the problem are in one sense, very
smilar but our theoreticd approaches are very different. Both these facts make
the differencesilluminating.

My Ph-D postion was brought about in September 2003 under the project
@Philosophicd Theories About VaueQ) financad by the Bank of Sweden
Tercantenary Foundation, which included my supervisors Wlodek Rabinowicz
and Toni Rgnnow-Rasmussen. My interest in intrindc vaue, and the finer
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points about the ontologicd classficaion of value-bearers soon gave way to
more generd questions about the nature of vadue. Whereas| sarted out more or
less assuming an unproblematic notion of intringc value, | becameinterested in
what this thing actudly was and how to make sense of it. Having jus
previoudy spent 9x months on a pape on the naure of consciousness, |
noticed a griking smilarity between the problem of vdue and the problem of
subjective experience both tend to ress reduction in naturdigic, functiona
terms. Perhaps, | thought, they are a least partly the sarre problem.

Hedonism isa cantroversd postion. It seemsto go agang many of our dearly
hdd bdiefs about what is good in life. Hedonigs have generdly tried to get
around this problem by explaining such bdiefs anay. Pleaaure, they, we clam is
the only thing tha really has vdue. This, | figured, isnot merdly an act of sdf-
defenceon behdf of the hedonig, but actudly esmtial to the type of theory of
value the hedonig should be defending. Hedonism is best undersood as an
explanatory approach to vaue: plessureis a plausble candidae as the only good
because pleasure isinvolved in the best explanation of our evduative behaviours
and experiences. T his goproach to vaueis dready part of the empiricd interes
in the nature of plesaure, and itsfunction in human psychology.

| spent four very ingpiring and exhauging months in Oxford in the soring of
2007, under the occaond supervison of Dr Kriger Bykvig. While there, |
had teg, | tdked to people, | atended lectures and workshops and a high-table
dinner. | got engaged in a punt on the river Cherwdl. | aso made the tactica
blunder to find yet another approach to hedonism, based in meaethicad
naturalisn. Nauraism is | bdieve, the bet goproach for an ambitious
hedonig, end anaturaigt, explanaory, empiricdly informed gpproach to vdue
supports a verson of hedonism. Thisclam, | suppose, makes up much of wha
isorigind in this book. Taking this road was a tacticd blunder insofar as |®e
spent, as anyone who knows me and has had to put up with mewill tdl you, far

too much timetrying to get thishit right.
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Thisbook cauld have been ten timesthe sze it is My aim was to find out the
truth about hedonism and this project proved to be amos impossbly inclusve.
It concens the philosophy of mind and vaue but aso the cagnitive and
affective sciences, philosophy of language and science the nature of theory and
explanaion, even meaphyscs Asit sands, then, the book islacking in many
regpects Possbly, | should have focused on an even smdler portion of the
project, but | Smply cauldn®bring mysaif to do so.

There are two things of note tha | ended up na doing. The fird is Exegess
You will find very little discusson of the literature here. For the mog part, my
M.O. isquite gra ght-forward reasoning, and my primary concen isto devdop
afarly origind view of my own. Quotes and borrowed arguments are insarted
mainly to bring the reasoning forward and for the ske of illugraion. |
goologize if this means that | make some faulty interpretations dong the way.
This dso meansthat the book is not very polemicd in its sructure. The main
point of it isapodtive argument for atheory of pleasure and vaue. It suggests

an gpproach to these matterstha seemsto meinteresing and true.

The other absentee conceans the science 10e gpent a fair amount of time
reading up on the afective science literature. Insofar as | am any judge, the
findings in this discipline so far ae condgent with, and even support, my
views But I@n not an expert in this fidd. For this reason, 1®e hestated to
include referencesto thisliteraturein thetext. | ended up including ardatively
small amount of text addressing the scientific research directly: Mogtly, what |
write about it is a cdl for philosophers, like mysdf, to pay more attention to
this ressarch. If we don®, we risk making unfounded assumptions, and develop
theories based on wha we take to be @ommon senseQ which, it turns out, is
far from how things actudly work. If | had decided to include areview of this
research in the book, it would have been a very sdective one, and | lack the
right background to write such areview in the proper context. This decison is
the only diglay of modesty youd find in these pages.
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very grateful.
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1.1 What isPleaaure?

1.1.1 Introduction

Pleasure is of the utmogt importance This is the guiding principle behind al
that follows. Plessure is centrd to dl sentient life it is centra to emotion, it
plays a pivotd role in action, in decigon, in motivation and it is dsolutdy
centra to wha®@good in life. Indeed, the suggestion put forward in this book is
that plessure isthe good. The argument for that thesisis primarily canfined to
pat 2. This part, for which | presume there is independent intered, is
concaned with what pleasure is This project is indigpensable for a hedonigtic
theory of the good, sncewe need to know what it isthat the hedonig clam is
good. Luckily, the mog plausible acoount of pleasure as such fits very well with

the acoount of vauethat | havein sore.

The question Qvha is plessureO should meet with an immediate firgt
gudificaion: what kind of a thing is pleasure? A naturd suggestion is tha
plessureisakind of experience Experiences are regularly disinguished by how
they fed, 0 pleasure would then presumably be a class of experiencesdiginct by
thar fdt qudity. Tha is what makes these experiences pleasures is how they
fed. Thisis arguably the higoricdly dominaing view of pleasure, but it has
recaved alot of ciiticiam. If not an experienceitdf, pleasureisa the very least
something that can be expaiencad: it might be the antent or dojed of an
experience It might belong to the more generd genus of mental ¢ates Mentd
daesin genad can be diginguished not only by how they fed but by ther
content or by ther function, o if the diginctive feding view fals there ae
other options. While 4ill being experiences pleasures would then be
diginguished, not by intrindc, but by rdaiond properties an experienceor a
mentd date is a plessure if and only if it gands in some relaion to some
atitude that the agent has say. This has become the mgjority view among
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philosophers writing extensvely on plessure, a least since Henry Sidgwick®
The Methodsof Ethics®

A further option adong thes lines is to sy tha, as a mentd date,
plesaure itsdf might be intentiond, i.e not the djjed of an atitude, but an
atitude in itsown right. It cauld then be diginguished by the kind of object it
takes or by the opedion it peforms on tha object. Pleasure could be
undergood as a bdlief or judgment with some paticuar content, or as the
representaion of some particular content. The criticd dement might be an
atitude like Oraking plessure inG, or enjoying®, in which case there are
guestions to answer about what kind of object the attitude takes whether it is
propostiona or not. There is dso an outsde chancethat pleasure should be
undergood as a behaviourd dispodtion, which arguably would make it an

easer thing to sudy scientificdly.*

We arefacal with anumber of related phenomena good mood, enjoyment, the
feding of wdl-being, plessant sensations, plessant thoughts satisfaction.
Idedlly, we are looking for something that dl these things have in cammon.
There are differences between them, of caurse, because of the type of event
referred to, but they do seem to have something in cammon as wdl that,

arguably, iswha an ambitioustheory of pleasure should be concened with.

The quegtion 1@n asking is not the quegion Qvha does the word (@leasured
mean?) exactly®: the word QlessureQand its cognates, isused in agreat variety
of ways tha reaes ssmanticdly more or less closdy. 1@ not getting into a
contegt asto find the best fitting paraphrase of plessure satements, an exercise
that srike me asasfutile asit isbesde the point. ®lessureQis often used to refer

to the cause of pleasant experiences and there are a number of other QdlipticO

! Sdgwick (1981), Alston (1967), Brandt (1967, 1998), Frankena (1973), Fdldman (1997a),
Hesthwood (2006, 2007). Goding (1969) points out that the sensation view was a product of
British Empiriciam, and should not be viewed asthe higoricd default view.

2 Feldman (1997a), H esthwood (2007).

3 Anscombe, (1967) see Katz (2006) and Crip (2006).

* Gilbert Ryle (1969, 2000).

$ See Perry® Qhe Concept of Plessure0(1967), an exacise in ordinary language philoophy that
gendsatremendous amount of effort ligingthe dterndives.
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uses, such aswhen we say (pleased to meet youQ which might truthfully be sad
while experiencing no fedings a dl. Nor is the question under consderation
QWhat is happines®Wheress | happen to bdieve tha plessure is the criticad
pat of hgppiness formsthe core of that notion and iswhat isimportant about
it, that term is imbued with too much meaning, too many preconceptions
about the good life, to make a non-circuar argument for hedonism posshble.
®leasured on the other hand, seems to be rdaivdy free from such mordly
committing dimensons

Pleasure is not only an everyday concept but one with use in scientific
psychology as well. A satisfactory theory of plessure, | proposs, is one that fits
not only with everyday uses of the teem, but dso with the best avalable
scientific underganding of the domain. Idedly, such a theory would not only
fit with such use, but make sense of it. We are a& least partly interested in
revisng our everyday canceptsto improveon them.® If thereisacongruent class
of scientific phenomena with which some philosophicd theory of plessure fits
that is a further resson to accet that theory. If we treat QleasureQes tracking
not only an everyday concept, but a naturd, psychologicd kind, the theory of
pleasure should be done in conjunction with the affective sciences It isin such
ajoint project we are most likely to cut nature a itsjoints.’

When we sy tha pleasure isimportant, we imply that it isnot only the esnce
of pleasure that is of interest. That is of course of grest philosophicd and
sientific interes, but we ae ds interested in wha plessure doss in its
function and placein our psychology. The centrdity of plessure cancen not
only its essentid, intrindc features, but its typicd causes and effects the
processs in which it takes part. All this influence how pleasure relates to
motivation and action and socidity and to the rest of our psychologicd make-
up. While not grictly essentid, this project is every bit as important. For one

thing, contingent yet pesgent psychologica connections can gopear to be

6] take for granted that we are thus interested in getting our psychologicd language to chime
with how our psychology works. Thistheme will recur in the next part concerning vdue.
" See Katz (2006), Berridge (2003, 2004), Kringdbach (2009), Schroeder (2004).
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essentid. [f wewant to get to the bottom of what pleasureis, we need to be able

to diginguish such contingencies from essntid features

An acoount of plessure needs to satidy at least three conditions it mugt give a
plausble psychologicd picture that accounts for the gpparent centrdity of
pleeaure in mates like motivation and evauaion. It mug be
phenomendogcally accurate: when it comes to aubjective experiences, it is
methodologicdly judifiable to ask about any proposed anadyss of plessure
whether it actudly fits with what we have in mind when we think of plessure,
to tes whether we have caught theright notion or not. Findly, it must make it
plausble that plessure is good, i.e it mug fit with some plausble accaunt of
value.

This chepter garts with an outline of the man theories of pleasure and points
out the chdlenges facing them. It ends with a suggegtion of how those
challenges can be me in a theory tha incorporates the benefits of those
theories, while avoiding the pitfdls

1.1.2 Two Sandard Viewson Plessure

It has become sandard practice to diginguish between two man types of
theories about pleasure. The firg is the Didindive Feading Viev (DFV),
accading to which plessures are experiences diginguished by a particular
redonic toneOwhich they have and other experiences lack. The other is the
Deire Oriented, or Attitudinal, View, acoording to which pleaaures are
experiences diginguished by some atitude that the agent has toward them.®
This diginction is often treaed as coextendve with the more gened
diginction between intenalig and externalig views on plessure:® if pleasureisa
sort of feding, what makes an experience a plessure is intenal to that

8 This didinction isin Feldman (1997a), the digtinction is dso made by, anong others Goding
(1969), and Crigp (2006).
° Thisdidinctionisin Sumner (1996: see Crigp (2006)).
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experience and if what makes it a pleaaure is a desre that one has towards it,
that seems to be an exeanal fact. The two diginctions are not necesarily
equivalent, however: there are interndigt versons of the desre-oriented view
(but, to my knowledge, no externdigt verson of the diginctive feding view).

In very short summary, the desire-oriented view was developed asareaction to a
fundamenta problem for the DFV, namdy the reported lack of such a
digtinctive hedonic feding. The class of experiences grouped as (lessureis
phenomenologicdly heterogeneous. What holds the classtogether and makesiit
intereging is something dse. Sidgwick (1981), famoudy, argued that wha we
find in canmon between pleasuresis not how they fed, but some atitude tha

wetake up againg them.

It is possble that there are two types of pleasures, in which case there redly is
such athing asa digtinctive feding of plessure, but that the term (pleasureOaso
denotes a diginct phenomenon, such as described by the desre view, and that
the two only sgnificantly overlgp. Possbly, experiences having this fed were
often dedred, and thus the term came to cover dl casss of desred experiences.
There might dso be other ssmantic connections between thetwo types
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1.2 Thefeding of pleasure

[Pain and pleasure] like other smple ideas cannot be dexcribed, nor their
names defined; the way of knowing them is as of the smple ideas of the
enses only by experience

Locke (1975, p 141)

Pleasures form a class of psychologicd events or gates tha are presumably not
grouped together by accident. It has been proposed that wha they have in
common is how they fed. Locke goes on to say tha pleasure and pain are not
only smple ideas but Qrery considerableOones™® Bentham, reveding smilar
sntiments cdls them Onteresting perceptionsO™ Since much of the most
influential writing on plessure was performed during the heyday of British
empiricism®, this view has often been equated with the view tha plessureis a
pecies of snsaton.”® A grest ded of the ciiticism of the feding view has
therefore been based on the many ways in which plessures are different from

snstions

Wha isdiginctive about experiencesisthat they are essentidly conscious,; that,
in Nagd® terms, there is something it is like for someone to have them.®®
Experiences, in yet other terms, have a phenomenal charade. Thisisnot true of
dl mentd gates Not dl mentd gaes are diginguished by how they fed, if
indeed they fed like anything a dl. What makesthe bdlief that it rainsdifferent
from the bdief tha it doen® is a arguably not how the bdlief feds but the
antent of those gdates reveded by the inferences you tend to make. Note tha

10 He continuesthat words are not important, pleasure and pain might aswell be caled QidightO
and, rather endearingly Qrouble®

1 Bentham (1960) .

12 Bentham,(1960), Mill (1993). See Goding (1969), Katz (2006).

13 | ocke, however, thought they derived from both perception and reflection. (Locke, 1975)

14 Goding, (1969), Feldman (1997aand b), Goldgein (1989) Alson (1967).

> Nagd (1974), Jackson (1982), Chamers (1996).
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this doesn® preclude that we can be phenomenaly conscious of our beliefs it
only means tha this is not wha differentiates bdiefs from each other. In
contrast, what makes the experience of red different from the experience of
green ishow they GeddOin this sense’® Isthere omething it islike to experience
plessure?|sthere some qudity, hedonic toneQ) that makes an experienceone of

plesaure, and thus makes pleasuresinto a cogent class?

1.2.1 ThePhenomenologica Component

What, if anything, can be said about the QessenceOof plesaure, if it is atype of
experience? As Locke pointed out, smple idess (qualia, asthey are now cdled)
ae basc and unanadysable.r But tha does not meen tha they cannot be
intdligibly described. Locke himsdf described them as Qrery considerable®
Arguably, they can be picked out via a description, by comparison or andogy,
even if that description does not capture thar Gssenced While it does seem
impossble to describe what it islike to have an experience to someone who has
not fdt it, nor something QikeOit, we can remind people cgpable of the sort of
experiences we are taking about of the right sort of idea, by an apped to their
typicd causss or to sStuaions in which they tend to ocaur. We can do
circumscribe it by examples the hedonic qudity is tha which al affective

experiences, such aspostive fedings moods, sensations, havein common.

If plessure is atype of experience we can say something about what kind it is
epecidly with regard to the gnerality of tha type. If we take the experienceof
cdour asour preferred andogy: |s pleasure like some particuar cdour, or even
a nuance of a cdour? Or isit a more fundamentd caegory, perhaps even as
wide as the category of cdour as such?H owever different experiences of cdour
are - ome are even experienced as oppostes'® - there is something they have in
common as to what type of experience they ae, they are dl in the same
OnodeQ s to gresk. Pleasures might be said to ocaupy a section of adimension

16 |_et@for now pass ove the question whether perceptua experiences are aform of belief.
7 Moore (1993) cdled it adefinitething and absiutdy indefinable see Alston (1967).
'8 Plato in Philebus(1982).
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or scde of some sort, on which experiences may then vary.™ It ssems clear that
if plessure has a particuar, unanalysable, smple fed, it nead not be smple in
thesensethat it isan on or off matter.

1.2.2 Problems For the Feding View

A subgantid part of the ciitique of the feding view isthat pleassure differs from
ordinary snsations® Goding notes that sandard examples of snsations are
identified either by 1. their typicd occadon or caise (i.e a snstion can be
identified asthe feding you get when you find yoursdf in a ceatan stuation or
encountering acetan sort of object), or by 2. what the subject feds like doing
(i.e, asnsation can be identified by how we react to having it), or by 3. some
andogous description, what the sensation issmilar to. Pleasure, he argues, does
not fit this schema There are no sandard occasions or sources for pleasure.
People vary indefinitely in what they take plessure in and G person may be
eccatric without limit in the sources of his pleasuresO Pleasureis not associated
with any gandard behaviourd regponse dther, as this vaies indefinitdy
between people and contexts as wel.? And findly, pleasures cannot be
undergood in andogy to anything dse. This of caurse, does not prove that
pleasure is not adigtinct feding, but it showsthat it doesn®work entirdy aswe

would expectit to if it were asensation.?

In contragt to sensations, plessures are s|soond arder experiences. That is they are
not direct perceptions, but reactionsto some experience While this undermines
the snation view on plessure, it provides it with another role not al
phenomend experiences are Qirg orderO This judifies locaing it anong the
enations rather than the sensations (more on this below). Goding argues that

19 Kagan (1992). See Crigp (2006) Katz (2005).

2 See Goding (1969), Algon (1967), Feldman (1997a).

2 Whether to go for it or stay put, for ingance. Smilar point made by Persson (2005). Of course,
this holds for mod sensations to. You do not need to score on each of these pointsin order to
qudify asa sensation.

2 Momeyer (1975) equally pointed out that sensations and pleasure work with adifferent logic.
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fedings of plessure are properly conceved as emotiond responses to some
experience Pleasures are not mainly fedings o pleasure, but of something dse
plessure has an experienceasits objed, to which the pleasure somehow ataches
Goding reminds usthat plessure often makes us attend, not to itsdf, but to the
thing we are doing or experiencing. Whereasthe intendty of a sensation makes
it dient, intense pleasures tend to make the object sdient, not itsdf. This
however, doesn® undermine the feding view. It only shows that the plessure is
not the object of that sate.?®

The objects of sensation are often externd to the agent, whereas the object of
pleaaure is often a sensation, or other subjective gae. Denia of the sgaus of
senstion or perception to plessures seems to be based on the fact that the
information it provides is not as objectivdly vdid as it normdly is for
sensation/perceptions Pleasures are not subject to testsfor rdiability in the way
tha our senstions ae Plessured variability rule them out as
sensationd perceptions proper, but it would be a grange view indeed tha took

thisto underminethdr satus asexpaiancs i.e asessntidly subjective events.

A further argument againg the sensation view of plessureisthat plessure lack a
locdisation. This also undermines the andogy between pleasure and pain snce
the latter often islocalised.® Thisis because pain actudly isasensation, a least
one part of pain is® Thereisasuffering dement to pain that isas non-locaised
as plesaure is but there exigs no diginct andogous sensory dimenson of
pleasure. In S0 far as we goeak of sensory pleasures it refers to their source not
their location.®

% Persson (2005) argues that an experience is never only painful, or pleasant, but always
omething e aswell. Duncker (1941) arguesthat pleasureisincomplete.

2 Momeyer (1975), Alston (1967).

% See Aydede (2000) , Melzack and Wall (1965).

% Thisisnot beyond doubt. Some people (among them, at least one of my supervisors) seem to
experience, not only the cause of, or object of, bodily pleasures aslocdised, but the plessure itsf.
It ishard to say whether this QlissgreementOrefer to fundamentally different experiences of just
different ways of describing the same experience.
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Another argument claims that pleasure cannot be a sensation because every
snsttion can be ether pleasant or unpleasant.”” Ryle notes that any sensations
may monopolize conscioumess if intense enough, but the intendty of plessure
only srve to increase the consciousness of the thing we take pleasure in. Alston
smilarly clamstha we cainot have the pleasures of x, without consciousness of
x. Pleasure is not QletachableOfrom the experienceit acaompanies Agan, these
points merely demonstratethat plessureisnot asensation, they don®provethat
it isnot an experience

Moore argued tha since we can be canscious o plessure, plessure must be
diginct from our consciousness of it. If thisargument is supposed to undermine
the feding view, it iseadly met: pleasureis not merely an independent dojed o
congiousness it is a dae of consiousness We can cetanly experience
pleasure without having a second order avarenessthat we have it, but that does
not undermine the feding view in any way: we can be conscious of x, without
beng aware that x occus Moore uses this argument to undermine, not the
plaushbility of this theory of pleasure, but of hedoniam by noting that plessure
without the consciousness of plessure ssemsto be of comparaively little vadue.
Seing how @onsciousness of plessureOcan be understood in two ways this

argument isweskened.”

Same writers argue that there exists no dedicated orgen or faculty for pleasure,
as the ones we find for the sensss® Alson argues tha this meansthat there is
no Gxternd supportQ no modadlity or organ or stimuli dedicaed to plessure,
or can anything much better be found on the response sde® Degpite there
being some sgnificant overlapsin the kind of things people get pleasure out of,
it isnot enough for an organ to be sHectively dedicated to regigering it, and for

pleasure to be thought of as ardiable indicaor. In recent years however, the

%" Ryle (1969, 2000) see Alston (1967).

% Moore (1993).

2 William James, for one (1950). The lack of far trestment of pleasure in JamesDhugely
influentid work is probably partly regpong ble for the dedine of the hedonism in the 20" century.
This was when the ties to psychology were sevared and, as I@ argue in part 2, hedoniam is
dependent on such atie
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rise of movements like postive psychology, happiness research and affective
neuroscience has led to the discovery tha there is such a faculty, roughly
locdised in the orbitofronta cortex of the brain.* There is no dedicaed snse
organ for pleasure, however, but the exigenceof this region of the brain, that
can be HHectively targeted, does provide the Gxternd supportOtha Alston
reported missng.

