The Varieties of Necessity

Necessi ty abounds. There are the necessary truths of |ogic,
mat hemati cs and nmetaphysics, the necessary connections anpng
events in the natural world, the necessary or unconditional
princi ples of ethics, and many ot her forns of necessary truth or
connection. But how nuch diversity is there to this abundance?
Are all necessary truths and connections reducible to a single
common form of necessity? And if not, then what are the
different ways in which a truth mght be necessary or a
necessary connection m ght hol d?

It is the aimof this paper to showthat diversity prevails.
| shall argue that there are three main fornms of necessity - the
met aphysical, the natural and the normative - and that none of
them is reducible to the others or to any other form of
necessity. Thus what it is for a necessity or possibility of
any of these forns to obtain does not consist in the obtaining
of some other formor forms of necessity or possibility.

Al t hough the focus of the paper falls squarely within the
phi |l osophy of nodality, some of my argunents may be of broader
interest. For certain currently fashionable views on scientific
essentialismand ethical naturalismentail the collapse of forns
of necessity that | would wish to keep distinct. Thus | have
found it essential to indicate what it is in these views that
take to be in error; and this has required consideration of
guestions fromw thin the netaphysics of natural kinds and the
epi st enol ogy of ethical belief.

81 Necessities
A proposition is necessary if it must be true and is

possible if it mght be true. On the face of it, there are
different ways in which a proposition mght be said to be
necessary or possible. Suppose | ask, 'is it possible to get
fromLondon to New York in under an hour?' . Then | m ght answer
"No', mnmeaning that it 1is inpossible given the currently
avai | abl e neans of transport; or | mght answer 'yes', neaning

that it is scientifically possible. O again, suppose | ask 'is
it possible to get fromthe earth to the sun in under 2 hours?'.
Then | mght answer "No', neaning that it is scientifically
i npossible; or |1 mght answer 'yes', neaning that it 1is
| ogically possible.

G ven that there are these different ways in in which a
proposition m ght be necessary, then how are they related? |Is
it possible to define, or otherw se explain, sone in terms of
others? And if it is, then which are the nost basic forns of
necessity??

I have taken necessity to be a feature of propositions but
not hing of any inportance for ny purposes wll turn on this
assunpti on.
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| suspect that many philosophers, in response to these
guestions, mght be attracted to sonme version of npdal nonism
They would maintain that there was a single underlying nodal

notion in ternms of which all others could be defined or
under st ood.
However, philosophers of this persuasion mght well be

tenpted to adopt different views of what that underlying notion
was. Many phil osophers of the 'old school' would take it to be

that of logical necessity in the narrow sense. This is the
sense in which it is necessary that anything red is red, though
not necessary that nothing red is green or that | am a person.
The phil osophers of the 'new school', on the other hand, would

take the single underlying notion to be that of | ogical
necessity in the broad sense or what is sonetines called
'met aphysical' necessity. This is the sense of necessity which
obtains in virtue of the identity of things (broadly conceived).
Thus in this sense not only is it necessary that anything red is
red or that nothing is both red and green, but also that | am
person or that 2 is a nunber.

Dependi ng upon which notion of necessity one starts wth,
there are two nain strategi es one m ght adopt for defining the
ot her notions of necessity.? Suppose one starts with the narrow
notion of | ogical necessity (or with sone other suitably narrow
notion). The main problemw |l then be to define the broader
notions of necessity; and the obvious way to do this is by
relativization. Consider the case of conceptual necessity - the

necessity that holds in virtue of the identity of concepts. It
will be necessary in this sense that nothing is both red and
green though not necessary that | am a person. Now |l et it be
granted that there are sonme basic conceptual truths - perhaps

given by the definitions of the various concepts - and that the
class of such truths can be defined w thout appeal to any nodal

notions (besides |ogical necessity). We m ght then define a
proposition Q to be a conceptual necessity if it follows from
the definitions, i.e. if the conditional, if P then Q is

| ogically necessary for some conjunction P of basic conceptual
truths. The conceptual |y necessary truths, in other words, may
be taken to be those that are |ogical necessary relative to or
conditi onal upon the basic conceptual truths.

Suppose, on the other hand, that one starts with the broad
met aphysi cal notion of necessity (or with some other suitably
broad notion). The main problem will then be to define the
narrower notions of necessity; and the obvious way to do this is
by restriction. Consider the case of mathematical necessity,
the form of necessity that pertains to the truths of
mat hemat i cs. W nmy then define a proposition to be
mat hematically necessary if it is necessary in the netaphysical

2 1 do not wish to suggest that these two strategies
represent the only possible ways of defining one notion of
necessity in ternms of others.
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sense and if, in addition, it is a mathematical truth - where
this latter notion is presumably one that can be defined in
nonnmodal terns. In this case, the new form of necessity is

defined by neans of a restriction which can be stated in
nonnmodal terms (or, at |east, w thout appeal to further nodal
notions).

| aminclinedto think that the second of the two strategies
can successfully be pursued. G ven the notion of netaphysica
necessity, the various narrower notions of necessity - be it
| ogi cal, mathematical, conceptual, or the like - can each be
defined by restriction.® Each of these other fornms of necessity
can, in other words, be regarded as a species of metaphysical
necessity.