The sensation theory, Alson recognisss is merdy a variant of a more generd
sort of view that takes plessure to be one of the Quitimate immediate qualities of
conciousness experience To be a qudity of consciousessis to congitute one
of the ways in which one gae of consciousess differs from another with
regpect to itsown intringc naure. It isnoteworthy that Alson findsthistheory

implaugble too, but on purdly phenomenologicd grounds

While pleaaures are not exactly like sensations, there is a case to be made that
pleaaures can be identified in the manner proposed by Goding. While there is
condderable variability in the kind of objects and dtuations we find oursdves
enjoying, there catanly are some sandard examples of pleasant activities, and
there might be smilarities on some levd. One such suggestion is that pleasure
results from getting what we want, and while what we want might vary
indefinitdy, they are dl occaons of getting wha we want. While ssnstionsare
often held to be objective in the sense that they provide publicly avalable
information about an object, that a thing is wanted by me is clearly rdevent
information, well worth a particular mode of experience As to the response
sde, that isin al probability dependent on what kind of need or atitude has
thus been satidfied. The lag point on Godings ligs of complaints was the lack
of analogy. But plessure is unlike anything dse because it is too generic a
cdegory for it to be undergood viaandogy: it isaaii gneiskind of experience
In the same way colour, as opposed to some particuar cdour, has a diginct
character, unlike anything dse. Pleasure is what dl posdtive emotions have in

%0 See Kahneman e a (1997), Nettle (2005) Berridge (2003, 2004), Panksgpp (1998) and
Kringelbach (2001, 2009), Bressan and Crippa (2005) Crigp (2006) makesthissame argument.

28



common, and postive emotions can be undergood with reference to each
other, but wha makesthe category as such diginct cannot be undersood other
than by knowing it directly.

The haeogmdty argument

Now, lee®turn to the main argument againg the feding view. Thisargument is
asociated with Henry Sidgwick in the Methads of Ethics® Quite smply, it is
the clam tha the expeiences clased a pleasures have nothing
phenomenologicdly, or intrindcdly, in common. They are heterogeneous® The
plesaure of ligening to a Mozart opera, sy, feds nothing like the pleasure of
dipping into a hot bath on acdd day. Thisisnot jus becaise of the different
modes of sensation involved: the pleasure of ligening to a Mozart opera is
arguably diginct from the pleasure of ligening to John Coltrane as wdl.
Whatever is diginct about plesaures, then, it isnot how they fed. If thereis
anything to be salvaged from the talk about the Geding of pleasureQ it is that
they are diginguished by how we fed alout these experiences. That locution is
not supposed to express a feding, exactly, but rather a smtiment, a favourable
attitudetowardsthe object or sate of affairs enjoyed.

The heterogeneity argument draws mog of its srengths from the apped to the
different activities and objects one may take plessure in, and the wildly various
experiences that these activities and objects afford. GPleasureQ normally, refers
to entire experiences 0 that a least one of the differences between the pleasure
of ligening to Mozat and ligening to Coltrane is tha thar mudc sunds
different. It is not merdy that the pleasure of ligening to Mozart is one tha
occus Smultaneoudy with the experienceof lisening to Mozart:* the pleasure
and the experienceare more closy knitted than that. The pleasure of ligening

31 Sdgwick (1981).

%2 The argument has been asigned to him by Brandt (1967) Feldman (1997), Sobd (1999)
among others But there is an ambiguity in the centrd gatement of his view on plessure as
Qlesirable consciousnessO

33 As Momeyer (1975) points out, the pleasure of playing tennisimpliesthe experience of playing
tennis Alson (1967) as addressesthisasthe binding problem.
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is not diginct from the experience of ligening. That is why it canot be

undergood as aseparae sension.

This gill leaves the quesion what this atitude actudly is unanswvered. What
kind of atitude isit?Is it something that is fdt? In that case thisis Hill a
verson of the feding view. Unfdt attitudes would not transform an experience
into a plessure.®* The heterogeneity argument, if successful, need to sy
something sronger than jus that plessure is a heterogeneous st of experiences
it neads to say tha pleassures have nothing phenomenologicdly in common.
While many theorigts have acapted this it isfar from clear tha Sidgwick did,
aswe shdl seein the next section.

Ispleagire alwaysfdt?

A quite different chalengeto the feding view isthe clam that pleasures are not
necessarily conscious.® There are two points here: even if pleasure dways has an
effect on the quality of our experience this need not be naticed by the agent.
Arguably, our conscious experience has a large number of features tha we do
not normdly attend to, and yet they are there to make up the complete
character of our experience As pleasures are often experiences of other objects
and those objects make up the foaus of those experiences pleasantness often
goes unneticead. In fact, as ciitics of the snsation view noticed, increased
plessantness has a tendency to increase the atention paid to the object of an

experience rather than to the experience itsdf *

Thispoint is quite compétible
with pleasure being essntidly a conscious quality: the fact tha plessure is
conscious does not imply tha, when we experience pleasure, we are aways

conscious of that fact.

Semd, whether or not you conceve of pleasures as esentidly conscious they
depend on the exigence of some functiond, neurologicd sate of the organism.

3 Sobd (1999) thinks there is no middle postion, as suggesed by Katz (1986) and Kagan
(1992).

% See Berridge (2003, 2004 ) Persson (2005).

% The argument isthat intense sensations crowd out consciousness of anything digtinct from it.
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Pleasure cen be, and has been, operationdly defined; notably as unconditioned
revard, i.e. that for which the organism is willing to work.>” The point is tha
the same process can ocaur below the @hresholdOof consciousness® It should
be pointed out that it is not clear what this metgphor of a threshold actudly
entails, but if this is a posshility, would such a gae count as plessure? The
matter ssems to be dependent on wha we are interested in.* It can be argued
that snce we identify this functiona/neurologicd gate by how its full-fledged
veson feds tha feding is a leas gpigendogcally prior, while the process
might be ontdogcally prior. In contemporary afective science both the
operationd, functiona view, and the experientid view seem to have a srong

ganding, and they are not mutually exclusve.”

37 See Schroeder (2004) Berridge (2003) and Kringelbach (2005). Of course, finding such a bas's
wasimportant during the behaviourig era (see Ryle 1969).

3 Thisthreshold view of consciousnessisquite common. See Ledoux (1996).

39 See Chalmers (1996) on the ardGand GasyOproblems of constiousness

40 See Kahneman, Diener and Schwarz, (1999), Kringelbach (2005, 2009), Berridge (2003).
Kahneman (1999) points out tha moving away from experienced utility towards behaviouraly
oriented research, as happened in economicsduring the 20 century, is problematic. Whileiit is
esser to meeaure, this movemisses the point. Experienced utility, in fact, is both measurable and
empiricaly diginct from decison utility. Momeyer (1975) understands pleasures as dispostiond
dates saestha would be experienced as pleasureif attended to.
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1.3 Thedesre oriented view

How, then, should we diginguish the class of pleasures if we give up on the
diginctive feding view? Accading to the theory that usudly is offered as an
dternative, plessures are experiences for which we have some favourable
attitude* It is catanly a fact tha we are normaly drawn to plessure, and
repdled by pain. We often use plessure to explain desre we come to desre
things we find pleasant or expect to get plessure from.* We dso use desire to
explan plessure: we are pleasad by the outcome of an ection or by the taste of
ice cream because we dedred tha outcome or tha tage Thee sorts of
gaements make sense of particular pleasures and desres and the kind of

explanationsthey offer ssem to be part of the folk-psychologica toolbox.

In the absence of a diginctive feding of pleasure we can turn to this fact, and
tret it as the diginguishing feature of this otherwise motley class of
experiences In (rhe methods of ethicOHenry Sidgwick defends a verson of
thistheory. He suggeststha pleasures be concaved as experiences for which we
have an intrinsc desre a the time we experience them.” This formulation
dready includes four important qualificaions of the atitudind theory. Fird,
the pro-atitude in quegion is desire We shdl return bdow to wha this
involves Seond, the object of the rdevant desire is an expaience tha the
subject has. Third, the rdevant desres are intrindc ones we often dedre
experiences for indrumentd reasons, but those experiences do not thereby
caunt as pleasures. Fourth, the desre must be smultaneous with the experience
This is to insure the accaint from cesss of disgppointment, where an
intrinscdly desred experience turns out to be less than hoped for. Further

4! See Fred Feldman (1997a), who holds this to be the new standard view, citing Brandt (1967),
Algon (1967) and Frankena (1963).

42 AsWilliam Alston putsit (1967) Ot seems dear to mog people that pleasure and enjoyment
are pre-eminent among the things worth having and that when someone gets plessure out of
something, he devdopsadesreforit.O

3 Jdgwick@satement that plessureis Git least implicitly perceived asdedrablein it sdfOisrather
more open for interpretation, but heismog often read in thisway.
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qudifying, or clarifying, this view, William Alson suggesed tha the rdevant
dedre is a preferencefor an experience over its non-occurrence on the bass o
that experience®fdt quality.* This, of caurse, follows if dl intringc festures of
experiences are qualitative in that sense. Brandt, caontinuing the same tradition,
uggests that an experienceis pleasant if it makes the person experiencing it

want its continuation (for itsown seke).*

This view is not the clam tha plessures are as a matter of contingent faa
picked out by intringc desres i.e tha thisis how to identify them. As Alson
points out, the fact tha pleasure is desrable does not ssem to be a mee
cantingent matter. The feding view, he continues, can throw no light on this
fact. Nor doesthe fact tha the enjoyableness of an activity isareason for doing
it seem contingent.* If you have a desre-oriented view of the good, the desre-
theory of pleasure explans why pleasure ssemsto be notorioudy good. Making
the connection between pleaaure and favourable atitudes an essentid one
makes hedonism more attractive as atheory of wel-beng, and asatheory of the
good.*”” The theory is dso to be kept apart from the clam tha pleasure is the
only thing we desire.”® Any experience we desire in the rdevant way will thereby
caunt as a plessure, but this does not bar us from desring other things for
themsdves, without those things thereby becoming pleasures Whether or not
the dedre-view of pleasure in conjunction with a desretheory of the good
supports hedoniamn or merdy the vaue of pleasure among ahe things ultimatdy
depends on how we caondrue the rdaion between plessure and desire, and

between value and desre®

4 Algton (1967)

“Brandt (1998). Snce Alson® view on preference is digpostiond, he arguably intended
omething Smilar.

4 Alston (1967, p345).

47 Goding (1969), believesthat hedonism depends on a connection from pleasure to rationd, free
action. A desre-vason of hedonism, then, as opposd to the objectivelig vason on the DFV,
e Kagan (1992).

“8 Indeed, Sdgwick isknown for rejecting psychological hedonism. Algon concurs (1967).

9 Heathwood (2006) argue that the mog plausible verson of the desire-view isidentica to the
mog plaugble verson of hedoniam.
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1.3.1 The Dedre-component

Before assesdang the dedre view and itsvarigties, we need to make some generd
remarks on what desre is Without proposng to sttle the matter, or giving
anything like a camplete survey of the literature on the subject (which is vas),

there are some preiminary remarkswe can make.

®esredsnormally used asagenerd term for pro-atitudes® While admiration
is quite obvioudy a diginct mentd act from fondness or love, they are al
favourable atitudes, and @esreds often used as acach-dl term for the pecies
As with the term @vanting® with which it is often conflated, @esredis often
used to explain freg, rationd actions Why wasthat action performed? Because
the agent wanted to do it, or desired the outcome. While @vantCand @esireCan
be usd interchangesbly, they can ds0 be cantrased, and someone may
intdligibly ask whether | want what | desre. Indeed, one may intdligibly ask
whether | desre what | desre, suggesting that  @esireOgtands for a cluster of
rdaed phenomena, dl being cases of favouring, but tha they can came into
canflict within an agent. Wha we mean with this cantragtive use of the same

term isnormdly conversationdly implied.

Twoviensd desre

Dedre can be undersood in e least two different ways as a dispostional gate,
or asan experience.® When desres are used to explain action, they are normaly
concaved of as digpadtionsto act. If you really desre something, you will tend
to bring it about, if it isnot dready afact, or to preserveit, if it is Falureto
comply will undermine our confidence in assgning you the desire. If desreisa
digpodgtion, it isacetan sort of digpostion, atendency to perform the action

willingy, which makesit digtinct from reflexes or forced behaviours.>

% Hesthwood (2006, 2007) takes it to be a (orimitivedand uses it as Qhe paradigmatic Goro-
atitudeOO

51Se Sdgwick (1892).

52 We do sem to sy that we have rductant desires urges that exid somewhere between
rationaly willed action and merereflexes and thereisarguably no sharp line dividing the two.
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William Algton, in the entry on QlessureOrepestedly referred to, talks about
prarence raher than dedre, and notes tha to have a preference is not
necessrily to have it before one® consciousness, but rather to say something
digpogtiond. We have acces to our preferencesin the same way that we have
accesto our beiefs, intentions and atitudes, Gswell asto fedings and sensory
quditiesO Note, however, what Alston doen® tha these are diginct forms of
QecessO Ned Block cdls them (phenomenalOand GraesOconsciousness, and to
have aaess to a mental event is not the same thing as to have it in one®
phenomend consciousness® What Alsgon® account guarantess, however, is
that the epigemologicd saus of pleasure bDif we have it, we know tha wedo B
is campatible with the view that pleasures are not necessarily fdt. Or, a leed, it
grants the same sort of epistemic access to our plessure asit doesto our beiefs
and attitudes

Heathwood points out that many philosophers adhere to the principle tha we
canot desre/want wha we dready have, which undermines the dedre view
that reguires the desre to be smultaneous with the experience desired™.
Heathwood deniesthis principle. Clearly there is ome pro-attitude we can bear
towards things tha we have, and this pro-titude is included in what he
intendswith Qlesre0™

Prcblemsfar thedigpadtional view of desre

There are problems for the dispodtiond view: might | not favour thingsthat |
have no digpostion to bring about or preserve? There are things that | favour
tha | can do nothing about. Perhgps dedres should be undersood as
digpostionsto do something to bring it about if it was possble, but this makes
little sense when gpplied to dedresfor thingsthat are clearly impossble, say, or

that has hgppened in the pagt.*® Of caurse, we can formulate such caonditions

3 Block (1995), for ingtance.

% H esthwood (2006) Sumner, for instance, arguesthat desireis Gessentialy progpective((1996).
%5 Perry (1967) agrees there need be no tendency to linger, nor a pre-exiging desire in order for
you to enjoy something.

%% For extended treatment of thisargument, see Strawson (1994) and Schroeder (2004).
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but they don® seem to be what we have in mind when we think about our
desres. We seem to have favourable atitudes about things that no one can do
anything about. Of course, very often, we would have brought about a desred
date if we could have, but then it ssems that the dedre is wha explains tha
caunterfactud, rather than beng identicd to it. Gden Strawson invented a
hypothetica type of being he cdled OWesther watchersOwho, deprived of any
type of caacity for action, ill could have a desire for how the weather turns

out, and | ss.eno resson to ruleit out.

Prdblemsfar the exparienceview o dedre

We sometimes ek as if we fed desre. Could the experienceof dedre be the
feding o bang in the rdevant digadtional date? Perhaps it is the canscious
represntation of the desre, and thus diginct from it. Tha would explain why
the ssmeterm isusad for both, and it would be a matter of decison rather than
discovery whether we should treat the digpodtion without the experienceas a
dedre or vice varsa. This would also provide us with the tools to ded with
dedres that are na coupled with actud digpostions one of our remarkable
mentd killsisthe ability to represnt what is not there. Again, the availability
of two diginct phenomena make contragtive uses possble when asked whether
| really desre something, | might be questioned on basis of my rductanceto
actudly do something to bring it about, or | might be quesioned on whether |
redly fed like doing what 1@n obvioudy disposed to do.

This posshility, however, ssemsto presuppose that there isahomogeneoustype
of experiencetha represents the dispostiona sate But how a digpodtion feds
depends on wha it isadispodtion for: being ready to dive into the cdd water
on a hot day feds quite different from getting ready for bed when tired, or just
digposed to keep on doing whaever it is tha one is doing. There is a
heterogeneity argument for desres too, obvioudy, but it is one we can g&t
around. What isin cammon for them istha they are dl sates of readines ther
smilarity is on a higher levd of generdity than ther particular physcd
manifegation.
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More importantly for our purposes, however: some desires are pleasant, others
are panful, and thisisnot jug the differencebetween the experienceof satified
desres and the experience of a disstidied, progpective one. While we might
rardy, if ever, experience (known to be) stidfied intrinsc desres as unpleasant,
unsatisfied ones can be ether. But if the desre view of pleaaure is true, how
cauld we make snse of pleasant and unplessant desres? Presumably, an
experiencefor which we have an intrindc unplessant desre would not thereby
become pleasant. The desre theorigs might proposethat an unpleassant desireis
one tha we do not dedre to have. While that sounds about right, its
conceavabhility depends on how that dedre in turn is undergood, i.e as a
digpogtion or asafeding, and the problem is merely deferred, not solved.

If there are two different senses of desire, which one isrelevant to pleasure?”’ If
dedre is a digpogtion, the theory runs into cetain problems If it is an

experiencewe seem to run aground on the heterogeneity problem again.

Typed objett

Let®turn to another matter of contention for the desre theory. What kind of
an oojet does desre take? An influentid suggestion isthat dedres like bdiefs,
are propadtional attitudes Whereas we sometime speak as if we desire objects, a
new car, sy, or true love, those expressons are dlipticd for propostiona
objects. Wha we desdire is that we gt a new ca, or that we be seen driving
aound in it; that we atan true love or something of that nature® This
interpretation isin kegping with the digoostional view. You cannot bring about

or preserve an object with out bringing it about thatit dotains

Now, if thisistrue it seemstha experiences cand be the object of dedres, in
the senserequired by the dedre-oriented view of plessure. Whatever experiences

57 Goding points out tha Mill® view about the conceptual/metaphysical connection between
pleasure and desire/wanting migakingly supposesthat QvantOisjusgt one, snglething.
%8 Fdldman (19973), Lemos(1994) Parfit (1984).
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are, they are not propostiona in form. Same philosophers have denied tha
dedres are propostiona atitudes on precisdy these grounds we occadonally
favour an object without thereby favouring that it exigts®, and if the term
@esireDdoes not cover such pro-atitudes, then we need to turn to the more
generd notion to cover the caseswe areinterested in. Thismight be agood idea
anyway:. Favoured experiences - and dready ataned daes of dfars - ae
perhaps morefittingly described asliked or enjoyed than asdesired.

Experiences are not sates of affairs but concrete objectsevents.® Now, we
might point out that desires have s0 cdled madiate dbjeds i.e arepresentation
of thar object, and that this mediate object isdways propostiond in form. You
caanot imagine an object without some predicae, even if you clam to desrea
concrete object; that state of affars is wha you QrulyOdesre. Even if that is
plausible for most cases there is gill one type of object that doesn®require any
mediate representaion, namdy experiences Since dedres and experiences ae
both mentd events, they would seem to need no representation to mediae
between them. For experiences it seems quite clear tha favouring it is diginct
from favouring that one has it, even if this diginction cauld be denied for any
other object of desre®

Thetemparal placament of thedesre

As mentioned, the rdlevant desire needsto be smultaneouswith the experience
This isto g away from hedonic disgppointments and to dlow for pleasant
arprises. Chris Hesthwood describes a cae in point® | might have a srong
intrinsc dedre for some taste experiencel had as a child, like the taste of fruit
loogps But when | get hold of them, it turns out that they are far too sweet for
my refined tases A previous desre does not inaure tha the tagte will be
plessant, what isimportant isthat we have adesre a the point that we havethe
tagte It isaso important that the desire be somehow conneted to the tage. |

59 Anscombe (1967) Katz (1986, 2006).
60 See Rgnnow-Rasmussen (2002).

61 Katz (1986, 2006), Anscombe (1967).
%2 H esthwood (2006).
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might be experiencing a desired taste-experience but not redise tha thisisthe
tage that | dedre intringcdly. That, arguably, would not be enough to make
that tegte pleasant. Heathwood therefore adds tha we musgt be aware of the
senstion in quegtion for a concurrent desre with it to be a pleasure. | agree,
but propose tha the avareness implied need not be the awvareness that the
desred experienceis hgppening. It mugt be avareness dere and not de dicto:
the desre mug be about the senstion itdf, not merely the bdlief tha one has
it. Tha is Awareness that | have the experience is neither necessry nor
afficient. We mug be directly acquainted with the experiencein quegtion.®
But In Hesthwood® formulation (see below), the desire does not even have the
senstion as its object, but some propodtion in which the sensation is
represented. This would lead the dedre-view into trouble with ensuring a

aufficiently tight connection between the desire and the pleasure experience

1.3.2 ProblemsFor the Dedre View

Thededre view facesanumber of difficulties, some of which are theoreticd and
some are more directly intuitivey based. If we keep to the origina formulation
of the dedre-view, namdy tha plessures are experiences for which we have
intringc desres there are two clear ded-breskers intrindcdly dedred
experiences that we would not cdl pleasures, and pleasures for which we have
no intrindc desre. Plausble example of such events would be cleer Scratic
evidencethat the definition we are consderingisafaulty one.

Other reasnsfar intrindcdesre

Are dl intrindcdly desred experiences pleasures? Wha about experiences that
we jug find inteeding and intrindgcdly so? Might we not desire, intringcdly,
to have them, without tha making them ingances of plessure? Heahwood
agues tha such an inteet actuadly would make them pleasant, but his
argument is based on the plaushility of the theory he is proposng, and thus

offers no independent reason for the clam. In particular, it is dependent on the

8 |n Alston® formulation, the desire mugt be for the experience GFor how it fedsO This should
beundersooddere.
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feding view of pleasure being false Heathwood arguesthat giving reasnsfor a
desre is evidence of the externdity of that desire, but that seems just fase®
That something is interesting need not be an extringc condderation: we can
give intenal reasonsfor interes. On the dedre view, we cainot get around this
problem by adding the condition that the experience be desred because it feds
pleagnt. And tha is abit odd, because that jugt seemsto be the bes reason to
desire an experiencebecause of how it feds®

Remember tha it is essentid that the desre gppeded to isintringg i.e tha an
experienceis desred because of intringc features of its object. But if the object
is not the experience but some date of afairs in which the experience is
mentioned, why isit gill important that the gae of afarsis desred because of
featuresintringc to that experience, i.e how it feds raher than to the sates of
dfarsin which it is involved?® On versons of the desre view that defend a
propostiona conception of desire, it would seem that the experienceis itdf
not the objet of the desre but only included, or even merdy mentioned, in that
object. And yet, it would not seem to be aufficient that an experience is
included in an intrindcdly dedred gae of affairs for it to became a pleasure.
The propodtiond desire view owesus an explanation of why thisisso.

Explainingdesre

A further theoreticd difficulty for the desre theory isthe matter of explanation.
While we often say tha we desire an experiencefor the particular taste or sound
it presnts a leest occasonaly we desre an experience because it is pleasirt.
Thissuggessthat pleasure can be prior to desre. But if what makesit a pleasure

% Heathwood (2007) believes that to desire something for itsintrindc quditiesis diginct from
desring it intrindcaly. Fdldman, (1997a) thinks it® posible to desire intrindcaly to be feding
LmMe Ensttions without tha sensation being a sensation of pleasure The plessure is a
propastiona thing, not asensation.

% More olvioudy, perhaps, some undesired experiencesare not pain, and thisis probably correct,
dnce pan is not the opposte of plessure Digleasure and unplessantness better fits this
dexcription. See Rachds (2004).

% Heathwood (2006) offers his theory that a sensation, oacurring a time't, is a sensory pleasure
a t iff the subject of S dedres intrindcaly and dere a t, of S that it be oacurring @ t. The
senstion isnot theobject of the desre.
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is a desre this clam seems circdar. The clam is only circdar if the dedre
explaned isthe amededre asthe one tha makesit apleasure. | might desrean
experience because there is a quite didind atitude that makes it a pleasure.
Thereisin fact nothing strange, or even unusud about liking things because we
like them. We merdly need to kegp in mind tha thereismore than one atitude
a play when we explain dedresin terms of pleasures In addition, if the desre
theory is true, the circuarity never arisss Sihce what makes something a
pleasure is extringc to the experience dedring it because it is pleasant is never
to dedreit for intringc reesons Whether the desire view is campatible with the
explanation of dedre in terms of pleasure is thus dependent on the plaughility
of adding afurther atitude to the mix. | will leavethat to Smmer for abit, and
wed return to this suggestion further down.

Non-Intrindmes

Accading to the desire view, what makes an experiencea plessure is something
edringc to that experience As pointed out, the desre view is guided by the
conviction tha wha determines whether our experience is a plessure or not is
not how it feds. Since arguably, everything intrindc to an experience is a fact
about how it feds the dedre view is cantrectually obliged, as it were, to deny
that experiencesare plessuresin virtue of ther intringc festures But this brings
us into trouble if we wish to say that pleasures are intringcally good.®” What
makes pleasure good is arguably what makesit a pleasirg but, if the desre view
is carrect, that means tha what makes it good is externd to the good. While
not all peoplethink al plessuresareintrinscaly good, surdy most people agree
that some pleasures are intrindcdly good. It is surprisng, Fddman notes, tha
0 many hedonigs have found the desire view campdling, seeing how it makes
their postion incongstent.®

*” Fred Feldman formulated this problem in an influential (1997a) paper, and offered a solution
to which we@ return to later on.
8 Feldman (19974).
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The argument hinges on a quedionable premise, namely tha pleasure has
intringcvdue. In recent years, theideathat not dl non-ingrumentd values are
intrinsc values but that there exigt such athing as extringdc, non-ingrumenta
value, has recaved sympathetic attention. Things might be vauable because of
some reaional property, like the property of being unique or sgnificant, or the
property of beng creaed, owned or given by some paticuar person. This
notion isoften dubbed @ina&raue®

We catanly vdue things for ther extrindc propeties and for non-
ingrumenta reasons This does not mean that any of them have any vaue.
Indead, the fairly sdf-explanatory Owolation tesOdevised by Moore might be
taken as a deviceto weed out precisdy these ssntimentd or association-based
goods.”™ But tha isasubstantia claim in need of independent support, and we
shouldn®rule the possibility of such values out.

It doesn® much mater wha we make of the examples proposed in that
literature™, since pleasure, if the desre view is true, offers the best possble
argument for the exigence of non-intringc fina vaue Pleasure catanly has
vaue as an end, 2 if it cannot have intringc vdue, it mug have find vdue
Let® jus consder wha this entals Certain experiences are good, but
aonditionally 0. They are not good in themsdves, sncea qualitativdy identica
experience that would nat be the object (or GncludedOin the object) of the
right kind of atitude would not be good, but might instead be neutrd, or bad.
In generd, if dedre and/or reponse-dependency accaunts of the good
are correct, the availability of non-intringc, find vaue makesit possble for the
adherents of such acoounts to say that ye, it is the dojets of those
desiresresponses that are good.” In defenceof the notion of intrindc vaue, we

can argue tha wha is good in those casss is not the object, but the sates of

%9 See Korsgaard (1983), Kagan (1998) Rabinowicz/R¢nnowRasmussen (1999).
“Moore (1993).

"L While the cases might be uncornvincing. they are not based on a conceptua confusion.
2 Seethe discussion of preferentiaism in Rabinowicz/ .. gerberg (1996).
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dfars that include the object and the reponse.” The reasn behind this move
is the dedre to include in the vauable objects everything that is importart to
thar gaus as such, and sncewha determines the vaue of an object is not
included in the object on thisreading, it falsto do what we wish the theoreticd
notion to do.™

On avey smilar note, a complaint agang the dedre-view is precisdy that it
does not include in the pleasure tha which makes it a plessure If we ae
looking for something like the Ontrindc essencedof plesaure, it turns out that
thereisnone. Of caurse, thisisnot unheard of, there is nothing srangein the
notion of esentid properties being externd, relaiond (the essence of being a
faher, say, or aking), but it does seem to come a a price If wha makes an
experienceapleasureis an dtitude, why say that the experienceis a plessure? |
we can, why not sy that the pleasure indude the atitude? It seems preferable

that pleasure should include whatever makesit .

Toodemanding

Another objection targeting the narrow, proposdtiond verson of the desre
theory is tha it demands too much cognitive capecity. In generd, agents
incgable of anything as sophigicaed as a propostiond dtitude with an
intringcdly discaned object are yet capable of experiencing plessure. Mog
animas and smadl children are obvioudy cagable of plessure, and yet one is
hard pressed to conceave of them having propostiona atitudes of this quite
complex sort. Even for agents cepable of entertaining such thoughts, it doesn®
seem to correspond to what we are doing when experiencing plessure. The two
proponents of this view cansdered, Fldman and Hesthwood, are generally
very clear on this point: what ever these atitudes are, children and (mogt)
animas are cegpable of having them. It istherefore disgppointing that neither of

3 This, indeed, isthe defence Fldman usesin his(1997a) paper

4 Of course, not everyone agrees about the desrability of thusincluding the critica propertiesin
the vduable object, as the argument for extringc finad value makes dear. The GrgumentOhere
dependson acommitment to aparticular conception of intringc vaue.
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them offersatheory of what desre actuadly is This makesthe clam difficut to

aSESS

Na plausble if digastional, na diging, if it isafeding
If the QlesreQimplied is a dispostion, the andyss ssems implausible, because
even if behaviour, and thus digpostions are used as indicaors of emotion, in

emotion research, as in everyday life, it is not fool proof.”

Digpostions are
highly unrdiable indicaors of whether some one is experiencing pleasure or
not. How people behave when pleasad seems highly individua. We do
occaionaly see plessures reveded in people® behaviour, but it isnot necessary
to exhibit any particular behaviour, we need not even be digposed to prolong an
experience we judge as pleasant.” If the dedre is a form of expaiencg on the
other hand, 0 tha an experienceis a plessure if we experience some sort of
atitude towards it, the view as expressed faces the same problem it was st to

0lve, and threatensto cdlapseinto aform of thefeding view.

Pleasireand digleasirefed alike

Theto my mind mog decisve objection to the desre view istha it clamstha
plesaures and non-pleasures may fed the same. On tha view, the difference
between plessure and pain isna how they fed, but what attitude we have toward
them, and for what reasons This means not only that what | experience as
unpleasant, you may experience as pleasnt, but that there is no intrindc
difference between those experiences Thereis of caurse, alot of interpersonal
overlap asto wha kind of things we enjoy, which could accaunt for alot of the
initid implaughbility of this suggestion, but it does not seem to cetch al of it.
While it istrue tha people vary in what experiences they drive for and enjoy,
what they get out of those experiences differs from what others get. The
difference between ligening to something and getting plessure out of it and
ligening to it and being annoyed, for ingance, is not necessarily adifferencein

5 Seefor ingance Ledoux (1996) Sobdl (1999).
% In addition, the desire to prolong an experience has a future object: that this experience
oontinues
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how it sounds but it quite clearly isadifferencein how it feds Tha@why some
people tend to avoid skydiving, and others are drawn to it: the same
physologicd sensations are experienced as pleasant by some, and unpleasant by
others. The difference in experience ssemsto explain our extrindc atitudes and

dedres, rather than the other way around.
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1.4 Pleasure as Representation

Regardless of whether we underdand pleasure as a sensation or an emotion
there is an dternative to the views conddered, namey to treat it as a
reoresntation. The idea is that experiences have ontent that represents
something, agae of theworld or agate of the agent. Perhapsthisis where the
answer is what pleasures have in common is wha they represnt. Let® gtart,

however, with some notes about the content of emotions

Somenaeson cognitivian in enation theory
Accading to the cognitivig tradition in the philosophy of emotion, emotions
ae a form of judgment. This idea has its offss in the observation that
emotiongfedings are intentiond, content bearing sates” Insofar as they are
reactions to gimuli, they are not mee reactions. they say something about the
gimuli. Fear, for indance GaysOthat the simulus is dangerous, and to be
avoided. Emotions, accading to this theory, ae somewha like bdids
diginguished from each other by their propostiond content. They are not a
species of bdiefs however. Bdiefs are digpodtions, whereas judgments are more
&in to ads (Bdiefs can, of courss be marifeted in judgments). While
intimately associated with @ognitiveOjudgments, emotions can dso go againd
our judgments, as is the case in mog phobias i.e. the emotion judge as
dangerous something tha we know is not. This the cagnitivids reply, just
meansthat two cantrary judgments can be hdd a the sametime. In addition, if
an emotion can go againg ajudgment, it mug itsdf be ajudgment.

One influential suggestion™ isthat emotions are evaluati ve judgments:
the gimulusis not merdly caegorised, but dso evaluaed as good or bad, and it
is with this notion that (pure) cognitivist views struggle. 1t@ hard to see what

" See Helm (2002), Katz (2006), Solomon (2003).
8 Solomon (2003), Helm (2002).
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the evduaive dement of the emotion, which ssems to be essentid to it, would
represent. It has been argued that the cognitivig theory cannot acoount for the
affedtivity of emotion.” Sdomon, defending the cagnitivist view, admitsthat no
amount of information is sufficient to congitute an emotion: if tha were the
cax, emotions cauld as wel be bdiefs Emotions are, a lesst in part,
experiences. Cognitivism merdy clam tha some experiences conditute
judgments®

14.1 TheMaiter of Represntation

We will focus on a more specific part of the content of experiences namdy the
issue of rgoresntati on.®* Representationalism, as diginct from cagnitivism, alow
for non-propadtional, possbly non-conogptual content, which means that not al
represntationa dates are judgments that something is the cae.® If pleasure
shdl be undersood as a representaion it might very wdl be of this kind.
Pleasures, as we said, are often properly conceaved as readions This opens up
for the suggegtion that they have propostiona content: that they make some
sort of clam about the gimuli. But thisis not necessry. If they are indeed
evaluative, they need not be understood as judgmentsthat the simulusis good,
but may be represmtati ons o the gopodnessdf thegimulus

Wha does it mean tha an experience represents something? Tye offers this
short and snappy characterisation®:
Experience representsvariousfestures by causaly correating with, or tracking,
those festuresunder certain optima conditions

79 But see Solomon (2003).

80 Seethe appraisal theory of enation in chapter 2.5.

81 7goncs (1980) point out that (oreferences need no inferencesO The appraisd theorigs tended
to disagree, but modern gppraisa theories ssems to invoke no explicit cognitions necessarily See
Scherer and Ellsworth (2003).

8 Thisdiginction was brought to my attention by M arie Lundsteit.

8 Tye (2005), See Also Chamers(2004).
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Does pleasure have representationa content in thissense?Doesit cardate with
and/or track anything under cetan @ptimadO conditions? While this
suggestion has receved limited trestment as an accaunt of pleasure, it has a

relatively srong postion asatheory of pain.®

14.2 Thelllugrative Caxe of Pan

Representationdism about pain is more plausble than it is for pleasure, asthe
senstion modd is more plaugble for pain than for pleasure. Pan, it has been
argued, is the represntation of tisiedamagy and it is mediaed by specific
sngors devoted to this tak.®® Pain thus QracksOtissue damage, even if | can
experiencepan without actudly undergoing tissue-damage. Introspection, Tye
argue, is ardiable proces tha takes awareness o qudities represented by the
experiences as input and yidds awareness that a cetan kind of expeienceis
present as output. This means that the caoncept of pain that we agly in the
introgpective act, may be purely phenomend: our awareness of tissuedamage is
thus mediated by other phenomend qudities Tha tissue damage isthe qudity
paradigmaticdly represented by pains qua sensory experiences is an empiricd
hypothess, not something supportable by a priori reflection upon cancepts of

introgpection, Tyewrites.

Theaffedive dimendon

Pan ds has an affective, motivational, evaluative dimenson, and it isto this
we should turn if we are to find a suitable caunterpart to plessure. Pain, Tye
points out, is normaly very unplessant®: we try to get rid of it, or to diminish
it. We do thisbecause it fedsunpleasant or bad. The view that pain has diginct
sensory and affective-emotiona componentswas firg proposed by Mdzack and
Caxy in 1968 and has been supported by evidenceever snce Normadly, both
these camponents are presant when we are in pan, but in some caes the

8 See the volyme edited by Aydede (2005).
8 Médzack and Wall (1965), see Aydede (2002).
8 Tye (2005).
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dfective component goes mising?® Pan is not esmtialy an aversve
experience® On the other hand, some very unpleasant experiences are not
clessfied by their subjects as pains Irritating itchesare not sensorily classfied as
pains sancethe diginctive sensory content of pain is mising. But clearly, such
unpleasant itches are part of the opposte of plessure it isthis dimenson, not

the sensory classification, we need to account for.

While the experience of pain represents tissue-damage, Tye points out, it dso
represents it asbad The affective dimenson of pain is as much a pat of the
representational content of pain asthe sensory dimension is® This of caursg, is
where the problem garts Represanting something as bad in this sensg, Tye
argues, doen® require cancepts or any higherOcognition, i.e. no full-fledged
value cancept, but isprobably hard-wired from birth.

Aydede ciiticises Tye on the assumption that Tye defends a verson of Gtrong
representationalisnO™ Strong representationdism holds that the phenomend
content of en expeience is campledy exhaused by its representationd
content: to introgpect such content is merdly to have athought about what the
experience represents, as the output of the rdiable process of representation.
Even if we grant this for mogt perceptua experience wha can Tye mean by
sying tha pain experiences represnt tisue damage asbad?How can that be the
kind of property that can be detected or tracked? It is far from obvious what
thisproperty is

Ealy representaiondigs like Pitcher and Armdrong, argued that athough
pan experiences are genuindy perceptud, ther affect israther to be undersood
on the lines of a dedre tha the perception should cease. When in pain, the
information about tissue damage is largdy shadowed by this dedre Pain

87 (ReactivedissodationQ as Dennett (1978) calsit. See also Ryle (1969).

8 See Hal Gre pains necessrily unplessantO(1989), and Suart Rachd® (s Unplessantness
intringc to unpleasant experiencesd(2000).

8 Tye (2005, p 107).

“Aydede (2005).
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experiences are perceptud but aso affective-emotiona. And ther affective
phenomenology is not exhaused by ther represntationd content. Bary
Maund dso points out the problem to acoount for the affective dimendon of

pan and plessure as part of their representationa content.

Ned Block argues tha the afective-emotiona phenomenology of pain should
rather be accainted for by a Qunctiond role psychosemantics) whereas the
snsion dimension can be acoounted for by a more Gnformationa Osemantics
dong the representationdist lines® The functiond role of pain experiences is
what givesit its particuar (evduaive) content, which is then to be identified
with the afective phenomenology of pain experiences Rather than represnting
anything, we should smply sy tha playing this psychofunctiona role
aonditutesthe affective phenomenology of pain. With psychofunctiondism, we
don®need representationaism, and besides Motivation isnot accomplished by

representetion aone.

Tye argues that the affective component is an agpet of the representaiond
content: pain Geds badO He suggests that pain represent badness or aptnesto
harm, and that thisis an objective qudity with which pain can be cardaed.
The way in which pan represnts badness is smilar to the bodily agpect of
depresson: one sensss a departure from functiond equilibrium. The shift in
body landscape occurring as pain isexperiencead isnot good for the subject: it is
adepaturefor theworse, and thisiswhat we experiences as bad. In thisway, he

writes, pain isusually an emotiond experience aswell as a sensory one.

A causal covaiaiond acoount of the representationd content of pain, including
its affective character, saystha an experienceof pan represents location, tissue
damage and gptness to harm. This representationd content is nonconceptud,
not jugt in the sense that the subject nesd not possess the cancepts required to
date the carectness conditions for the experience but that the content is of a

I Maund (2005).
%2 Block (2005, p 131-2).
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kind tha oould nat be the content of a thought or bdief. But what, then, is
there left for @epresentingdto mean? If QepresentingOjudt is being causaly
cardated, then there might be sometruth to thisaccaunt, but it doesnot seem
to do anything to reduceor explain the nature of pain experiences. The essntid
fact about pain isgill how tha harm isrepresented.

1.4.3 A Represntationdis Theory of Pleasure

If a dmilar acoount is to be offered for pleasure, what should it clam that
plessure represents? One suggestion, reated to the suggestion that emotions are
evaluative judgments, is tha pleasure represnts goodness To assess this
suggestion we mug be ableto say something further about wha the good is A
desre-dependent view of the good seems auitable for this interpretation. The
desre view jug conddered does suggest that pleasure could represent that our
dedres are fulfilled. Timothy Sdroeder devdops such an accaunt in his 2004
book.

If the 9ght of something can be cantrary to, or evidencefor, a bdidf, visuad
experiences mug have oontent in some way. Seeing, proverbidly, isa form of
bdi€f. It isnot as commonsenscd tha experiences of pleasure have content in
this way. Plessures are often referred to as GedingsOrather than Gensations)
suggesting tha they play a more subjective, sdf-reflexive role than that played
by sensory perceptions. Furthermore, it is not draightforward tha plessure
work as evidencefor anything. But insofar as pleasure does have some evidentid
weight, it pertains to matters about what one wants and does not want. One
condderation in favour of a represntationdis view of pleasure is that we
ometimes treat pleasures as something cgpable of being judified.®® If plessure
represents anything, the mog plaushble candidate istha it represents something
a lesgt partly subjective. Like whether, and to wha extent, our dedres are

%3 See Perry (1967). Emotions like jealousy can be QustifiedQ but pleasure on it@ own can® be.
Plessureis nevathdesspart of emotion.
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stidfied. After due condderation, Sdiroeder suggests the following
representationa theory of what he cdlsthe Ghedonic tone®

Represntationd Theory of Hedonic Tone (RTHT)2: To be pleesed is (at
least) to represnt anet increase in desre stidaction rdativeto expectation; to
be digpleasad is to represent a net decrease in dedre stidaction rdaive to
expectation. Intendty of pleasure or digpleasure represents degree of changein
dedre stidaction reativeto expectations (p 94)

This acoount, he points out, not only fits with our norma experiences of how
pleasure work: it aso makes sense of it. It explains why plessure and desre are
perceved to be intimady connected. It dso explains why it is odd (but not
unheard of) to experience pleasure and displeasure a the same time: the
experiences sy contradictory things. Orheir contents are mutudly exclusveO In
depresson, he adds, we can become hedonicdly blind® we fail to experience
plessure because we fal to repressnt our net gain in dedre stidfaction. There
seem to be a lesst two ways of knowing tha a dedre is stidfied, and the
Stuaion for the depressed islike for one who cannot seceatan cdours, and yet
bdieves them to be ingantiaed. In depresson, the subject miggresmts the
extent of hisown desre stisfaction, Sdroeder suggest.

The accaint aso offers an explanation of wha goes on in addiction.
Usss of subganceslike heroin inducea representetion of anet increasein desre
stisfaction when in fad no such increae exigs Euphorigenic drugs QnijackOthe
bran® reward sysem.** While this makes snsg, it is not clear whether such a
diagnods is open for Sdroeder. Elsawhere, he argues tha the reward sysem
involved in hunger, for ingance hasnot food asits main objective, but rather a
gae of homeodass But if that isthe cae, the pleasures of heroin use might
carectly represents the net increase of the satidfaction of that desre In fact,
many addictions seem to change our set of desires and preferences, <0 that the
plesaures of drug use, sadly enough, might only too accurately reflect the gate

% |t is interesting to note that this representationdis view judge that euphorigenic drugs are
actudly akind of hdlucinogend
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t.% This does not yet undermine the representaionalis view of

of the agen
plessure, however.

Whileit istruetha cetain drugs ijackOthe reward system, plessure
is in fact, partly independent of that sysem: many addictions can be explained
as people doing obsessvay wha they no longer get any plessure out of. Even
heroin does not s.em to gimulate the plessure centres diredly, asit were, and is
catainly subject to habituation and hedonic disappointment.® This meansthat
the dedre being satidfied by the drug use is na represented proportiondly by

the plessures fdt.

While intimady connected, the connection between pleasure and dedre
stidaction is not of the right kind for one to be redudivdy undersood as
representing the other. Pleasure might work as an indication of dedre
stidfaction, but we are gill lacking an accaunt of the nature of that plessure.