The feasibility of the first strategy, however, is open to
serious doubt. It is, inthe first place, not at all clear that
met aphysi cal necessity can be defined in ternms of |ogical
necessity, for it is not clear that one can provide a nonnodal
characteri zati on of sonme basic netaphysically necessary truths
fromwhich all other netaphysically necessary truths will be a
| ogi cal consequence. But even if one sets this problem aside
and all ows the use of both |ogical and metaphysical necessity,
t here woul d appear to be concepts of necessity that are broader
still and yet equally resistant to definition.

The two main concepts of this sort are the concepts of
natural and normative necessity* and it is my aimin the rest
of the paper to show how these concepts raise serious problens
for the doctrine of nodal nmonism There are two main ways, in
ei ther case, in which the doctrine m ght be defended. It m ght
be denied that either of the other concepts of necessity is
genui nely broader than the metaphysical concept; natural, or
normative, necessity should be regarded as a restricted form of

nmet aphysi cal necessity. O it mght be maintained that the
ot her concept is indeed broader and yet definable as a relative
from of netaphysical (or |ogical) necessity. | have attenpted

to show, in each case, that neither |line of defense can be nmade
to work.

It is inportant to bear in mnd sonme limtations in ny
approach. First, | have not directly addressed the question of
whet her there m ght be sonme other concepts of necessity that

3 Some of my reasons for thinking this are outlined in Fine
[94], pp.9-10, but nmuch nore needs to be said on the question.

4 Anot her possible candidate is the concept of historical
necessity, that formof necessity for which the past is 'closed
yet the future may be 'open'. The interesting question of
whet her the concept of natural necessity is merely a special
case of this other concept is not one that | shall consider
Nor do | consider the epistemc, deontic or tense-logical
nodal ities since | do not view them as providing genuine forns
of necessity.
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cannot be understood in terns of the three upon which | have
focused. One should think of the discussion as representing an
‘end-ganme’ in which the other candidate concepts of necessity
have been renoved fromthe board. Second, | have not considered
all possible ways in which one of the remaining concepts of
necessity m ght be defined or understood in terns of others.
But if there are others, then | do not know what they m ght be.
Finally, ny concern throughout the paper has been to arrive at

t he nost basic nodal concepts, i.e. at those npdal concepts that
are not to be defined or understood in terms of other nodal
concepts. | have not directly considered the question of

whet her it m ght be possible to break out of the sphere of the
nodal and understand it in altogether different terns. Thus ny
conclusions have no direct bearing on the issue of nodal
realism i.e. on whether the nodal facts are thenselves nost
real; for | may nmerely have tracked nodality down to its
penul ti mate source, within the sphere of the nodal, rather than
to a possibly nore ultinmate source®.

82 Natural Necessity: Subsunption
Nat ural necessity is the formof necessity that pertains to

nat ural phenonmena. Suppose that one billiard ball hits another.
We are then inclined to think that it is no nere accident that
the second billiard ball npves. G ven certain antecedent
conditions and given the novenent of the first ball, the second
ball nust nove. And the 'nust' here is the nust of natural
necessity.

The above elucidation of natural necessity does not
presuppose that the notion has primary application, or even any
application, to natural |aw. However, it is very plausible to
suppose that if there are particular necessary connections of

the above sort, then there are also general necessary
connections of this sort. Thus not only will it be necessary
that this billiard ball wll nmve in these particular
circunmstances, it is also necessary that any billiard ball wll

nmove in relevantly simlar circunstances.

What is the relationship between nmetaphysical and natura
necessity? 1Is every natural necessity a netaphysical necessity?
And is it therefore possible to regard the one formof necessity
as a restricted formof the other?

The answer to these questions would appear to be a
straightforward ‘No’. For surely it is conceivable, and hence
nmet aphysically possible, that the one ball should strike the
other in the given circunstances w thout the other noving. And

°® All the sane, my conclusions may provide sone succor for

the nodal realist. For realism about possible worlds will not
be pl ausi bl e given that there are different primtive notions of
necessity; and a reductive form of antirealism will not be

pl ausi bl e given that the nodal does not supervene on the
nonnodal .
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surely it is conceivable, and hence netaphysically possible,
that many of the natural |aws that govern our universe should
fail to hold, that bodies should attract one another according
to an inverse cube law, for exanple, rather than the inverse
square | awt

However, ever since Kripke [80], we have learnt to be
suspi ci ous of such considerations. For can we be sure that the
hypot hetical situation in which an inverse cube lawis envi saged
to hold is one in which the bodi es genui nely have nass? Perhaps
they have sonme other property sonmewhat |ike mass, call it
'schmass', which conforms to an i nverse cube aw. And can we be
sure that in the hypothetical situation in which the second
billiard ball is envisaged not to nove is one which genuinely
contains the given billiard balls rather than some schmassy
counterparts?