Schioeder® view includes a gecificaion of the influence of expettations These
are diginguished, broadly, into OntdlectudOand Qut-levdlO expectations.
Gengdlly they go together, but they can come apart. Pleasure tendsto Sde with
the Qut-levdQ Sdroeder thinks This might be true in genera, but there are
Qaomplicaions in red caes) Confident people tend to experience great
pleesure a good news, and those of low self-esteem take bad news badly. Thisis
0, Stroeder says, because it satidfies other desires, or fitsinto the picture of the
«df in a cetan way. Experience sts a basdine of expectations of dedre
stidaction agang which new experiences are measured, which influence how
they fed. Sdroeder thinks tha expectation is dedsve for plessure, but this
seems too drong. Expectation tends to influence experience but it is hardly
decisve. It is smply not true that we only fed plessure when our dedres are
stidfied to a greatea exdtent than expected, and it is quetion begging if
posulaed & an unconscious levd, even if it does seem to make sense of
habituation. Some highly expected dedre satidfactions might very wel give rise

9 Seethe work on addiction by Berridge (2003, 2004).
% See Berridge (2002).

54



to plesaure: whatever the rdaion, it is not proportional, and it is far from the

decigve factor.

Now, Sdroeder does not offer his theory as a repla@ment of the hedonic tone
view, but as a gpecification of the cantent of experiences with thistone Heis
not a grong represntationais: a no dage does he clam tha amthing
representing desre-satisfaction in the specified way would thereby count as
plesaure. It does not even sufficetha we represent it mentally: | can represent,
bdieve, judge any content to be true, and yet not experience any fedings It
seems tha the content of perceptions and emotions is not exhausted by ther
propostiona content. Nor is the naure of pleasure exhaugible in
representaiona termsaone.

Leaving Schroeder behind, then, could we say that any feding having this
representaional content would thereby caunt as apleasure?|f s, pleasureisthe
(phenomenologicdly heterogeneous) class of fedings that represents dedre-
stidfaction (or whatever). But by wha powers does a feding represnt?If it is
in virtue of some causd contingent relation, does tha mean tha any feding
whatever could have been pleasure? That seems unsatisfactory. If it isOn virtue
of how it fedsQ we are back in need of a phenomenologicd acoount. Even if as
amatter of fact plessure isthe only feding having this representationad content,
we have yet to capture what thisfeding is and this ssemsimpossblein purdy
representationa terms” In addition, it is questionable whether representation
can be an intrindc feaure of an experience or, indeed, of anything, which
means that the same worries arise here as for the extringc dedre view on
pleaaure. In fact, on the proposd consdered, representationdism is avaerson of
that view, with the qudification tha pleasureisnot the object of desire, but the

representaion of desre stisfaction.

%7 Ledoux (1996) point out that one of the differences between fedings and Gnere thoughtis
tha, fird, they are partly generated by different sygems in the brain but more importantly:
fedingsinvolvemany marebrain sysemsthan mere thoughts

55



While pleasure might very well represent something, thisis not the essence of
what it does. to the extent that al pleasures do represent something, they do 0
by having some ahe property in cammon which caries tha content, or
peformsthat function. Asthe neuroscientis Kent Berridge putsit: Emotiona
resctions typicdly involve extensve cognitive processng (E ) but emotiond
processss mus dso aways involve an agpect of affett, the psychologica qudity
of being good or bad©®

 Berridge (2003).
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1.5 The AdverbidOView

While represntationdism has something to it - pleasure has some sort of
informationd role- it falsto provide areductive bassfor atheory of the nature
of plessure and digplessure. The afective character of emotiond experienceis
not reducible to what is represented. In order for a menta gate to be one of
pleasure or digoleasure, it is essentid how it is represented aswdl. Guy Douglas
aguesthat O fed panOisan answer to the question how do you fed, not what
do you fed.® This clam is typica for wha is sometimes cdled the adverbial
view.’® What makes an experience a pleasure is not what you experience but

how you experiencesomething.'®*

Pleasure, acoording to the adverbia view, isa mentd date rather than amenta
dbjet.’® While these sates might represent something, that isnot the essenceof
thear kind. Plessures also typicdly cause behaviour, and probably often do so on
the bads of what they represent, but again, tha is not their essnce Offering a
view of thiskind, Karl Duncker argued that pleasure is an incomplete feding.'®
Pleasures dways qualify some other experience it is a hedonic tone Rather
awkwardly, Duncker reserves the name @Ieewre()‘or thistone, rather than for

the experienceto which it pervades

Thepleasiredimenson
A different way to formulate this GpectOgpproach to pleasure is to spesk, as
Algon does of a plessuredigpleasure dimenson on which paticua

% Douglas (1998).

100 Goding (1969) treats Gdverbid Q not as much asaform of having an experience, but rather as
Qillingly, with desire .. In hisview, Ryle (1969, 2000) counts asan adverbia theory of plessure
101 The implication being that thisowQis not reducible to just yet moreinformation.

192 Moore (1993) argued that snce one can be constious of ones pleasure, pleasure mugt be
diginct from that constiousness but this view sugges that M oore get the categorisation wrong:
the pleasureisin the mode of constiousness, not in itsobject.

193 Duncker (1941).
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experiences may vary.’™ It is the intensty of this dimenson, and not the
intengty of the sensation to whichit may attach, tha matters Alson points out
that there is a binding problem for experientia qudities in generd, which is
highly rlevent for saes of pleasure, who are often intimately connected to the
activity wetake plessurein. It isclearly not just that they appear s multaneoudy
in the same consciousness We mug podt a more intimate connection between
pleasure and its object and it seems imposdble to specify such a bond if we
interpret pleasure as a kind of sensation.’™ If, on the other hand, we sy that
plessantness is a property that a sensation can have as one of its qudities, the
binding seems to be implied: the property of plessantness bdongs to the same

experienceasthe sensation, say, towhich it attaches

Kagan proposss that we use GolumeOas an example of the kind qudlitative
Q@limengonOpleasure might be'® Volumeis a property that essentialy belongs
to sounds, and one cannot imagine it occuring @n its ownO Yet there is
something it is QikeOto experience loud sounds The heterogendity argument
for pleasures may be repeated for volumes loud sounds do not dl sound aike,
but that doesn® undermine the Qligtinctive fed Oof volumes there is smething
it isliketo hear aloud sound, they form akind, diginguished by how they fed.
We can defend the feding view of pleasure dong the samelines. If pleasureisa
dimengon, rather than a sensation or acomponent of asensation, it couldn®be
had in, 30 to ek, idation. Nether volume nor pleasantness is a component of
the experience Even 0, some veay loud sounds have negligible other
components ther loudness is ther mog diginct feaure. Equaly, some
plessant experiences are firg and foremost pleasant, and they might in fact be
caes a least bordering on QpureO plessantness As Crisp points out, the
diginction between QlimensonsO and G&omponentsO is purious™ Loud

sounds form akind, after al, so why not say that they are a camponent of the

104 Rachels (2004) arguethat the antonym to pleasureis displeasure, not pain.
105 Alton (1967, p 342).

106 Kagan (1992).

107 Crigp (2006).
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experience?® The diginction depends on your meta-physics of parts and
wholeswhen it comesto experiences

A clear bendfit of the adverbia, dimensona view is tha it recognises that
experiences may be complex, exhibiting a variety of apects'® Thismeansthat it
can, to some extent, accommodate heterogeneity: plessures fed differently
because the hedonic dimension latch onto experiencesthat in other regpects can
vary as much as you like. But it cannot accommodate Qadicd Oheterogendity.
The argument, after dl, was formulated as if we find no experientia qudlity in
common between the experiences we cdl plessant. If anyone kegps insging
that thereisin fact nahing these experiences have in common, asto how they
fed, we can only say that he is missing out, or use the term in a different way
from us. But lets A0 note tha not al dimensons, and not all tendencies we
have to group experiencestogether, need be noted.

If thisis wha the adverbid view comes down to, it is as Schd argues, not as
much an dternativeto asaverson of the feding view.™*°

108 The colour-andogy appears as early asin Plato@Philebus that pleasures are dike as colour is
to colour, but that black and white are gill oppostes, Soarates pointsout.

109 Aydede offersa smilar argument for pains (2000).

110 K shneman, Waker and Sarin (1997) cdlsit an GittributeQof an experience.
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1.6 Pleesuresare Interndly Liked
Experiences

Pleasures, | bdieve, should be undersgood asInterndly Liked Experiences They
are experiences partly condituted by an atitude which itsdf is experiencel.
Thisview isdiginct from the desre-oriented view tha clamsthat pleasures are
experiences that are merdy the objects of, or otherwise externdly rdated to, a
pro-attitude. It isthus an interndis conception of plessure. | bdieve that the
rdevant atitudeis part of the plessure experience However, | ds0 bdieve that
the plessure is ussfully undersood as the dojett of tha atitude™" This may
sound awkward, or even vicioudy circular, but it is important to undergand
what kind of clam thisis it isaway to dexribe an experiencein terms that
were not developed for it. The object/atitude diginction is not as obvious
when you are deding with experientid properties as it isin the archetypicd
desre-object rdaion familiar from the literature on propodtiond attitudes
Same experiences are camplex, i.e. they are units consging of a number of
experiencal aspects where each aspect can be sngled out for atention. If one
agpect of the experienceis atitudinal, it may takethe athe aspects, or the whole
of the experience asits @bjectO What isliked is how a catan experiencefeds
and part of how it fedsis how this atitude feds It may, in fact, be tha very
thing that we like about it. This @ircularityOis no different from when, sy, |
likemy lifeand part of my lifeistha | likeit.

Now, it may be objected that requiring that the experiencebe the dbjet of the
atitude is unnecessary.’? Sudy, if plessure is the experience of liking
something, this experienced liking may take any object. In particular, in the
caxsthat the pleasant experiencehas some externd object, why not say that the
liking to hasthat asits object, rather than the experienceitsdf?

1] argued for thisin Bengtsson (2003, 2004).
112 @n indebted to Jens Johansson for pointing thisout to me.
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| agree that pleasures tha take externd objects may very wdl be sad to be
likings of those objects The argument from misatribution seems to lend
further support to the introgpective verecity of that clam. In addition, what is
truly important to the accaunt isthat the atitude is experiencead, and tha this
is a part of the pleasure experience This being sad, plessures are properly
viewed as essntidly podtive in thendves the experience you have when you
are experiencing pleaaure is itsdf something tha is being liked (even though
this need not be notical by the agent). The difference between merdly liking
something and taking pleasurein it, on thisview, isamatter of how it feds and
this | bdieve, is best captured with the gatement that this feding itsdf in the
later cae is the object, or rather an object, of the atitude in quetion. The
experienceis a leadt, the praximatedbjet of that atitude.

1.6.1 Smply Feding Good

Phenomend experiences (quaia) have often been understood as Smple entities
or events, examples of which typicdly provide a sngle experiencel property,
likethe sensation of red. In thisfashion, plesaure, asLeonard Katz pointsout in
his impressive, nearly book-length entry in the Stenford Encyclopaedia of
Philosophy, has been conceved of as a Gimple uniform festure of momentary
conscious experience that isdovioudy good in itsdf and consequently attractive
to whoever experiences itO**® This formulation brings something important to
the fore: plessure feds good. Proposed as a mere synonym to Qleasured this
might not say much, but it does seem to capture something important about
the nature of pleasure; both about how it feds and about its function in human
psychology. Indeed, as | will argue in part 2, sedng how the andyds of
evaluative judgments is controversa and notorioudy difficut to get right, it
doesn® provide much illumination of the nature of pleasure to say that it hasa
rdaed content to those judgments. Rather, and tha is the main point of my

113 See Goldgein (1989) on the intrinsic veue of pleasure: plessure is vaduable because of its
intringc features
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argument; it isthe other way around. Feding good isthe epigemologicdly and
ontologicdly (oriorOevaluative phenomenon. Goodness, |@ argue, is primarily
an experientid property.

The smple, sngular view of pleaaures fits badly with introspective evidence
and in paticular with the intuitivdly compdling clams that pleasures ae
essentidly (or even jugt potentidly) incomplete as experiences They are dways
(or potentidly) the pleasure of something €se, and the binding between a
pleasure and its object is sronger than mere Smultaneity would guarantee'
This is the point to bring home from the argument for the GdverbidOview.
Whilewe do not aways distinguish aspects of our experiences, it ssemsclear on
closer inspection that agpects of an experiencecan fluctuae independently and
the experience gill remain the same entity. Thisisnot to sy, y&, that pleasure
cauld na gppear on its own: Whether or not there are such things as pure
plessures, an experience can be primarily plessant, and have negligible other
properties. Insofar as the QuncompletenessOargument tracks any truth, it isthat
pleesures are precticdly dways triggged by some other experience Pure
plesaures could be atificidly induced, via dectric or chemicd gimulation.
When thisis done, we do tend to associae tha pleasure with whatever d<e is
going on in conciousness a the time, but there is, | to my knowledge, no
absolute obgtacle for purdy plessant experiences

16.2 TheTruth in Dedre-theory

There is something irreducibly podtive about pleasure. This makes an
atitudind, desre-oriented theory of pleasure plausble an undoubtedly postive
eement isgiven adefinitive rolein the definition of pleasure™ It alo explains

114 Nevathdess, Smultaneity could cause experiences to (bondQin the intended sense, due to 0
caled GH ebbian learningO See Ledoux (1996).

115 Sdgwick (1981).Kaz (1986), Goding (1969), Perry (1967), Schroeder (2004) offer very
dmilar arguments Goding points out that (p 154) what kind of sensations and bodily, viscera
dates (exatement or rdaxaion etc.) are postive depends on tempaament, and, mog importantly,
onwhat the subjectslikes
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why we take plessure to be areasn, as something to pursue, and it dso offersa
causal account of this pursuit: pleasures are pursued because, by definition, they
are objects of desres The centrd clam of the desre-oriented view, | tekeit, is
that a pro-attitude, be it generd or specific, makes an experience pleasant. But
what does this GnakingOinvolve? The dominating idea in the desre-theory is
that this OnakingOrdation states nothing beyond the fact that this particular
experience is the object of a pro-atitude. Similar atitudes can be taken up
towards any object or state of afars it@only because of the accidentd fact that
thisatitude takes an experienceasitsobject that the objective cometo be cdled
a plesaure. Alternativdy, and, as | think, more plaushly: the atitude actually
has an impad on the experience This might suggest that a dedre causs an
experienceto be pleasant, but that being pleasant is ontologicdly independent
from this cause. In that case, the desre would seem to be irrdevant to the
essenceof plessure, and we would have dl but abandoned the desire theory. But
there is yet another OnakingOrdation to be conddered, namdy the view that
the reaion beween the atitude and the experience is not accidentd, but

aonditutive the atitudeisacongitutive part of the pleasure experience

In the section tregting the desre view, we conddered the posshility that the
rdevant desre be not adispostion, but afeding. Thiscan now be put to use. If
the rdevant snse of desreisaform of feding, why should we take pleasure to
be the experiencedeired rather than that feding of dedre itsdf? T he experience
seems to be just an occason or cause of the desre which itdf is the decisve
feding. If the experience of the attitude is what gives the event its diginct
experientid character it doesn® matter whether or not any other experienceis
the (oroper objectOof that atitude: when you like something, experiences of it,
or jugt rdated to it, tend to change, they are assigned importance and become
worth atending to. Ultimatdy, some of these experiences may get pleaart. The
relevant atitude, an atitude | cdl QikingOis part of the experience, when it is
in thissnse liked. It ispart of it, becauseit not only atachesto it, but modifies

it. It isnot merely Smultaneousto the experience
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The term @kingQs preferable to @esredCor vantedQsincethe later two seems
more properly assigned to dispostiond saes wheress QkingOis directed a
occurent objects It is possble to want something that you do not like, and
vicevarsa. In the end, wha® important is not, srictly spesking, tha you get
wha you want, but tha you like what you get.*® The externd desire

connection isnot tight enough to make sense of the postiveness of pleasure.

The atitudind reading seems fitting for casss like pleasant sensations, but we
d ek of being in plessant Gnoods) i.e. in states without any particular
object. Leonard Kaz suggests that pleasure might indead be understood as a
dane of Qifective openness) wecoming or immediae liking.** While
paadigmatic atitudes like bdigfs and dedres are individuated by ther
propostional or (property-sdf-atributedOcontents ingances of such a sance
can be individuated via intringc festures more like Gtuff or processOthan as
paticular mentd acts Pleasure on this undersanding is not an object-bound
atitude, but its own thing, even when divorcead from content-directed thought
and motivation. This ssems to fit with the kind of gate we find oursdvesin
pleasant repose or in meditation.*® The view | proposeis certainly intended to

cover uch gates.

1.6.3 Explaining H eterogenety: Complex Phenomenology

Pleasures are a st of experiences, diginguished by how they fed. The view |
propose does not differ much from the GtandardOview in that respect. But the
heterogeneity argument is not wrong: pleasures do fed different from each
other. Thekey to this seemingly contradictory satement istha plessures are a
least potentidly complex experiences They are heterogeneous because they can
vary in dl the ahe respects in al other fdt agpects of the experience Wha this

116 Fred Feldman express hisview (2004) in very Smilar terms

17 Katz (2006), James Russdl (2003) one of the pioneersin o caled happiness researchOgpesks
of On-itsdf objectless feding goodOat the ground leve of the congtruction of more complex
postiveemotions.

L8 K o7 (2005).
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meansistha pleasures are not entirdy heterogeneous, and thusthe clam is not

conggent with a gronger heterogendty clam. The pleasure of an experience
need not bethefocus of attention in aplessure experience but might be present

in abackground capacity.™® This opens up anumber of questions what doesit

take to be a plessure? Isit enough if the experienceincludes only a minuscule
amount of this fet affective vadue? This seems to me to be a mater of little
importance normaly, perhaps, when | say that | seered, | meen that there is
something notable that isred, but there are catainly stuations where the red
that | see, and report, isavery negligible part of my experienceindeed. It might

be pat of a tex of my eyesght, for ingance or a Gpot the red spotO
competition. Similarly with plessures When asked whether | find a ssnstion

plessant, | may very wdl answer in the afirmative, even though the pleasure |

fed isvery smdl indeed. Sanetimes when asked what we experience however,

we ae aked about wha dominates our experience We could of course
posulae that an experienceisapleasure only if its pleasantness makes up more
than 50% of the experience but it is hard to make sense of wha tha would
mean. A more difficut quegion iswhat we would say about an experiencewith
anote of plessantness that is neverthdess predominantly unpleasant. Would it

be a pleasure? Wheress pleasures and pains are often construed as oppostes, the
view proposed seems to dlow tha one and the same experience incarporates
dements of both, and indeed, this ssemsto be at least one agpect of what being
a masochig is dl about. We can cetanly enjoy pain snsations but can we
enjoy unpleagrt experiences? On my view, there are no conceptua reasons to
think it impossble® In generd, it is posible to expeience oppostes
smultaneoudy, aswhen wefed both hot and cdd a the sametime.

119 Aydede, (2000) Crisp mentionsit (2006), and there are dements suggegting this argument as
early as in Epicuros and in Lodke (1975). Alston (1967) mentions that Geding theoriesOof
plessure can say that the difference between pleasure conggsin what bodily snsationisinvolved:
what makes it a feding depends entirdy on the qudity on the pleasantness-unpleasantness
dimengon.

120 There are at least Some empirica reasons to believetha they don® naturally occur that way.
(See Schroeder (2004) and Katz (2006).
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1.6.5 Evidence From the Affective Sciences

Treading very carefully, because these are dangerous grounds for anon-expert, |
venture to clam that evidence from the affective sciences with regard to
plesaure, affect and its placein human nature does support the view conddered
here?! In particuar, there is evidence tha athere is adisinction between two
types of pro-attitudes, where one is more digpostiond, action conducive, and
the other experientid.’® The neuroscientis Kent Beridge cdls them
QVantingd and Q.ikingd Wanting and liking are two different desre
like’hedonic gatesprocesesin the bran that often occur together: they are part
of the Qlopamine-opioid hedonic circuitO Dopamine is the neurotranamitter
mog asocisted with motivaion and drive, wheress the opioid sygem is
asociated with experiences of pleasure. Thear interconnectedness means in
commonsendcd terms, tha you tend to like wha you want, and want what
you like. While intimady connected, these two sysems are functiondly and
anatomicdly diginct, and they can come goat.*”® This is of course quite
common, as we often find that even if we gt what we want, we might not like
it. This concluson was reached by the dedretheorigs on independent,
theoreticd grounds, but the evidence suggest that rather than a particdar
desre-object rdation being rdevant, there is a diginct kind of atitude, liking,
asociated with hedonic experience. More worryingly, the two sysems can
become more radicdly dissociated. M any addictive behaviours can be explained
as caes Where we keep on QuantingOwha we get no more plessure out of, or

where the hedonic reward isnot worth the effort.*?*

Pleasireand revard
The operationd, functiona definitions of pleasure tend to focus on its gatus as

unconditioned reward: where a reward is defined as something for which the

121 For amore informed overview, see Katz (2006).
122 s for ingance Kahneman €. d. (1997).

122 Barridge (2003, 2004, 2007).

124 Berridge (2003), Kringelbach (2009).
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ubject iswilling to work.*® The digtinction between wanting and liking can be
put in rdation to thisnotion of reward: when a conditioned reward attains sdf-
aufficiency, we can be said to want something tha we get, and yeat we need not
like it. There are both advantages and disadvantages in this arrangement. If a
conditioned reward looses dl connection to pleasure, we can be described as
obsessad, and we loose the ability to unlearn behaviour.*® A hedthy disposition
requires that we be able to disengage with activities tha have cessed to be
genuindy rewarding. On the other hand, succesin life dso ssems to require
that we can occasondly forgo direct reward in order to atan other gods we
may have, godstha may, indirectly, be the route to a more rewarding outcome

in hedonicterms.

Unfdt rewards unfdt pleasire
Berridge pointsout that reward in the functiond sensg, i.e. as an effective cause

21 An effective reward may

of behaviour and learning may be imperceptible.
teke place below the QhresholdOof consciousness. He argues that whether to
treat such a gate as a pleasure or not, i.e whether consciousess is essentid to

128 One cauld make a case tha this

plesaure, is a matter of semantic tede.
functionad sense of reward is not sufficient for the @ommon senseOterm, but
QewardOis intended as a technicd term and should be kept as such. It is not
difficut to make sense of the phenomena of QunfdltOpleasure while starting out
with an experiential concept. We can truthfully report being pleased with
progress sy, or in love, without necessarily feding anything during that report,
and yet the truth of those satements is based on the occurence of fdt pro-
atitudes. | may ill have the atitude, jusg not occuring in my sream of

consciousness a thetime. It islike bdidf, in that respect. The functiond sense

125 Berridge (2004). W hereas some hedonic theory of unconditioned reward is vary likely true, it
isacomplicated sory See for ingance Wolfram Schultz (2000) and Berridge (2007). Schroeder
(2004) quegtions the reward theory of pleasure on the grounds tha rewards can cause plessure.
Seeds Davidson et. a. (2002).

126 K ringelbach (2009).

127 Berridge (2003).

128 Unfdt affectivereactionsin Berridge (2002, 2004).
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can ocar bdow he threshold of consciousness and ye the conscious

phenomenabe esentia to the caegory.

1.6.5 Pleasure and Content

Pleasures do seem to have content, and to share the content of a thought. But
plesaure is not reducible to mere thought, and it is not andysable in terms of
bdief or judgment adone. As for its content, the mog plausble content
proposed is tha hedonic experiences are forms of evaluative judgments
Neverthdess, our pleasures may occaondly go agping our evauative belief or
judgment, whichis much the same phenomenon asthe visud illusons of how a
gick bdieved to be draght, ill looks bent if partly submerged in waer.
Arigotle, for one, bought into this idea and regarded pleasure as presenting a
fdlible gppearance of goodness, which might differ from our rationd bdief.
The cognitive evaluaion or apprasd pogulaed by psychologids is
acknowledged as a fadt, automatic bit of neurd informaion procesing,
atainable even by creatures with week, if any, conceptual abilities

In order to have the same content as a thought, which plessures may, but need
not have, they would seem to have to have propostional contents We normaly
sy that we enjoy, or take pleasure in, things other than experiences like gaes
of affairs, i.e. objects of a propodtiond form.*?* Feddman, who bdievestha dl
plessurestake thisform, arguesthat the key phenomenon isthe atitude Qaking
pleasure inO™° This makes it possble to say tha pleasures are true or fdse,
namdy if ther propostiona object is More importantly, we can even sy that
some plessures are bad.”** Sincethere is an atitude and an object, we can ask
whether the atitude fits with the object, and hold us accauntable for the

129 Whereas Chisholm (1986) thought these should be accounted for as a verson of sensory
pleasure, Feldman (1997a) and H eathwood (2006) thinksit@the other way around.

130 Feldman (19974) takes this gance as a primitive as does Hesthwood (2006). Feldman believe
tha the plessure isthe gates of affairs congging in thisattitude and its propostiond object. This
makesit posible for him to let the vdue of the pleasure depend only on intrindc festures of the
plessure.

131 | emos(1994) drawing on Chisholm®take on Brentano (1986), See dlso Zimmerman (1989).
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atitude. Thisis useful if we would like to diginguish between good and bad
plesaures If the pleasure isthe object of the atitude, the plesaureitsdf isjugt a
plain fact, but if it isthe attitude it can be assessed in accadance with how it
fitsits object, i.e. if the object is worthy of such gppreciation.*** While thisisa
very clever solution for hedonigts | believe, as will be argued extensvdy in the
net pat, tha this gets it the wrong way around. The problem of how
experiences of pleasure can have the Game contentO as a propostiona
judgment is not the problem how to make pleasure more like a proposdtiona
atitude. The primary vdue phenomenon, | argue, isthe experienceof pleasure,
and the problem ishow ajudgment can havethiskind of content.

1.6.6 Internd Likings

| propose that plessure is a phenomenologicd kind: what plessure has in
common is how they fed. Ther diginctive fed is usefully thought of as
attitudinal, it isthe experienced liking or even evaluation of something.*® This
fitswith the universal perception of pleasure as something essentidly postive In
fact, it is podtivein two senses it isa postive evduation and the object of this
podtive evduation. Of caurse, the fact that pleasure essentidly involves a
podtive atitude does not gop it from occasonaly being rgected and avoided:
something tha is interndly liked can be externdly didiked. Indeed, sncethe
view proposss that experiences may involve contrary (but not contradictory)
dements, one and the same experience may be both interndly liked and
didiked a the sametime. The recognition of experiences as complex eventsaso
dlows usto acoount for the plaughility of the heterogeneity argument, without
having to acknowledge that pleasure and displessure Geds the sameO
Admittedly, we are denying asrong verson of the heterogeneity clam, but that
seemsto be just aswdl. In deferenceof a srong verson of tha clam, we can
grant that there are experiences tha are intrindcdly (but externally) desred

132 |f the attitude is towards the pleasure itself, Lemosargues, the object of the attitude ssemsto
be mordlly neutrd, and there is at least nothing objectionable about such a pleasure that would
undermineitsgoodness Lemos(1994).

133 Pleasures, in terms borrowed from Helm (2002) are fdt evaluations
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becaue of how they fed which neverthdess do na have this fdt quality.
Whether or not to cdl them pleasuresis perhaps up for grabs but it just seems
that, firdg, cdling this cless of intringcdly dedred experiences plessure despite
thar lack of the fdt quality misses the fact that there is such a thing as the
feding of pleasure. And, second, it missesthe fact that thisfeding is often wha

we dedre an experienceintringcdly for.

Even if what makes an experience a pleasure is somehow a GimpleOidea or
qudity, this doesn® meen tha plessures have to be smple, isolable experiences
Experiences classfied as pleasures are frequently quite complex, and they vary
accading to wha dse is included in the experience 1@ suggesting that the
quaity makes an experience plessant, but that the word (pleasureOnames the
experiences thus qudified, not the quality itsdf. This is jus a mate of
convenience it ssemsto fit better with everyday tak.

By making the attitude internd to the experience we dso make sure that what
makes an experiencea plessure is internd to that experience This means that
the experienceof plessure can have intrindc value. A further advantage of this
theory istha, by noting its atitudina nature, it makes sense of the aubjedivity
and individuality of pleasure. An auditory experience say, that is plessant for
me might not be o for you, and the differenceisto be found in our regective
atitude towards the experience: | like it, and you don® But this Qikingd
permegtes the experience my experience s a plessure, and yours isn®*** But
saying that the differenceisthat | likeit and you don®also say something about
the causal precursors of our differences. The reasn why | likeit, in the hedonic
snse, often has to do with my previous desres, interests, bdiefs, activities®
Because of the cannections tha hold between higher cognitive thoughts and

atitudes and more badc affective processes what makes for the difference of

134 people differ in their imaginative capadities so that some people just can® understand what it
would beto experience thistagte, say, or that sound pleasantly. People who can imagine, however,
are imagining an experience that is dightly different from the one they typicaly havein that
Studion.

135 AsHelm pointsout in his(2001) and (2002).
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experience may very wdl be the bdigfs and desres | hold about the thing
experiencal and you don®*** And in the other direction, the type of
experiencal liking | have had the privilege to experience frequently influences
those higher cagnitive attitudes and habits as well. What | experience when |
like some experienceis partly different from wha someone experiencewho does
na likeit. The chief differenceisthe experienceof liking, but it isnot only that.
Often, | takeit, the one who likes something will focus on different features of
an experience or event than the one didiking it or the one being neutrd towards
it. It isdso often the cae tha thusliking something makes you take pleasurein
many other experiencesrelated to tha thing aswdl. In thelong run, aswe shdl
see in the next part of this book, this fact about pleasure accounts for the
plaushility of rdaiviam: what is good, i.e what is pleasant, depends on our
atitudes. But the bearer of that vadue, that sate of pleasure, isthe same thing
for dl. The occurenceof aaubjective saeis<ill very much an objective fact.

136 Aydede (2000).
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Part 2: Vaue
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2.1 TheTheory of Vaue

It isthe nature of a hypathess when onagea man hasoncave it,
that it asmilatesevarythingto itdf, asproper nourisment; and,
from the fird moment of your beggting it, it ganerally grows the
gronge by everything you sg hear, read or undedand. Thisisdof
getue

LaurenceSterne, Trigram Shandy

2.1.1 Fundamentd gquegtions

In this the dightly more daring and ambitious part of thethesis | am to define
and defend a verson of naurdigic hedonism about value. This theory clams
that there are vduefacts, that they are naturd facts, and that they are iedonicO
in nature. The pleasures paingakingly defined in the firg part will, in other
words, now be put to use. But before doing so, there are some questions that

need to beraised. What isthe subject matter addressed by vadue theory?What is
a theory of value supposed to do? Defending a particular theory of vaue, |

might be expected to be able to answer these quesions As 0 often in

philosophy, though, specifying wha® a isue is part of what makes the
problem o difficult. Specifying what@at issue isprecisdly what isat issue.

In order to provide a plausble accaunt of vadue, we need to engage with
guestions about metgphyscs epigemology, ssmantics and psychology. Thee
are the philosophicd foundations on which meta-ethicd theories are built, and
from which they lend support and argument. These philosophicd disciplines

areincluded in thewide st of consderaionstha bearson vaue theory. But we
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will aso have to rase quetions about the nature of theory and theorticd

condderationsin generd, and how they gpply to this subject.

It isimportant to undersgand what this project involves What | ultimatdy want
to acoomplish is to argue for a particular theory of vdue. In order to do o,
however, | need to establish what it isfor atheory to be atheory of vaue at dl.
Throughout the next few chapters, | will make anumber of clamson thisissue
in order to secure that the verson of hedoniam | defend qualifies as auch a

theory. This | bdieve, isthecriticd point in the argument.

In order to get closer to our subject matter wed teke a look a the diverse
gations available in meta-ethics and vdue-theory. | will make a point of the
raher fundamentd disagreements that pervade this discipline, but the point
will not be asceapticd one. Rather, taking sock of the various dternatives held
worthy of condderation will hdp us find out wha sorts of arguments and

evidencehold currencyin thisdomain.

The point of noting fundamenta dissgreements is to jugify the theoreticd
GtretchOnecessary to defend a theory with some amount of specificity. Since
more or less everything in vaue theory is up for discusson, specific clams are
bound to rub some people the wrong way. Paying atention to the range of
podtions hed worthy of condderaion in meta-ethicsis a way to judify the
theoreticd gretch necessary to achieve such ecificity: If controversa decisons
are inevitable, they no longer represent a singularly theoreticd codt. In 0 far as
obsrvations about the nature of theory and the variety of avalable candidates
support scepticiam/pesimism, they do o regarding the outlook for finding a
single acceptable gandard for a carrect theory of vaue. Rather than jugifying
the project dl the way, then, we can argue that gven a cetain conception of
what a theory of value is supposed to do, an intereging and ultimately true
verson of the preferred theory can be congrued. Thisweaker clam in favour of

hedonism is the minimal result of the theory devdoped in the next few
chapters
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2.1.2 Thesubject matter and nature of vauetheory

Trividly, the subject matter of vaue theory is QdueQ or @he goodO™" To say
this is obvioudy to say very little. If anything, it isto say that the theory has
something to do with value judgments their truth, perhaps or wha they refer
to, or ther judificaion, or what they might mean. Vdue theory is a least
patly congrained by what wetake to be vauable, i.e by our subgartivevadues
While we might be willing to revise our value judgments in the light of some
condderations, these judgments can Hill be usad as a garting point for atheory
of vaue® Arguably, a theory tha did not somehow latch onto our actud
evaluations would not be a theory of vdue a dl. Firg-order vdue judgments
bdong to our mog obvious datain thisdoman. To what extent, and in what
way, the content of those judgments congrain and determine vaue-theory, and

viceversa, isyet somethingto consder.**

We need to address, too, the question what kind of theory value theory is and
what we can expect from it. Should it provide a aonagptual aralydsof @duedi.e
extricate the meaning of evduative terms and satements? Or do we expect it to
pick out a referent for evaluative terms, a property (or properties) capable of
making evauaive judgements come out as graightforwardly true? Stould the
theory provide us with a method to vindicate evaluative judgements? Which of
these quedions a theory mug answer in order to be a proper theory of valug
and how it mugt answer them, is unclear. | take it that a theory of vaue is a
theory that addresses any subset of these, and perhapsother, rdated, questions.

To address dl of these questions, and to do 0 in a unified manner, would be

dedrable. If such an accaint were available, it would be eminently digible as

137 Chapter 1 of M oore® Principica Ethica (1993), Qhe subject matter of ethicsD | will treat these
two terms assynonyms.

138 Redlising onesfdlibility might even be acompetence-requirement for evduativeterms.

139 |mportantly, no particular answer to this question seems required Rawls (1971), Brandt
(1985), Danieis (1979), Tersman (1993).
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our theory of vaue. If such aunified accaunt caanot be presented, however, we
facesome hard theoreticd decisons How much does atheory need to account

for in order to cover enauch of the vauereevant issues?

Ddinitions

In what is arguably the garting point for modern meta-ethics G.E. Moore
(1993) argued tha metaethics is concaned with the definition of @dued
Ethics he argued, would be effectively usdess if an acceptable definition of this
term isnot given. It isonly in light of adefinition of our subject matter that we
can decide what counts as evidence and judificaion for ethicd/evduative
judgments But Moore aso pointed out tha in the prdiminary sage of ethicd
theory, presupposing any particular definition of @adueOwould aienate people
with whom we are properly thought to subgantialy disagree. We should gart
out dlowing, tha as far a the commonly known meaning of @oodOgoes,
anything cauld be good (p72).**° Moore then famoudy concluded tha
goodness is a dmple unanadysable propety. To avoid condraning its
goplicability, Moore sripped @duedof decriptive content. The force of this
later argument is digoutable, but the problem is not: we do view oursgves as
being in aproper disagreement with others over what®@vauable, but we do not
want to sy tha ther notion of vaue is different from ours We condrue it as
disageament, after dl. There mus be a common subject matter over which we

aredisgreaing.

The argument for definitions, if successful, ssemsto gpply quite generdly: what
is accetable as evidencein ary discipline presupposes @efinitionsOof a subject
mater. Sowha arethe definitions on the basis of which something can be used
as evidencein maa-ghics?What isit that theories properly congrued as meta
ethicd have in common?There is a problem with transporting the argument in
its entirety to meta-ethics we could hardly say that as far as the commonly

“9 A very dmilar argument is made by Ewing (1939), who wants to rule out any definition of
@oodOthat only alows for experiences to be good It might be true that only experiences are
good, but it isnot conceptualy true.
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known meaning of @oodOgoes, it could mean anything whatever. How, then,
can we avoid dienating meta-ethicigts with whom we are properly thought to
disagree?What isour caommon subject matter?When arguing about definitions
we cannot presuppose those very definitions, we need to take a sep back in
order to find the support we need.

John Mackie, in another centrd text of 20" century meta-ethics took his
subject matter to be the meaning of @ood® understood as @he most generd
termOin ethics'** Wheressthere are anumber of waysin which the word @ood®
can be undergood and used, the meaning of thisterm, he argued, does not
change with context. The edendon of the term can change with context, but
something diginctive mug be held congant over these varying usss for them to
be recagnissble as variaions. There must be some are evaluativemeaningto the
variousexpressonstha inhabit our evauative language.

Now: this common dement might be too thin to correspond to any of our
142

everyday cancepts ™ Familiar evauative concepts might be semanticdly thicke
notions tha are only partly congituted by this care notion. Neverthdess, it is
this common dement we need to isolae in order to make sense of evaudive

notions. In thisbook, the proposa ismadethat pleasure providesthat dement.

2.1.3 The primacy of ssmantics, the andytic and the apriori

It can be argued that in order to assess whether thereis ametaphysica quetion
about vaue, and whether evaluative saements require epigemic judificaion,
we need to answer the quetion about the meaning of those saements and
terms. If vaue judgments and terms are not descriptive or atributive there
seems to be little sense, and less point, in aking the metgphyscd and
epigemologicd quegions.

141 M ackie (1977).

142 Moor in fact wrote that the Smple property @oodhessOwas such that, Gl the moral words
refer to itQ hedid nat say that any mora word asactually ussd was synonymoustto it. | don®offer
thisasan interpretation of Moore, howeve.
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Taking the importance of thee quegtions to imply that metaethics
should primarily be concened with philosophy of language, however, would be
to rdy on an atefact from the Gnguigic turn@in meta-ethicsnowadays largely
viewed with suspicion.™ For one thing: There exigs no uncontroversa and
informative analyss of the meaning of evduaive satements This would seem
to imply that the ssmantic approach, if undersood narrowly as somehow
independent from, or prior to, other areas of theoreticd investigation, is a dead
end. Semanticsundersood as the a priori andyss of terms can only help us
when we have a clear notion of what type of concept we are deding with. It
cauld then hdp usdetermine the gpplicdion of that concept in particular cases
It canna hdp us when this meaning itdf is under scrutiny. Other input is
needed for a theory to get of the ground, and theoreticd virtues other than
linguigic acauracy are needed in order to make a convincing case in meta
ethics Facing canflicting andyses, and lacking a neutrd way of s#tling the
canflict, we cannot hope to reach agreement by gppeding to andyticd facts

done*

Vaue theory should be as much concened with the state expressed and the
world encauntered in evduaion, as it is with the meaning of terms used in
evaluative discaurse. Of caursg, if we concave of semantics broadly enough,
those metgphyscd, epigemologicd and psychologicd matters might be fitted
intoit. | supposeit isthistendencyto trest semantic ascovering moreor lessall

of philosophy that accauntsfor the plaushility of the linguigtic turn.

If we believe, with the ssmantic edterndig, that the meaning of terms depends
on what goes on in the world, the ques for the subject matter of vaue theory
depends on whether there exig uitable properties for evauative terms to refer
0. If it turnsout that our evaluations are causaly regulated or responsive to
some paticdar naurd property, detecting or reacting to that property is a

143 Bernard Williams points this out in (Ethics and the limits of philosophyO(2006). See do
David Copp@®introduction to Morality, Reason and Truth((1985).

144 Rawls (1971) pointsout that there are virtualy no definitiona apriori truthsin moral theory.
145 See for ingtance Putnam (1973) .
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leet part of wha evaluaive gaes do. If there is sauch a property, and such a
reaion, thisfact should be present in any comprehensve theory of vaue, even
if it need not be part of the anayds of the term, or thought to be essntid to
the property of vdueitsf.

The point of these obsrvationsisthat arguments trading on a particular view
of the meaning of @duelare inaufficient to rule any conflicting theory out of
condderation as a metaethica theory. In particular, no hedonig worth higher
st should be discouraged by the claim, or even required to deny, that @dued
does not mean Qlessured Plessure, accarding to the verson of hedonism
defended here, should primarily be unders¢ood as wha vdue is not what it
mears Even 0, the theory offers a possbility to provide the Gare evaludive

meaningOsought by M ackie.

The theory, then, is not primarily a theory about the meaning of vaue-
gaements or the cantents of evauative concepts. It is rather, a theory about
the propaty of vdue It is a verson of wha has been cdled meaphyscal
naturdism. This cauld be understood in relation to Alan Gibbard® claim that
value might be a naturd property even though ®@auelis not a naturd kind
concept. Vaue clams are true in virtue of natura properties but to say tha
something is vduable might not be merdly to predicde this property to it. If
true, thiswould mean there is something ladking from the naturdist account of
value, and | will propose that nothing of importanceis Nevertheless 1Gn no
granger to the idea tha terms can have multiple usss, and that this tends to
influencetheir percaved ssmantics

The approach to the problem of vaue nesdsto be comprehensive.**’ The point

isthat the nature of vaue, if it has one, and even whethe it has one, could be

148 Gibbard (2003), and in ON ormativeproperties)(2006).

147 See chapter 2.4. Putnam (1981) pointed out that O..it takes empirica and theoretica research,
not linguigic anadyss to find out what temperature is (and, some philoopher might sugged,
what goodnessis), not just reflection on meaningsO( p 207).
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invegtigated by methods other than conceptual/ linguigic analyss undersood
narrowly.

2.1.4 Qurface grammar and function

The surface grammar of evauative language suggests that @duelis a property
name things are regularly characterized as being good or bad. Should this be
taken a face vaue? One of the reasons for doubting the surface grammar of
evaluative judgments is that no property ssems to have what it takes no
property is such that to acribe it could intdligibly be dl we do when we utter
evaluaive satements.**® Another, clearly rdaed, resson is that closer atention
pad to how the terms are actualy usad shows that we are not merely usng
evaluative judgments to ascribe propeties While the surface grammar of
evaluative language might suggest some form of redliam, then, the fundion of
evaluative judgments has gruck many philosophers as essentidly presriptive or
expresive ™ Vaue, it would ssem, isaconcept with mixed loyaties We cauld
even sy tha value has both non-cognitive and cagnitive apeds i.e tha it
expresses both beliefs and non-bdief-like mental sates™™® We face the choice
between explaning away the non-cagnitive agpect within a cognitive theory, or
vicevasa Redigscan say tha we usudly like good things, there are reasonsto
like them. So when we say about something that it is good, we usudly
smultaneoudy express our liking of them and recommend them to others.
Non-cagnitivigs, on the other hand, can say that our atitudes have objects
and tha we tend to asociate and project our attitudes onto those objects, and
tak asif vadue were actudly a property of tha for which we express our
aopreciaion.”™ If no such reduction seems plausble, we might atempt a
hybrid-theory, by dlowing the doman to be lit up in two or more
components Disambiguation offers a neat method to both diagnose and settle
philosophicd controverdes

148 M ackie (1977), Hare (1981).

149 Clasd ¢ proponent/statementsof thisview is Ayer (2001), Sevenson (1937), Hare (1981).
150 Hare (1981), Smith (1994).

151 Blackburn@QQuasi-redismO(1993) isatheory of thissort.
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In wha follows, 1@ presuppose merely that the possbility of @auebbeing the
name of a property is not ruled out. This is the minimum candition for
naturdism. But ndther is it ruled out tha ®aueOmight peform multiple
duties Even dexriptivig naurdids mus admit tha evauative tems ae

frequently used to recommend, or to express some atitude or other.™>

2.1.5 Disagreement

One of the mog intereging features of vadue discourse is the exigence of
widespread and quite fundamentd disageaments concening mogt things
evaluative Sameregard fird-order matters i.e. what thingsare good. Othersare
of a second-order nature, about those firg-order predications and concen the
metaethicd issues mentioned above The exigence of disagreements in firg-
order ethics can be used as an agument in metaethics™ Semingly
irresolvable disagreements might be held to demongrae something about the
domain. A meaethicd theory, in turn, can be used to stle or a least

diagnose, dissgreementsin firg order ethics

It isto disagreementsin mea-ethicswe mugt now turn. Can the extensve and
seemingly irresolvable disagreement in thisdomain be used as an argument as
wdl?Thefact tha mog centrd meta-ethicd satements are disputable suggests
the following: A maaethicd theory mug take some stance or other on the
issues on which meta-ethicigsdisagres, but no particuar ganceis mandatory to
qudify asameta-ethicd theory.

Same of the dissgreements in metaethicsare such that it is hard to congrue
ones opponents as smply migaken.* The problem is that ®@dueles accaunted

152 Railton (1989) points out that the wise cognitivig allows mord language to play some
prescriptivefunction. Seeds Putnam (1981).

133 Non-cognitivigs and rdativigs typicaly apped to firg-order disagreement, noting that
redism/objectiviam/cognitiviam is hard to combine with the perdstence of such dissgreement.
(Brandt 1998).

154 See Smith (1994) and Darwall, Railton and Gibbard (1992) who pointsto thisexact problem
of fundamenta disagreement.
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for on one theory might be incompatible not merdy, trividly, with some
canflicting account, but with what that acoount takes to be the pre-theoretica
subject mater to be accaunted for. The exigence of rationd disagreement
shows that few if any bdiefs in this doman deserve the satus of beng Gelf-
evidentQ which, in turn, undermines ther ability to serve as foundation for a
theory. If we cannot find a universdly acceptable pre-theoreticd approximation
of the subject mater from which we can atempt to reach theoreticd
agreement, we might have to change tactics At some point, explaining the
gopearance of proper disagreement away becomes more plausble than
repecting it.**

The fact tha we congrue disagreements in ethics and metaethics as prope
dissgreement suggedts that there is or tha we bdieve tha there is a &t of
common bdiefs about the subject mater. It might y& turn out that the
gopearanceof acommon subject matter isillusory, and tha the subject matters
of the disagreaing parties merdy sgnificantly overlep. Further, the agreement
required for proper disagreement might not be sufficient to stle that
dissgreement. While it@ desreble that an ethicd theory solves practicd
problems, thetruth might not answer to that desre.

While it is not inonddent to treat a cantroverdd vauerdevant feature as a
conceptua fact, it@ unwarranted when we are daing meta-ethics Given acatan
meaehicd view, any conflicing metaehicd cdam would be trivialy
incondgent with the view assumed. In order to argue for any such a view,
therefore, we need to take astep back and treat thingstha we might beieve to
be obvious as up for discusson. The fact that |, as a proponent of a catan
metaethica view, clam tha others are wrong about vaue does not mean tha |

think they are not doing meta-ethics

155 Brandt (1985) argued that mora philosphers should demondrate that the pattern of concepts
they propo has advantages for mord discourse, auch as darity, rather than try to capture some
common sne notion explicitly.
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2.1.6 Wheredo webagin?

In ethicd theory and in meta-ethics we need some common ground to sart
from to ensure tha we are not spesking past each other. Thiscommon ground
might conds of fdse or unwarranted propostions, we just need it to sve asa
tentative basis for theoreticd inquiry. There are a number of things we bdieve
to be true about vaue, and atheory of value is atheory tha somehow latches
on to thoe A theory of vaue does not necessrily have to make dl widdy
shared beliefs come out true, though. 1&n saying two things here: 1) these bdiefs
areour garting point; these arethe things atheory of value nesdsto make sense
of. 2) A theory of vdue needsto somehow accaunt for these beliefs. Thereisno
agreement about how thismug be done for such an account to be acceptable as
atheory of value. A case in point, which we will treat in some detail below, is
the quegtion of how vdue rdatesto mativation.

The common canception of vaue conggs of the bdiefs we have about vaue: it
canddsin wha we bdieve to be valuable, the inferences we are liable to make
about vadue, and about people making value judgments. It condsts of what we
dready bdieve, wha we take oursdvesto have good reason to believe, and thus
ae rductant to give up on.**® Arguably, few if any of thee bdiefs ae
unconditiond. Or raher: it seems tha people philosophers very much
included, very in how rigid they arein ther beliefs about these things, and thus
in what they will acceot asatheory of vaueat dl.

In approaching the fundamenta problems of vaue, we should gart with
anything tha looks promising, or, even better: with everything tha does The
dart, and to some extent, the end product of the theory presanted in hereisthe
gaement tha a numbe of features essentid to our conception of vaue are
enlightened by features of plessure and hedonic processes Our bdiefs and

intuitions about vaue can be tracal back to pleasure. This is not merdy a

1%6 gmith (1994), Jackson/ Pettit (1995), Lewis (1989), Railton (1989), among others
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mater of gppeding to daubgartive intuitions mind, but to all our intuitions

about vaue.

Therded Intuitions

Classicd intuitionisam appeds mainly to our regponsss to red and imagined
caes, and aks of usto caegorise them as good or bad, right or wrong. The
intuitions appeded to in maa-ethicsare pat of a much broader st of bdiefs
and belief-like gates™’ Clearly, the type of direct intuitive responses we have to
events taking place before our eyes is quite different from the Gntuitive senseO
in which we might favour a property-like ssmantics over an expressve
framework to accaunt for the meaning of vaue satements Only the former
ave no further judtificationQ and thus congitute the proper doman of

intuitionismin itsclesscd guise

To sy something counter-intuitive is dways acog for atheory. But how much
S0 depends on, fird, wha dse the theory can explain, and second: what role
intuitions play in that theory. If intuitions are part and parcd of our
epigemology for the domain, the cost of contradicting them is caonsderable. If,
on the other hand, the theory pogstulatestha subgtantive intuitions are likdly to
go adray and can provide a plausble accaint of how that might work, and the
theory isgill judtified, counter-intuitivenessislessof acod.

2.1.7 Andyds explanaion and judification

Isatheory of vaue supposed to explain anything? Whereas conceptud andyss
has been the dominant grategy in philosophy in generd and in meta-ethicsin
paticular for the lag hundred years or 0, explanation ssems to be jug as
important atheoretica notion.**® Theories are frequently evaluated on accaunt

of wha they can and cawnot explan. | beieve the cae for metaehicd

157 Wide and narrow RE, see Daniels(1979), Tersman (1993).

138 But see Harman (1977), Brandt (1985, 1998) Flanagan (1998), Copp (1990 (who does not
think that confirmation theory, as he cdlsit, provides judification of moral gandards), Railton
(1998), Surgeon (1985) More recently Joyce (2006), Stich and Doris (2006). These accounts
havemogly focused on mordity, rather than vaue.
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naturdism depends on the succes of the explanationsit can provide. Or rather:

the best casefor naturdism isonetha engageswith explanation.

Explanation and judification

One snse in which the notion of explanaion isimportant for our purposssis
as cantragted with judification. Sttements mentd daes and bdigfs can be
treated within atheory as something to be explained, aswel as something to be
jugtified. The main purpose of ethicd theory has often been presumed to beto
find a gandard of corrednes for mord and other evaluative saements
Explanation of such sates and satements on the other hand, is the business of
mord pschdogy, and need not entail the truth of the saement explaned.
Indeed, we often use explanations of evauative beliefs as an excuse for failure of
judtification.**®

Therdation between explanaion and jugificaion of bdigfsisnot obvious, and
nowhere is it less obvious than in the moral/evaluative case. In generd, bdiefs
can bejudified by their explanation being of theright sort, and undermined by
them being of thewrong sort. My bdliefs about the externd world are, | believe,
mogly judified by explanations connecting facts in the world to my bdiefs
about them. But vduetheory/ethics it has been argued, is an autonamous

180 On this view, while our

domain, disconnected from scientific explanations
judgments and behaviours might very well be open for scientific explanation,
thisisirrdevant to ethicd theory. Of you®ein the explanation busness reasons
look like adigraction; if you(?lein the reeson busness explanations look like a

digtractionQ as Kwame Appiah recently quipped.*®*

One possble reason for not engaging with explanation in ethicd theory istha
normative bdiefs are not about how things are, but about how they sauld be,
and this is what we need to accaunt for. Causd explanations are besde the

%9 Howeve: according to some epigemologes and for some domains of bdief, a causa
connection between evidence and bdief isrequired for judtification.

160 See Jackson (1974).

161 Appiah (2008).
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point, because no causd relaion holds between what shoauld be and our bdiefs
about it. Naturdly, caus rdations might hold between how things areand our
bdiefs 0 when things are as they should be, such ardaion holds, but thisis
not a further causd fact. So the argument goes This makes the argument
trivid, however: if you believe that evauative facts make no causd difference o
aourse they won®appear in causd explanations. But we have not arrived a such
a point yet, and as we are now looking for support for a theory of vdue, we
need to condde saioudy whether vadue can hold its own in proper

explanaions

A more serious dlegation is tha even if there is a rdiable causal connection
between evduative facts and evduative beliefs, thisis not what value theory is
about. It isabout judification, and the specid nature of the doman issuchthat
no causal explanaion amounts to a judificaion. Jugifying a bdief involves
citing reasons for holding that bdidf, as a rationa response to the avalable
evidence Explaning why the bdig is hdd, on the otha hand, is a
psychologicd project tha entails finding out the causal processss involved in
bringing the beligf about. The causes involved in tha explanaion might be
reaed to thereasons given for the bdief, but then again, they might not.

If the goodness of athing or agate of affars playsno rolein the production of
the belief about that vaue, we might very well wonder whether vdue has aplace
in our world & dl. If we don® need evauative facts to explain anything, not
even our evauaive beliefs, we don® need evauative facts period, and some
other form of acoount should replaceit.'®?

We need to remind oursdvestha we are doing mea-ethics not ethicshere We
are not concaned with judifying firg order evduaive saements, but with
secand order gatements concening the nature of vaue and evaluation. We are
not, yet, saying - as nauraligs are upposed to sy, accading to Nicholas

162 See Harman® (T he nature of mordity((1977).
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Sturgeon - that mordity and science are on a par: we ae exploring the
possihility tha mea-ethicsand scienceare on a par, avery different propostion
dtogether.'®

The explanation of evduative bdiefs| will offer doesnot ental ajugification o
thoe bdids It supports a meta-ethicd view about the nature of vaue tha isin
fact incompatible with a lage s of common evduaive bdigfs The
explanaion offered will esablish a referent for evauaive terms, but not by
making our mos common bdigfs about vaue true nor by ceturing our
ordinary jugificaory efforts On the contrary, the explanaion involved will
demondrate that judifications often tend to lead us away from the evduaive
facts In this snse, explandion is indeed & odds with judtification. The
explanaions appeded to undermine some judificaions but it does not

undermine evauative beiefsin general.

Explanation and concgptual aralyds

A further reason to engage with explanatory matters, largely overlooked in the
literature, is the following: Regardless of what andyds you favour, there are
value rdevant factstha should nat be assigned canceptud satus, and ill need
to be accaunted for. Mogt of our subgtantid intuitions about what® good seem
to be of thissort. We are pretty sure that some things are valuable, but we don®
usualy treat it asaconagatual fect tha thisisso. We can, of caurse, require that
atheory of vaue delivers goproximatdy theright st of subgtantive goods, but it
is not a conogptual requirement. Contradictions in terms are not the only
theoreticd shortcamings, and consequently, conceptuad metters are not dl tha

matters.

The same point goplies to the rdation baween vaue and maivation. The
dissgreement between interndigs and externaists cancerning how evduative

1% Qurgeon (2005). If meta-ethica naturalism is true, hovever, it fdlowsthat mord statements
are factud, and thus @n a parOwith stientific datements But tha is not yet the propostion
under asessment.
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bdiefs rdae to motivaion suggests that no particular relation is conceptual.
Some rdation is probably required for a notion of vaue to be recognissble as
such, but what rdaion this is and wha@® its satus should be kept open.
Alternativey, it@ a conceptua truth that value reates to motivation (and that
podtive/negative vaue relates to podtive/negaive motivaion) but not wha
partiaular rdation tha is that may be an empiricd quegtion, to be settled by

any theory of value aming a being complete.*®

Conceptud andysss can be enlightening, but qua andyses, they do not explain
anything. Anadysdsrdatesto explanaionsinsofar aswhat an analyssdoesna say
about its subject matter, but wha we neverthdess bdieve to be true about it, is
something we need to explain. The more inclusve the andyssis the less need
do we have for explanaion. Moreover, if an andyds covers a certain notion,
that notion can no longer be informatively invoked in explanaions of the
feature in quegtion. You cannot invoke the bachdorhood of a man to explan
why heisunmarried (wheress an independently established fear of commitment
jugt might do). Similarly, a theory that makes motivation a part of proper
evaluative judgments cannot explain why, or how, such a judgment motivates
it wouldn® qualify as an evauative judgment if it didn@® On the other hand: A
theory tha doesna link motivation to vadue canceptudly nesdsto explan why
(escriptionsof) evauative properties often mativate.

To doubt aconceptuad andyssis arguably, to refuteit asan andyds provided
that the doubter isrecagnised as a competent user of the term. Explanaions on
the other hand, do not need to be obvious in order to be succesful: ther
goplicaion is not cantingent on ther accessbility to anyone competent with
the term. Explanations have the power to persuade and convince people, dueto
the fact that they are dlowed to bring something new to the discusson.
Anaysss are not supposad to do anything but state what ought to be obvious

1% Frankena (1958): The question is whether motivaion is somehow to be built intoO
judgments of mord obligation, not whether it isto be taken care of in some way of otherO This
dissgreement cutsacross mog other isuesin meta-ethics and might be more basc than those.
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dready, or a least on reflection ex pod, and the argument from disagreement
ams to show how little can be accanplished by following tha route® With
lessthan caching them being outright incondggent, we are unlikely to persuade
opponents to accept our rivd analyds But the explanations a theory provides
can do precisdy this We might even be able to persuade people to accet a

controversa analysson bassof the explanationsit affords

A theory of value should be able to provide an explanaion of that which is
troubling about vaue, which is more or less everything about it. This is not
limited to giving an acoount tha fits with pretheoreticd intentions and
inclinations The fact tha we are competent users of value terms does not mean
that such an accaunt is easily accesible to us If we approach value from the
pearspective of explanation, we can trea vaue as more &kin to a sientific
problem, which opens up posshilitiesto get around apparent disagreements

2.1.8 A note on the Epigemology of Vadue

The quegtionswe are deding with can be framed in gpigendagcal terms. How
do we acquire bdiefs about vaue?How do we leam to gpply vaue terms?|s our
knowledge about value a priori or a podeiai? Do we know about vaue
innatdy, infer it from other sorts of information, or acquire this knowledge by
somehow interacting with the world? Is it andogous to knowledge of
mahematics or to empiricd knowledge? T he epigemology of evauative bdief
a0 addressss the placefor causssin the production of knowledge about vaue.
Thisis, regrettably, not the placefor aprolonged discusson of the degper isues
in epigemology, but some things should be sad about it as gpplied to the
evaudive domain.

Qi gmeisand pradical knovedge
An influentia argument hasit tha vaueisa s gneisproperty, acaegory of

its own. One premise in this agument is that our knowledge of vdue is Hf-

185 An analys's can be derived by features common use not obviousto the user, but should be on
reflection. See Smith (1994), and below (chapter 2.2).
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evident, and thus not based on/inferred from our knowledge of other things.'®®
This domain might have a unique character, something to be invented or
disooverad, rather than borrowed from some other domain of knowledge We
cauld then no longer draw upon any andogy but andogies are usualy flawed
methods for underganding anyway. If @dued were thus a smple and
fundamental notion, thiswould explain why it@ o hard to be specific aboutt it,
and to provide evidence for its pressnce Moore, famous for defending this
view, did in fact say more specific things about goodness: The amplicity of the
notion, he argued, merdy impliestha what dseistrue about goodness does not
form a part of it. @oodOis not something we undersand by grasping ather
notions it isaprimary notion that we know about non-infeaentially. But if this
isdl there isto it, we are granded when facing disagreements. Granted, sdf-
avidence does not mean doviounes but whatever there is left to it to mean
needsto enable deding with disagreements

Our knowledge about vaue cauld be pradical knowledge, to be undersood in
andogy with ills™’ If this were the case, whatever theoreticd framework we
sttle for would be something of an afterthought. Pradicality could be what
diginguishes the aubject, and any theory concerned with precticdity in a
auitable manner would thereby qualify as atheory of vdue mordity. Thereis, |
bdieve, ometruth in this, and indeed, theideatha thisfidd isconcerned with
knowing what to do has some gpped, even though some qudification asto the
reasons for action involved seems necessary. Seing how practicdity has often
been hdd to be the faling part in any redig theory, this might be a fruitful
grategy for incarporating thisdement.

186 Judgments about the vaue of particular things are commonly not supposed to be seif-evident,
sncether posesson of gpodmaking characterigics might not be obvious

187 Like grammar. Rawls used thisandogy, and it was devdoped in Hauser (2007). Fransde Waal
(1996) points out that mordity, like language, isto complex to be learned by trid and error, to
vaiableto beentirdy geneticaly programmed. Rather, it isamixture of both
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Caual interadion

Do our beliefs about value depend on causd interaction with the world? And,
seeing how the causd sory about abdief can canfirm it, undermineit, or leave
it perfectly intact, whichisit in this cae? Sane secies of bdief are such that a
caud rdaion to the object of bdief is required in order for it to qudify as
knowledge. Furthermore, the causd relation mug be of the right kind: Beliefs
does not qualify as knowledge (or as trug merely because there is a reliable
connection between some fact and the formation of the bdief: the fact causdly

reponsble mug bethe fact believed in.

Same bdiefs about vaue are probably innate. While our ability to caegorize
things as good or bad, and to cammunicde about it, might improve with
traning, this involves improving on a notion we have some grip on dready.
This doen® mean tha these beliefs are Ga prioriQ however: it means that the
rdevant causes are not dl exdernal to the judger. 1@ argue for an empirically
repansghble theory of value, and this will involve turning to the cognitive and
affedtive sciences. The reason why isnot merdy because cagnitive proceses like
bdief formation and weighing of evidenceare on the recdavingend of the causa
chain'® but because such processes are a the transmitting end as well: The

causss of evauative bdiefscame a leagt partly from within.

Contingant garting pant

Wha kind of knowledge we have about vaue depends on wha quesion we are
asking. In atheoreticd inquiry, we can treat more or less anything we bdieve as
esablished, fixed, and othersasput in to quesion. Acaording to oneinfluentia
theory, more or less anything we take oursdves to know might turn out to be
fdse, definitions included, and dmos anything can turn out to be necessarily
true, given tha we treat the conditions as fixed.*® It looks like conceptud facts
are fixed, and empiricd ones are contingent, but a closer look shows that this
can change in the light of evidenceor new theoreticd condderations. We can

188 Thiswasthe argument behind naturdized episemology, (Quine 1974).
189 Quine (1978).
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treat any belief as a QundamentO of our theory, and there is no further
judtification for favouring beyond theoreticd virtues like sSmplicity or
consrvation of commonly hdd bdiefs The importance of this observation is
metatheoreticd: When we ask firg order questions about what things are good,
we usudly take some notion of value for granted. When we ask questions about
the nation of vaue, on the other hand, wetypicaly do not. The argument from
disagreement showsthat we should be prepared to trea mos bdiefs about vaue
as not yet settled. But this shouldn® keegp us from settling them tentatively, to

suspend disbelief until we have seen what the resulting theory can accomplish.

There are anumber of beliefs about vdue that the theory needsto acaount for.
To sy tha this cluger of bdiefs should somehow be accaunted for is to treat
thar epigemologicd satus as open until further notice Same bdigfs might be
given precedence, 0 that wethink of them asmareimpoartart to kegp true while
other bdigfs can be discaded given sufficient reason. This returns us to the
guegtion whether there is anything esmtial to vaue, i.e. whether there are any
centra bdiefs that atheory of vdue mug make true if it isto be a theory of
vaued al.

2.1.9 Vdue-theory naturdized

I@ concened with naturalizing value theory. As with naturaized gpigemdagy,
the rdaionship to which should be apparent, this involves a programmetic
replacament of a Qourey philosophicdOapproach with an inquiry senstive to
empiricd findings Primarily, this involves taking sock of the proceses
involved in forming bdliefs desresand motivations Hence we areinteresed in
the pschdogy of evaluaion. Naurdizing vaue theory is not a direct move to
naurdisn in the meaphyscd snse invetigation into the psychology of
evaluation cauld just as wel lead to the abandonment of vaue redism. But the
invegigation presnted here does result in a vindicgion of naurdism:
naurdizing vadue theory is compatible with, indeed supportive of, reductive
naturdism. Naturdized vaue theory is concaned with explaning wha®
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troubling about vaue, and with doing o without leaving the natural domain.*”
It cauld dso involve the clam that there are no further truths of the matter:
naurdized value theory isall the vadue theory we need.

The cae for naturdism relies on vauetheory being roughly anaogous to
scientific inquiry. The argument for naturdiam is often made with referenceto
the identification of water and H,O. Thisidentificaion was not esablished by
conceptuad analyss, but by empiricad ressarch: the identity is something we
found out. But this identificgion, surely, presupposes mehing about the
concept in quegtion; that property identity follows from functiond equivdence
perhaps The same is not obvioudy true for vaue terms, which meaens that we
canot jugst hdp oursdvesto suchaclam.

In what follows, 1@ be concened with answering this and other challenges
But it should beredised tha thisis mainly accamplished by putting the matter
of judificaion to one sde, for now. Jugtification need not be given, indeed
might not be possble, in advance Our main concen is not whether wha we
come up with could seamlesdy replace our current tak about vadue but
whether everything important, or enough of it, can be accaunted for. 1t@
possible that naturdism can only succed on its own tems If the chdlengeis
that something above and beyond the lised explananda, functiondly arranged
and defined, is lacking, the naturdig can reasonably doubt whether there is
suchathing, or that value theory needsto accaunt for it.

In Philosgphical Naturalism, David Pgpineau points out that while naturdists
treat philosophicd problems as continuous with the problems in natura
science they are different in kind. They are characterized by
a gecdd kind of difficulty which means that they cannot be lved, as
gientific problemsnormadly are, dmply by the uncovering of further empirica
evidence Raher they require some conceptud unravdling, a careful

170 9ote (1992). Flanagan (1998), Appiah (2008).
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unpicking of implicit idees often culminating in the rgection of assumptions

we didn®redlize we had.
While not being part of everyday scientific practice such quegtions are part of
scientific inquiry in the formaive sage, and in its mog inclusve snse. In the
beginning of the cangtruction of scientific theories, Papinau writes, @he task of
philosophersisto bring coherenceand order to the total st of assumptions we
use to explan the empiricd worldO A doctrinaire philosophicd naturaist
would perhapssay that thisisall philosophicd theorizing should be.

In his book O hinking how to liveQ Alan Gibbard pointed out that his acaount
might in fact not be drictly true about our actua normative concepts.
Neverthdess, he argued, the concepts he described seems quite ussful, and are
grikingly smilar to our normative concepts 0 perhaps our normative concepts
ae actudly like tha?™ Would anything be log if we replacd our existing
framework with concepts of this kind? Would something, clarity for ingance
be ganed? In the absence of something better, we have reasons to accept a
theory tha, while not mirroring precisdy the concept as normdly used, is a&
least clear about what it isdoing. But note that two GncompatibleOaccaunts of
value can play this game.

Redudionigan and diminativian

The quegtion should be raised whether naturdizing vadue in the way proposed
does not in fact diminate vaue-theory, by making it a part of psychology.
Reductionig versons of naturdism should be sengtive to thischalenge. Vaue,
accading to the view devdoped here, is a psychologicd property, and the
things explained are primarily psychologicd events. The ambition of the theory
isto bring about a Qolerable revisonOof vaue theory. 1 It relies on the truth
of catain psychologicd theories of motivaion, learning, and, to some extent,

concept formation. We do not need aui generisnon-naturd vaue propertiesin

71 Brandt makesthe same point (1985) .
172 9ote (1992) isdiminativig, rather than reductionigt.
173 Railton (1989), Also, Brandt (1979).
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order to explan Qrduedfacts Neverthdess there is a property that does a
sgnificant amount of work in mog of the relevant explanations pleasantness A
psychologicd accaunt is objectionably diminative only if it involves no
referenceto essntialy evduaive properties And the clam is tha plessure is
evaudivein nature.

2.1.10 Reductionig Hedonian

My ambition isto define and defend a verdon of naturdigic hedonism about
value. The hedonigic view proposd is fairly ambitious the objective is to
provide a reductive accaint of vdue Same controversd clams mus be
accepted for hedoniam to be plausble and | will make a case for accepting
those clams, but won® pretend to make acanclusve one To echo Mill, | can
offer no Gtrict proofOfor my thesis but | will present some condderationsin
favour of the theory.’™ The clam that plessure merely hasvalue, or even tha it
uniquey hasit, srikes me astoo weak. The factsabout plessuretha inform the
hedonigic st of intuitions afford a much more ambitious clam. In terms
recently employed by Crisp: thetheory | proposeisnot merdy hedonigtic in the
eumaative snse it is hedoniam in an explanatory sense. Pleasantness is what
makes things good. This is not merely a supervenience clam; it@ an identity
daim. This is characterigic for reductive naturdism: if goodness is a natural
property, having that property iswhat GnakesOthat which hasit good. 1@ argue
that plessure is the common eement with reference to which we can make

sense of evduaive language and practice

I will offer an explanation of key evaluaive features in which pleasures or
®edonic processexCplay a crucid part. Hedonic processes | will point out, are
abolutdy central to our evaluations motivations and behavioura tendencies
and thisiswhat jugtifiesthe hedonigic approach to value. The argument isthus
grikingly smilar to the clasdcd, and clesscdly rebutted, move from

174 Mill Utilitarianisn (1993).
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psychd ogical hedonism to vaue hedonism.*” The work cut out for the hedonist
isto argue, patly for plessure playing this centrd role and partly to argue that
this is aufficient to esablish an identity clam. Our bdiefs about vaue can
ultimately be said to trad plessure. Now, to say that our bdiefs about vaue can
be shown to ¢em from hedonic processss is not necessarily to say tha plessure
and vaueisthe very same property. To track down the causes of abdlief can, as
mentioned above, undermineg, rather than vindicate, those bdiefs

Given a cetan naturdig framework a hedonig verson of that theory can be
subgantiated. An argument for that naturdigic framework needs to gpped to
further condderaions There are some quite generd benefits of naturalism:
such as being included in a highly succesful and potentidly unified theory of

176

knowledge. ™" But the argument for such aframework need not be prior to, or

independent of, what it turnsaout.

Hedonism isa contested theory, often criticised for being too smpligic; unable
to asdgn vaue to things tha clearly have it. The hedonig mug be able to
explan such beiefs avay. The theory will quite generally have to explain away
evaluative principles tha are, in Hare® phrase, Gtrongly interndised™: i.e.
principlesthat, while having an explanation not supporting ther truth, are hard
too be concaved of asfdse This proces of internaisation might, admittedly,
influence the content of the cancept o that it@ meaning is not a mere name of
the property from which it gems But a sufficiently powerful explanation in
terms of tha property might ill warrant the naturdidic identity clam. A
property can cause a concept whose content might then transcend its cause. But
if there is no clear diginctive meaning of that devdoped concept, or if the
meaning is a cantesed one, this property might yet be wha provides the
cheracterigtic, @are evaluaiveOmeaning to that concept. If we can show how

dissgreement about the meanings of evauaive concepts reaults from a

‘> Moore (1993), Bradley (1962). )
176 ThisisBoyd@point in GHow to be amord reditO(1988).
" Hare (1981).
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psychologicd process, the common care is to be found before the divergence
Pleasure cauld be canceived of as prato-value i.e. as the mog basc evaluative
phenamenan. T his beginning might bethelas point a whichwe can expect any
commondity between competing theories it is the source of the appearance
valid or not, of acammon subject mater.

The argument is tha plessure is causally and congitutively responsble for our
beliefs about vaue But | will d clam tha it is do evduative as an
experience This was one of the reasons for choosing the proposed andyss of
pleesure. It has direct intuitive support and causdly, rdiably, regulates our
bdiefs about vaue. Our irredudble grip on value congds in the expaience of
value. Pleasure, |@ argue, istha experience it isnot (or not just) the object of
the experience The second gpproach defended isto say that Grauelisthething
amsvaing to, o causally repponsgble for, our beliefs about vdue There ae a
number of things we bdieve to be true about vaue, and vadue, acoordingly, is
the thing that those beliefs tend to be true about and/ar what causesthose bdids
The begt avalable naturd property playing sucharoleis pleasure. Such atheory
would seem to be a priari naturdigic, and merdy happen to pick out plessure.
However, the fact tha plessure is fundamentdly evduaive and (partly)
regponsgble for those bdiefs clugering the way they do, suggests tha the
hedonigtic part isactudly primary. Thisis of importance in deding with some

objectionstowards the type of naturdism proposed.

Vaue can be conceived of as a naurd property. Whether or not @duedisa
naturd kind term it can be treated as such. If we do s0, we can offer a srong
cae for hedonism. So what if we treat vaue in a way posed to support
hedonism?Do we get atheory tha exhaugtsthe domain?Istheresulting theory
hdpful, practicd, enlightening, in any way?| bdieveit is and that no mater
thegatus of thetheory, thisisatheory worth devdoping.
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Thelimitsdf thetheory

The hedonigic postion argued for is a theory of valug undestood as
synonymous to goodnes It is not, or not directly, atheory about rightnes or
rationality. 1@n convincel tha we have good reasons to acceot the hedonigtic
metaethica podtion as pressnted, but not whether these are canclusve reasns
to valug in the sense GyppreciateQ) pleasure, nor do | rule out reasons to vaue
other things for ther own sske. The theory defended does not yidd mord
conclusons In acaepting it, we have to give up on the clam that vaue-theory
caersin adecisve manne to other fidds of normativity. Normative answers, if
there are any to be found, have to be found esewhere. Nothing | say implies
that theright action, or the rationa action, is the pleasureemaximisng action.
Indeed, aswe see, there might not even be an unambiguous way of evauaing
outcames on this theory. There mogt likely is a connection between what®
good and what@right, it might even be of a conceptud nature, but | offer no
theory about it.*”® We would be right to accet hedonism, not righteous. This
view will be expanded in chapter 2.5.

Plan

Ove the next few chaptears | will describe and argue for naturalism: firs by
pointing to the nature and benefits of naturdism in generd (chapter 2:2), and
then by camparing and drawing the lesson from two contemporary naturdist
goproaches to meaethics (2:3). In chapter (2:4), | will make a cae for
empiricdly informed vaue theory. The goped to rdevant sciences, and to the
clam tha some sciences are, is due to two points. Fird: we need dl the
resourceswe got in order to accaunt for philosophicaly troubling issues Sincea
lot of the concepts invoked in metaethics have an empirica, psychologica
agpect, we should let our theory engege with the cognitive and effective
sciences The second reason is that if we are naurdigs of an a poderiori
inclination, o ocoure naturd science will have a role to play. Hedonigs in
particular would benefit from an empirica approach to value theory. The lagt

178 Williams argues that mora philosophy cannot ddive the thing we expected fromit, i.e. a
guidefor ethicd reasoning. Williams (2006).
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chapter (2:5) devdops the verson of hedonism the rest of the book paves the
way for. In short, | carve out avauetheoreticd postion, based on the centrdity
of plessurein the explanations of value-rdevant facts
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2.2 Mdaaehicd Naurdian

2.2.1 Thenaure of vdue

In trying to improve the unity and economy of our tota theory by
providing resources that will afford andysesE | am trying to
accomplish two things that somewha conflict. | am trying to
improvethat theory, that isto changeit. But | am trying to improve
that theory, that isto leave it recognisably the same theory we had
before B David Lewis On the plurdity of worlds

Naturalign in maa-ehics broadly conceived, is the view tha an account of
ethics or vdue, does not nead to leave the naturd redm.r”® Naturdism in this
wide sense would include mog versons of non-cagnitiviam, error theory and
rdaivian. Indeed, it can be argued tha those theories are based on a
commitment to generd philosophicd nauralian: the naturd world leaves no
place for vaue properties undersood redigicdly, so if the evduaive domain

shdl be accaunted for, we need to back off from that particuar clam.

In this chepter | will argue for and about naurdism in a narrower, but
higoricdly more sgnificant, sense of the term; the view that value is a naturd
property. This view is often hdd in canjunction with nauraisn about
properties in generd, but the meta-ethicd naurdig is not required to bdieve
that dl properties ae naurd.® Naurdisn aout vaue is logicaly
independent of generd philosophicd naturdism. But it is not theoreically
independent: Under auitable circumdances as we shdl see, philosophica
naurdisn dppats meaehicd naurdism, and under unslitable

179 _enman (2006).
180 See Copp (2003.)

103



circumgances, it undermines it. In addition, the cae for meta-ethicd

naurdism isundermined if philosophicd naurdism isfase, or incomplete.

Naturdism about vaue is ds0 logicdly independent of the exigence of ahe
non-naturd factsand properties but again, thereisatheoreticd rdaion™®: The
fact tha naturdism provides objective value facts without adding to the
ontology should be consdered a reason to accept it, but this reason weskens
somewhat if there are precadents of non-naturd properties Vdue propertiesare
without doubt philosophicdly dusve properties, and the difficulty in
accaunting for them as natura properties serve to fud the anti-naturalist® cae.
If we do accept other non-naturd properties then, we need to argue why vadue
should be camped with the naturd rather than the non-naturd properties

The view | defend is a meaphydcal thess it clams that vaue is a particular
naurd property. It is not, primarily, a semantic thess While beng a kind of
reductionis (to be described later on), | do not offer any reductive naurdigic
ddinitionsof vduetems Or, raher; | do not clam tha any such definition is
andyticdly true. Naturalism is not true oldy in virtue of the meaning of vaue
terms.*®? |nsofar asthere is a @ommon-sense meaningOof Galuedit is such that
it allowstreating value as a naturd property. Nather naturalism nor any of its
main competitorsistrue or fasein virtue of the common meaning of evauative

terms. none of them isgrictly abusing language.

| bedievetha asuccesful metaphysica theory of value, completed by a plaushble
epigemologicd gory, can judify adopting a naturdigic form of semanticsfor
value terms. This would involve offering a more specific meaning to the term
than it ordinarily possessss, and thus to some extent to changethe subjed. Such
a theory would have to earn its place as an accaunt of vaue in naturdigic
terms.

181 Casssin point being mathematical facts and properties, see Sayre-M cCord (1988) and Copp
(2003).

182 This puts me gpart from naturdistswho believethat gmneral naturdism isanayticaly true, but
that no particular identity holds anayticdly. Jackson (1998), See Smith (2004).
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2.2.2 Naurd properties

To understand wha treating vaue as a naturd property entals we need some
idea of wha naturd properties are. This has proven notorioudy difficult, but
here®@ an atempt a aworking definition: Natura properties are characterized
by what they do, i.e by the causd difference thar implementation makes - or
the difference they patentially make, if they are understood as dispostiond.'®
Naturd propertiescan be identified viathear fundion. Being of a catan weight
entails exerting a catan pressure on the surfaceon which you res. To identify
what weight is then, you need to identify what playsthisrole, i.e. find out what
the conditions are for exerting pressure. The most common example in the
literature about natural properties is the property of being water.’® Water is
identified as tha which plays the Quater-roleQ which, it turns out, is the
chemicd compound H,O. Natural properties can aso be defined as fundional
properties, i.e. not identified aswhat playsthe role, but astheroleitsdf. Water,
on such areading, would not be the property that plays the weter role, but the
property to play the waer role. The difference surface when we condder
possble scenarios where something ather than H,O plays the water role.® If
performing a function is esmtial to a concept/property this later mode of
identificion is preferable we would want the function to cary over to
caunter-factual scenarios If the function is merdy how you identify the
property, on the other hand, and cansdered contingent or accdentd to the
property or concept in quegtion, the former reading is more fitting. Namesare
usuadly hed to be of this sort, whereas terms such as @dibleare of the other,
functiond, kind.®®
next chapter.

We will return to this diginction in grester detal in the

183 Rubin (2008) on beliefs about natura properties being sendtiveto a poderiori invegtigations,
Copp (2000) on Gempirical Oproperties, Moore® notion wasn® very pedific, but ssemsto bein
line with these suggetions.

18 Water isnot merdy an example of a natura property, but of anatural kind, or guff, for which
gpecid rules applies See Putnam (1975), Boyd (1988) Copp (2000).

18 putnam (1975). For gpplication to the mord case, see SayreMcCord (1997) and Copp
(2000).

18 Kripke (1974). On this diginction between functiona kinds and naturd kinds see Kim
(1997) Sosa (1997), Copp. (2000).
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If weintend to treat vdue asanatura property, then, wha doesit do?Istherea
causd function value should perform? Admittedly, to sy that value itHf, rather
than the good-making features of tha which has it, does anything a dl isto
beg some crucid questions®® Non-naturdigs typicdly clam tha vaue itsdf
has no causd function and that it merely dependson properties that do.'®® But
naturdigs should be adamant: if vdue makes no difference what do we need it
for? Even mathematicd properties, whose irreducibility has some theoreticd
acceptability, earn thar gatus dueto ther role in scientific explanaions. What

comparable benefits are there to vaue properties?®®

We might ultimatdy have to beg the quegtion, but, for now, we can aford to
ak it hypotheticdly: If we treat vdue as a naturd property, what function
should it perform? Can the things we nexd vaue for be functiondly specified?
Whether or not peforming such a function is essentid to vaue, whatever its

rolein our theory turnsout to be, isthere one?

If natural properties have causd functions one sep towards identifying them is
by looking for typicd consequences We have touched upon the posshility that
values cause motivationa gaes, but cannot make more subsantid clams about
that link yet. Whaever ds= might be true about vaue, one of its naurd
@msequences) seems to be the exisence of evduaive mentd saes and
daements however those are to be under¢ood. Sq ae there any kind of
indicaion that the ocaurrence of thee daes and datements vary with
empiricdly verifiable conditions? We could, in effect, tret ocaurrences of
evaluative gates and gatements as deeding the presence of vdue. We cauld

gart out by looking for typicd causes tha might serve as predidars of these

187 See Nagd (1986). The @ood-makingOreation means that goodhess holdsin virtue of other,
often natural, properties that the good thing has, but that these properties are not identical to
goochess Hoping to circumvent controveses thisis more or less equivdent to the supervenience
relation.

188 vaues dill serve some function on those account: to provide normative reasons for pro-
atitudes (see Nagel 1986). 1@ here taking about causal functions, however. How reasons rdate
to attitudes causally isa complicated matter, not dedt with here.

189 Even if vdue propetiesserveno causd function, vaue gatements might, of course. But that is
presently, besdethe point.
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gaes Usng adour as our modd, we cauld then identify wha causes those
daedsaements and brand thetypicad cause, if thereisone, ®duedin generd,
if evaluative clams somehow behawe as though they are sendtive to a pogteriori
findings this would spegk in favour of giving vaue the full naturd property
treetment. And even if thisis nat enough to secure the identificaion of vadue
with tha causd property, it would a least suggest that thereis something going
on worthy of anaturdigic, scientific, investigation.

2.2.3 Thedesrability of naturdian

Ontologicd parsmony is a philosophicd virtue: if we can do without the
addition of another redm of properties we should. This principle favours
ethicd naturdism, insofar as naturaiams in other aress of knowledge form a
cogent and lucid whole. Now, having sad that, there are reasonsto believe that
we jus camat do without positing non-natural propertiesto accaunt for vaue.
One such reason is the fact tha mos people beieve tha some of our value
judgments mug be true and if we are persuaded by any of the anti-naturaist
arguments bdow, non-naturdism would seem to be our only option. Thereis
however, something odd about a property whose sole function is to act as the
truth maker for a cetan sort of judgment (an epigemic rdaion, not a causal
one, mind). Granted, non-naturadigs normaly think vaues perform the further
function of providing reasnsfor actions and atitudes, but thisfunction is not
supposd to be a causd one dther, and thus not pat of the bet causal
explanaion of events Posting non-naturd properties should not be a
theoreticd firg choice

Naturdism is desrable not only for its ontologicd parsmony, but, as we
mentioned, do for its explanatory paential. To say tha naturdism is desrable
isto sy tha it has some purchasng powe': we should be morewilling to change
our beliefs to accanmodate naturdism than we should to accommodate

something like non-naturdigic redism. Whether the theory ultimatdy leaves

107



something essentid unaccaunted for will have to be decided in retrogpect, once

wele seen what anaturdist theory can do.

Vaue terms might refer to catan naura properties and rdaing vadue
predications to empirica conditions tha rdiably produce such predicaions
would seem to be a pefectly respectable way of ascetaining such a reference
rdaion, and aworthwhile project in its own right. But it should be recognised
that dl terms that somehow refer to the same particular property are not
necessarily synonymous they do not necessarily express the same concept.'*
There cauld very wel be irreducibly normative concepts GorO naurd
properties. Gibbard argues that while the property waer isthe property H,0,
the conagot water isnot the conogpt GH,0 0! Similarly
(Ew hereasthe conogpt of being good isdiginct from any naturaigtic concept
b from concepts fit for empirica sdence and its everyday counterparts b the
proparty of beng good is a natura property, a property for which we could
have anaturdigic concept. (p323)'%
Gibbard thinks that normative concepts (GralueQ BightQ ughtQ should be
andysed in terms of Qhe thing to do® and he bdieve tha some naura
property conditutes (being the thing to doO Non-cognitiviss are usudly
naurdigs in the sense tha they deny the exigence of an irredudble redm of
mord properties and, Gibbard asde, they tend to say that dridly speakingthere
aeno mora propeties There are naturd GnordOpropertiesin thetrivid sense
that some naturd propertties have mord importance this is jus wha the
supervenienceclam says. They could even acknowledge that mord terms refer
to these natura properties Similarly, non-naturdists who bdieve tha vaue
supervenes on a gmneral class of natura properties can admit that vadue terms
corefer to the supervenience basis for the non-natura property ®aued Non-

naurdigs and non-cognitivigs are not required to deny that some interesting

19 Gibbard (2003, 2006).

191 Gibbard (2006).

192 Gibbard offersthis asadevdopment of Moore® diginction between the propertiesthat makes
something good and the property Qoochess) Gibbard® account has the benefit of not adding
further properties but only concepts
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regularity between evauation and naturd facts can be empiricdly established.'%
Wha makes those views different from naturaliam in the sense devdoped here
istha mord importance or vaue, acaording to non-naturalism is not one of
those naturd properties. 1t@ a Smple enough digtinction, but one over which
much of thelast 100 yearsor so of meta-ethicshas been fought. Thediginction
between wha isgood, and what makessomething good on the one sde, and the
property of goodnes on the other makes sense, even to the naurdig, but a
different gory is offered about it on that accaunt. Naurdism can, as shdl
become clear, take the diginction into condderation and ill offer an account
that diminates its sgnificance Naturaigs can undergand the diginction

without accepting the consequencethat the diginction cariesadifference

One of the man problems for metaethicd theories is tha they tend to
presuppose what they are supposed to prove. Nauralian is a prime example of
this tendency: If a generd naturdigic approach is acceptable, we can devdop
naurdigic theories about vadue that look quite promisng. But whether we
should gpply such an gpproach, isnot that easy to establish. Nor isit that easy to
refute. Whether naturdism can be the answer to the quetions of meta-ethics
and vdue theory depends ultimady on what we take those quegtions to
involve and, as noted, thereisno consensus here, not even on what would stle
the matter. There is no consensus about what (partsOof the concept must be

regpected, and what partswe might dlow to be explained away.

Naurdism can, | bdieve, provide plaudble answers to mog of the centrad
guegtions in meta-ethics and it can propose how the quegtions na answered
can gill be digpensed with. | do not pretend to prove whether this naturdigtic
aoproach is the right way to do vaue theory, but some cansderaions can be
offered in itsfavour. There are certain benditsto naturdism, but to seethem as
benefits might require a favoured explanaory modd, or a cetan ontology, the
arguments for which are unfortunatey beyond the scope of this work. My

193 | gpologze for not defining these postions dlearer than | do. Doing better would take ustoo
far from the point.
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point, however, is tha such arguments are not needed in order to make a
aonditional clam: if we take vaue theory to offer up acertain set of problems
naurdism can provide a solution. Ultimatdy, a theory can succesd only in

what it amsat doing.

2.2.4 Mehodologica naturdian

It@ important to diginguish naturdism as a methad, from naturdism as a
ubgantive theory of value, i.e as a theory with naurdigic ontent.*** The
theory | am to develop is naurdigic in both senses and treats them as
mutualy supportive, but the two are in principle ssparable. This Gn principleO
separability is fraught with complications, however: Methodologicd naturalism
does not necessarily lead to a theory with a naturaligic content, indeed, it has
been thought to undermine such theories but it would be decidedly srange if
value was a naura property, but not open to naturdigic investigation.'®
Admittedly, to etalish that vaue is a natura property does not necessrily
involve methodologicd naturdism: some naturdigs are arahtical naturaigs
ater dl. But once you have esablished a property identity reduction, value
cauld be naurdidicdly sudied. That, it cauld be argued, is not the cancean of
meaethics the job ended with the succesful identification. As will become

increasngly clear; | srongly disagree with that argument.

You can, aswe said, be ameta-ethicd expressivig and ill be a methodologicd
naurdig. And non-naturdig redism is arguably based on the observation that
no natural property could do wha @adueDwould have to do.*** This has
commonly been congrued as a onagptual argument, but could dso be

undergood as an empirical observation, in which cae it would be a cae of

194 Sep Ralton (1989), Dorisand Stich (2006), Nichols(2004), Joyce (2006).

195 Harman (1977, 1986), Joyce (2006, 2007), see ch. 2.4. Perhaps the daim can be made that
meta-ethics is about the conogpt, not the property, of vdue, and that the concept GrdueQis not
equivdent to the naturaligtic concept of that property.

1% Gibbard (2003) Mackie (1977), see dso Joyce (2006). As Toni R¢mow-Rasmusen has
pointed out to me, the expressvigs were usualy concerned with mora language and not with
metgphyscs and might disagree with thisrecounting of events Possbly, the turn to language was
based on agenerd disgppointment with metaphyscs
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applying the naturdigic method with a negative reault. The matter is perhaps
debaable whether it is an empiricd or conceptua fact wha natura properties
can and cannot do.

Simplifying a little, methodologicd naturdism isthe view tha observation isa
valid method for investigating and verifying propositions about vaue® This
can be applied to both firg and second order propostions Ethics accading to
methodologicd naturadism, should not be congrued as an autonomous domain
of inquiry.® Methodologica naturdism is the canviction tha ethicd and/or
meaehicd isues can be gpproached usng broadly a poteiori methods,
continuous with those employed in naturd science Empiricd observations
might enlighten what things actudly are important for our notion of the good.
Vaue theory might ill be canceaved of as a pecia domain, having a catan
diginctive focus, and thusit nead not be reducad to some ather naturd science
even if the property of vadue turns out to be shared with othe sciences
Naturdizing vaue theory does not necessarily involve reducing value to be
defined in terms of some other science the concen israther with widening the
fidd of research, and kinds of questions open for scientific inquiry.

SHf-reportsasempirical dosrvations

There are things we bdieveto be important for evduaive judgments, which we
can investigate smply by asking what seems to us criticd to the notion. What
things actions and events do we candder to be good, and why? What do we
bdieve would make us change our minds and do we bdieve that a chenge of
heart would be warranted under those circumgances? The method to find those
things out would seems to be accessble from the proverbia armchair; possbly
the method is extendable by doing a survey. Whether to treat such a procedure
as part of the QaturdigicOmethod is perhaps debaable, but most natura
science latch onto gaements about observetions a some point, observations

197 Boyd (1988, 2003) answers the question Gwvhat should play the role of observation in ethicsO
quite smply: Observaion. Our evduaive judgments are based in experience as much as other
beliefsare.

198 See Jackson (1974), Sayre-McCord (1988).
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about ones Hf very muchincluded, so thereisno particular reason to exclude it
from the naturdigic gpproach. The bdiefs we are deding with are frequently
cdled intuitions commonly trested as essentid in philosophica jutificaion.'
To trest thexe beliefs and intuitions in a naturdig manner isto treat them as
fdlible parts of the scientific data to be accaunted for within the theory, as
something to be explained, and not as part of the effort to jugtify beliefs from
indubitable basss 2

Oneimportant benefit of goproaching vadue with a broadly defined naturdigic
method isthat we can give an important theoreticd role to factorsthat turn out
to be important for evaluation, but that we typicaly don®foresee or intuit. I.e.
there are factors nat typicdly part of our offered judificgions and reported
intentions. If we investigae what adually (i.e. causally) determines our
evaluations i.e. for evidence not dready acoessble to introgpection, or by
goped to @ommon senseOor to semantics we might be able to work our way
pas the curent gsdemae in metaethics This involves engaging with, or a
leest paying atention to, psychologicd and sociologica research. Importantly:
ligening to such research shows that what® important for evaluation is not
awayswha we might think.

Now, can a cae be made tha such observations are of importance for meta-
ghic? A numbea of accounts of evauaion, posd in psychologicd and
evolutionary terms, have argued tha identifying the caises of evduaive

21 On the contrary, 1@

judgments would have a ddlationary effect on ethics
offer some support tha this process would reqult in the vindicaion of at leest
some evaluative satements?®? Indeed, sesing how one of our strongest beliefs

about value isthat some such saements are true, deflationary accaunts have a

199 On intuitions as evidence, see Goldman (2007). Their main role isin foundationalism, which
tregt intuitions as the only possbly end-pant of judtification (Ross (2002) Stratton-Lake (ed.)
(2002), but intuitions play a role as the gart for Reflective Equilibrium theories as well. Rawls
(1971), Tersman (1993).

200 The for-runner for thisgrategy isarguably Richard Brandt (1998).

201 Joyoe, (2004) Harman (1977), Mackie (1977)

22| linewith Railton (1989), Boyd (1988) and Katz (2008).
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condderable theoreticd cagt.?® Non-cognitivism and error-theory are catanly
possible postions (actudly, | bdieve there is some truth in both): The truth-
desderatum is defeatable, as are mad bdiefs. But naturaiam, if it can be made
to work, is aswe say, desrable. Voices have been raised tha philosophy can no
longar aford to ignore the reaults of scientific findings egpecidly within
psychology, and that therefore, if not entirdy naturaist (we@e not empiricists by
default, after dl), any philosophicd effort needs to incorporate, connect to or,
minimaly, be consgtent with naturd facts about our subject matter, and about
the process by which we reach our conclusons Episgemology cannot ignore
facts about how we reason and arrive a bdiefs the philosophy of action cainot
ignore how we arrive a& decisons, and vaue-theory cannot ignore the processes
by which evduaionsarise. This, of course, isa philogphical sandpoint, and the
argument for this form of engagement might rest on presuppostions others are
likey to rgiect, and for which no further arguments can be offered.

My proposd could be consdered as a theoreticd shift from a tendency in
coantemporary meta-ethics tha meta-ethicgvadue theory is primarily about our
reasns®® |.e. the reasons we think in terms of, and use and acoept as
judifications It isaso aturn from the older notion of vaue asthe Gitting object
of apro-atitudeQ where the relaion between value and evaluaion is cancéved
of as somehow normative®® In generd, the ressons, and the reason rdation,
gopeded to in these theories are normative as digtinct from explaratory. This, 1@
argue, is na the way, or not the only way, that vaue relaes to evduation. In
addition, seeing how the meaning and nature of this ormativeOis under
discussion, invoking it jus moves the problem. The theory defended offers an
entirdy different sort of explanation: we shauld, in fact, attend to explanatory
reesons rather than to normative reasons, to e what can be made out of it.

203 Of course, non-naturdig vaue redig can say tha they are true too, but loo out on the other
desderaa

204 This goes againg the current trend to treat reasons as the fundamental normative notion, as
primitives See Scanlon (1998), Naged (1986), Parfit (1984).

205 See Rabinowicz and Rgnnow-Rasmussen (2004).
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The point isthat there are other, better, explanations of our behaviour than the

oneswe are proneto give.

2.2.5 Degriptiviam, goodmakers, and the pattern problem

Naturdism isoften congrued as averson of dexriptiviam, i.e asthe clam that
value predicaions can be undergood as shorthand for descriptions of the
valuable objects. Naturalig descriptiviam is the view tha the description
required could be carried out in entirdy naurdigic, non-normaive terms.
Analytical descriptivism saysthat this description, in more or less generd terms

isaccasble by way of aconceptud andyssof @dued

One of the mogt prominent arguments in favour of naturalian garts from the
obsrvation that vaue dgpends on naturd properties The way things are,
coauched in entirdy naturd terms, determine the evauative way things are.”®
Things cauld not concevably differ only in evduative agpects Vadue, it is
amog universaly believed, supavenes on naturd properties Admittedly, if
non-natura, say uper-natural, properties exig, vadue might depend on those
but let put this posshility to one Sde, for now. There are dso readings of
supervenience that holds that vdue cauld not differ only in vaue, while being
identicd in dl ather respects™”: Thismight spell trouble for the naurdig, if we
want to say that the naturd property that vaue is cauld, in fact, concavably
vary independently of any other property. The notion of superveniencel have

in mind includeidentity asa superveniencerdation.

This rdates to the fact tha we think tha people should be able to provide
reagnsfor ther evauationsin the ssnse tha they mus point out why the thing
they judge is good is in fact good, wheress some other thing is not.””® When
two smilar objects are judged to be of different value, we expect there to be
something tha diginguishes them from each other that explainsthe difference

208 Jackson (1998).

207 | @n indebted to Wlodek Rabinowicz for pointing thisot.

208 This does, of course, not mean that this practice is theoreticaly equivdent to the requirement
of supervenience.
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In thedmples case, these reasonswould gpped to precisaly those features of the
object tha the concept of vaue should be andysad in terms of, accarding to the
andyticd descriptivig. The good object hasthose properties the bad, or neutra
object doesn® Unfortunately, most cases appear to be not smple caes There
are a number of complications regarding whether reasons may or may not
aoped to feaures of the person doing the evaluaing, raher than of the object
evaluated, and whether the features mug be intringc to the object, or whether
the vadue of an object may depend on the relaions in which it gands | will,

however, put those mattersto asde, for now.

If it isthis kind of reasoning that drives the supervenience argument, we find
ourselves asking for rdevant features When aked to judify an evdudive
judgments it is not aufficient merdy to present a description uniquedy picking
out the thing judged good, such a descriptions can always be rigged seeing how
every object has soame unique characterigtic: it must somehow make snse of ther
goodness To run the argument from reasons pardle to the metaphyscd
supervenience argument in order to redrid what properties could be the
supervenience basis is problematic, however. Thisis after dl, where opinions
dart to differ. Syperveniencein the mog generd form: i.e that vaue depends
on naurd properties and that some reason is required, is supposed to be
conceptualy true. But what partiaular natural facts make value clamstrue does
not seem to be a conceptua fact. Shcesupervenienceisanecesary relaion, the
reaion between the particuar natural factsthat determine the vaue of athing
and tha vaue will be necessary, but that does not makethe rdation conceptud,
or a priori.*® There must be a fad of the matter on which properties value
ultimately supervenes, but it need not be aconceptud fact.

The descriptivis argument for naturadism can now procexd in the

following fashion: If everyone acceptsthat value depends on naturd properties,

209 This presents a way for naturadism to preserve proper disagreaments in meta-ethics To some
extent, we mug agree about wha is required in order to dissgree about whether those
requirements are met or not. Wheress proper, resolvable dissgreement would require some
common notion of what it is that supevenes not merdy that it does agreeing about
upervenience provide the minimal bass for disagreements accepting or rejecting the proposd
upervenience badsas such.
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why not identify value with those natura properties? Even if we don® know
precisdly what those properties are, yet, we could sy tha vaue is whatever
those properties turn out to be. Frank Jackson expresses this view thus we

might aswel be decriptivigs

Mord philosophy for mog of its hisory has been in the business of providing
generd principlesfor right actions or for evaduating outcomes, s0 the ambition
to find anaurad class of properties on which vaue supervenesisa naura one.
But, sseing how mog attempts a providing such generd principles have been

failures thisproject has been put into question.?*°

There is an argument from the denid of generd mord principles to non-
naurdism, recently developed by Graham Oddie’": the things we accept as
good, and whose goodness we acaept to be based on ther naturd properties
have no naturd properties in common. Thus there is no naturd property to
identify as QdueQ There are two reason why we cannot identify value with the
digunction of (naturd) properties acceptable as reasons Fird, it would leave us
with the problem of how to accaint for @easonsOin anaturdigtic fashion, and
scond: if we cannot acoount for @easonOnaturdigticaly, the class of natura

propertieswould bewildly digunctive?*?

If we want to argue from supervenience to naturaism, then, we facewhat has
been cdled the pattern problem: there is no pattern to the naturd propertieson
which vaue supervenes?? The point is that while something digtinctive is
gragped in evduation, it might not bdong on the leved of supervenience bass
good things have nothing din common. This if true, would be areason not
to identify vdue with the (natural) propertiesfound in the superveniencebass

20 Notably, and programmatically, by particularists like Dancy (1982), Oddie (2005).

211 Oddie (2005).

%2 Oddie (2005), see Smith (2004) who quegtions the ban on digunctive natural properties on
conceptud grounds

213 Jackson, Pettit and Smith (2000).
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A rdaed problem is how we cauld learn basc evduative concepts if
there is no patern to the things we should recognize as good. Intuitivdy, we
don®think of oursdves as asigning awildly digointed property when we say of
something tha it is good, and we are clearly not pointing to such a camplex

property when wetry to teach achild how to usethe word correctly.?

If the properties cgpable of making something good form a wildly digunctive
s, this gpeaks agang the sort of naturdiam that would identify goodness with
a firg-order naura property. The posihility of such digointedness whether
true or not, spesks agang accepting that form of naturdism on a conogptual
bass The argument for such aform of naturdism, then, should not be a purdy
conceptua one?®

This argument sounds diginctly Moorean: something would be
mising from any characterisation of the vauable in purdy naura terms. We
don® become competent with evauative language Smply by learning to
identify a particular st of things because vdue cansds in something further,
something somehow diginctivdy evduative in nature. Grasping the cancept
requires something further. But what is lacking? One camplaint againg
naurdiam is that judging something to be good is supposed to engage our
mativation in some manner, and no mere natural categorization would ensure
that This idea dso drives the suggestion tha evduative terms have an

essentidly different function from naturd terms.

The learning problem cauld be trested by comparing @oodOto a term like
Qagty3*®: You don® learn to use the term QagtyOby learning to identify what
people find tasy (even if tha is how you are introduced to the notion). You
learn to mader it by redisng the rdational character of the term: how taginess

214 But compare with the way we learn kills like grammar: From aregtricted sample of sentences
we learn how to congruct and recognise an infinite vaiety of highly complex sentences. Appish
(2008) arguesthat thereisadisandogy because of the disagreamentsin mordity. See do de Wad
(1996),

215 Michadl Smith (2004) believes that QyenerdismOis true; good things do have some natural
property/ies in common that makesmake them good, but not tha it is a concgptud truth.
Particularists he argues, are wrong, but not in virtue of getting the concgpt of goodwrong.

%8 The anaogy isborrowed from M ax K$lbd (2003).
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depends on expeiendng things as tasty. The andogy appeds to subjectivigs
regponse-dependency accounts, and possbly to non-cagnitivig inclinations (we
can eadly imagine atheory saying that QastyOjust expressss an emotion) and its
aotness is contingent on sympathies with tha sort of theory. These theories
argue tha wha islacking from the naturdis accaunt is an essntid rdaion to
motivation, which they find in conceptualy relating vdue to etitudes or to
other motivationa sates (Regponse-dependency accaunts are naturdig if you
dlow for naturd propertiesto depend on mentd saes see bdow). As we will
see, the naturalist cae hangson beng ableto find a placefor motivation within
thetheory.

2.2.6 Naurd fdladies

In the literature two man and equally serious complaints are lodged againg
meaethicd naturdian. The fird concerns the lack of a promisng candidate
property to identify with good, or for the concept of @oodnessCto be anaysed
in terms of 2" The second isthat, no mater how promising a candidate we can
find, @oodOcannot be identicd to or exhaugivdy andysed in terms of it. In
the literaure snce Moore, the later point has been trested as the more
important one?® The reasn for this however, might very wel be the
persuasveness of the former point. Same critics have complained tha Moore
only conddered highly implausble naturaig proposds and managed, if a dl,
to refute only those he did consder.?® Since one of the postions Moore did
condder, and a some length, was hedonism, this argument will not hep us
here.

Thegpen quedion argument
Moore® (pen question argumentOfamoudy pointed out that we can dways
sengbly ask of an object described in any naturaligtic fashion, whether it is good

A7 Cf. Sayre-McCord (1988) tegtability vs surviving the test thus conceived

28 With some notable exagptions like Graham Oddie (2005). Mackie (1977) could be
interpreted asoffering this sort of complaint.

219 N otably Jackson (1998).
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or not.?® The point isnot that the question has no determinate answer, but the
fact tha we canot answver it merdy by conddering the meaning of the terms
shows that @oodnessCdoes not mean the same thing as that description. Note
the amilarity between this dam and the supervenience argument above: the
guestion whether the value of an object isdetermined by itsnaturd propertiesis
supposd to be closed, but the question whether an object described in any
partiaular way is good remans open. The open quedion, if it etablishes
anything, cannot egablish the fdgty of nauraiam in the mog generd snse,

only of particular identificaionsconceaved of asandyticdly true.

A different reply to the open question argument isto deny itsdriving intuition:
Identity clams can be raher complicated, and interesting enough for it to be
doubtful whether they present us with an open question or not.?* Take a
semingly Smple definition like @ood = what anyone would desire to desre if
free from prgudice and in possesson of al the rdevant knowledgeO It is not
immediatdy obvious that this fals to be an exhaugive andyss of @ood®
Perhgps it does fal, perhaps there are cases where we would like to say that
something is good, but does not fit with this description: but that need to be
worked out, not taken for granted. It can be an open quetion whether that

question isopen.??

A rdated, even more potent argument, trested in grester detal in the next
chapter, is the following: Linguistic competence does not necessarily include

knowledge of identities®

You can be competent with vdue terms, without
beng in posesson of knowledge about the naure of value or of how the
cancept should be fully analysed.?* Aslong as we have nothing but an intuitive

sense of the meaning of ®adued and this snse is a matter of contention, we

220 The interpretation of this argument is a highly disputed matter. Wha follows does not take
into account evey reading of it.

21 Thisargument isin Jackson (1998).

222 Howeve, Wlodek Rabinowicz has pointed out for me that in Moore® sense, the fact that we
condder it epigemicdly posible tha something that we would clasify as good despite the
offered definiens being falseimpliesthat the questionisopen.

223 | anjis (1970, 1972).

224 See Sturgeon (2005).
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can® expect such intuitions to be the last word on evauative matters As| will
argue, if we do eventudly find oursdves in a Stuaion where a nation of vadue
can be offered tha mirrors our everyday cancept quite closdy, and a contrary
andyss which offers explanatory cogency, we should opt for the latter. The
open gquegtion argument, then, does not succed in ruling out any form of

naturdism.

Thenaturaligicfallacy

Naturadism has been accused of resting on theoretica falacies®® Attempts to
identify @aueCor @ightnessOwith, or taking evauative or mord facts to follow
from, naurd facts somehow gets the problem wrong. In its clessicd guise the
naurdigic fdlacy conds in confusng what is good, or what makes something
good, with goodnessitddf. It isan undergandable misake, 0 the argument goes
sedng how the good (and its good-making characterigtics) is what® commonly
under our nosss when we cansder the notion, but to draw the concluson tha
to be good jud isto be one of those properties is a migake The naurdid,
then, mug dther deny tha he does make such an identificaion, or own up it,

26 As Frankena argued, GdlaciesO seem to be

but deny that it is falacious
detectable as quch only on the bass of a complete and succesful theory about
the domain. From the viewpoint of a succesful argument for an dternaive
theory, we can identify mistakes in canflicting accounts. But falacy clams are
entirdy incapable of providing such arguments on ther own: they beg the
essentid quegtions If thereisan argument here, it mus befound in the reesons
behind the challenge, and not in the chdlenge as such. And to my knowledge
an accaunt of those reasons has never been established beyond a reasonable
doubt. Thisisbecoming afamiliar point: the cancept of vaueistoo digoutable

for any of the contender theoriesto beruled out by default.

To treat two diginct properties as if they were one and the same wauld be a
fdlacy but the diginctive clam in naurdism is precisdy tha QraueOis a

*25 M oore (1993), Ewing (1939), Ayer (2001). See Frankena (1958).
226 ThisisFrankena®(1958) point..
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naturd property. Nicholas Sturgeon argues that it would be wrong to identify
rightness with something athe than rightness?’: i.e. as any naurad property
specifiable in non-normative terms, but not to identify rightness asa natura
property. Thissort of non-reductionis naturdism holds | think, little promise,
because it fals to connect with the explanatory force tha reductive accaunts
dfords?®

I will show how a particular naturd property, i.e. pleasantness is prominently
featured in an account of alarge number of vdue-rdevant facts and make the
argument tha thisiswhat needsto be accaunted for in atheory of vdue When
thisis said and done, it will be meaningful to ak the decisgve quegtion tha
drives the anti-naturdigic argument, namdy whether something have been It
aut of the accaunt. Clearly, asaredudionig view, meta-ethicd naturadism needs
to be put to the tes whether it actudly ddivers what we need. If it doesn@ it
might very wdl be because it is based on afdlacy. This quesion will, in effect,
play the role the open quegstion argument did for Moore in Principia Ethica,
but isbased on awider view on how identities can be esablished.

2.2.7 A hybrid theory of sorts

Condder two theories about vdue One anayses ®duedin terms of raiond
dedres, the other cash it out in terms of evduative experiences say, that vaueis
what under certain circumstances cause catain @vauaingOemotions Arethese
theories obvioudy incompaible? There is a st of things objects and actions,
such tha a rationd person (however that is undersood) would approve of
them. And thereisasat of thingsthat cause value experiencss, (if there are such
things - however they are defined). Thee sts will overlap to a dgnificant
degree, making it hard to decide between them from the gandpoint of
subgantive intuitions. We can undoubtedly find some use for both these
concepts, and both are clearly rdated to many of our bdiefs about vaue. The

27 3urgeon (2005).
228 gurgeon would surdy flinch at this snce he doesin fact beievethat rightnessisirreplacesble
in ome explanations
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