I n either of these cases, the proposed counter-exanpl e woul d
fail; and if the sane is true for any ot her counter-exanpl e that
m ght be proposed, then the way would be clear towards
mai ntai ning that every natural necessity was a netaphysical

necessity. | ndeed, several philosophers have recently been
attracted towards such a view and it might also be thought to
be especially congenial to my own way of thinking. For | take

met aphysi cal necessities to be those that are rooted in the
identity of 'things' (Fine [94], p. 9); and so natural
necessities mght then be taken to constitute the special case
in which the things in question are the natural properties or
ki nds. Natural necessities would sinmply be the special case of
those essentialist truths which arise from the identity of
nat ural ki nds.

However, it seenms to ne that the scope of these counter-
considerations is severely limted and that the restrictionist
view remains highly problematic.® It may be conceded that we
shoul d exercise caution in judging a natural necessity to be

met aphysically contingent - for what is taken in a given
hypot hetical situation to be a property or kind that figures in
the natural necessity may be no such thing. But this, |

believe, should nerely lead us to adopt a nore discrimnating
view as to which natural necessities are netaphysically
contingent rather than to give up the idea that there are any
such necessities.

To see why this m ght be so, let us return to the putative

® For expository purposes, | take an over-sinplified view
of what the scientific |aws are.

" They include Shoemaker ([80], p. 244 and [98]), Swoyer
[82] and Ellis [99]. Kripke raises the issue in ([80], pp.99,
164) but wi thout taking a stand.

8 Further criticisnms of the subsunptionist view are made in
Alan Sidelle' s paper fromthis vol une.
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counter-exanple to the metaphysical necessity of the inverse
square law, and |let us concede that the envisaged hypothetica
situation involves schmass, rather than mass, and that the
counter-exanple therefore fails. Still, that very sane
hypot hetical situation may be used to provide a counter-exanple
to the netaphysical necessity of a different natural necessity.
For consi der the proposition that there is no schmass (i.e. that
there are no instances of schmass). Then this proposition
should be taken to be a natural necessity. For our original
j udgenent was that the inverse square |aw was a natural
necessity, though not a netaphysically necessity. Now that we
see that the netaphysically possible worlds in which it was
taken to fail are ones with schmass rather than mass (and given
that our universe is taken to be conpletely governed by the
Newt oni an Laws), we should take it to be a natural necessity
that there is no schmass. In either case, the 'fabric of the
uni verse' is envisaged as excluding a certain sort of behaviour
- whether this be the deviant behaviour of mass or the nornmal
behavi our of schmass. Moreover, my opponent should concede it to
be a netaphysical possibility that there is schmass, since it
was through postulating schmass - or the like - that the
original putative counter-exanple to the nmetaphysical necessity
of the inverse square |law was re-interpreted. And so he should
grant that the absence of a schmass is a natural, though not a
nmet aphysi cal, necessity.

| ndeed, there is no reason in general why the sophisticated
post - Kri pkean shoul d not agree with the naive pre-Kripkean as to
which of the nmetaphysically possible worlds are naturally
i npossi bl e. For whereas the pre-Kripkean will take such a world
to be a natural inpossibility because of the straightforward
failure of a law, the post-Kripkean will take it to be a natura
i npossibility because of the instantiation of an alien property
or ki nd. Thus even though sensitivity to the cross-world
identity of natural properties or kinds nay |lead one to re-
descri be the hypothetical situations in which a natural law is
taken to fail, it should not lead one to reject the natural
i npossibility of those situations.

It mght be objected that there is not even a putative
counter-exanmple to the netaphysical necessity of the inverse
square | aw. But such a view is too outlandish to deserve
consi deration®, and once we have the putative counter-exanple
then we have the basis, if | amright, for deriving an actua
counter-exanple. It mght also be objected that the proposition
that there is no schmass renmains true in the hypothetical
situation in which the inverse square law is thought to fail
since it neans that there is no body with schmass and, in the

® Perhaps even for soneone |ike Shoemaker ([98], fn. 11),
who believes that nothing but H,O could behave the way water
ordinarily behaves, since what I1s at issue here is whether
sonet hi ng other than water m ght behave in sone other way.
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hypot hetical situation, there are only schbodies, not bodies.
Thus 'body' goes the way of 'nass'. But, if that is the
obj ection, then let us fornulate the proposition that there is
no schmass with an absolutely unrestricted quantifier: there is
not hi ng whatever with schmass. O, alternatively, we m ght use
the proposition that are no schbodies (again wth an
unrestricted quantifier).

A nore serious objection concerns the existence of the
rel evant properties or Kkinds. It mght be thought that the
properties or kinds that figure in natural |aw are i mmanent in
the sense of only existing if instantiated. The kind schnmass
will therefore not exist. It mght also be thought that a
proposition exists only if the itenms it directly concerns exi st.
So since the kind schmass does not exist, nor does the
proposition that there is no schnass; and so we have no counter-
exanpl e to the subsunmpti on of natural to metaphysical necessity.

Whet her this is so depends upon exactly what the subsunpti on
thesis is taken to be. If it is the thesis:

every (actual) proposition is such that it is natural
necessity only if it is metaphysical necessity,
then no counter-exanple has been given under the stated
assunmptions. But if it is the thesis:

necessarily, every proposition is such that necessarily, it
is a natural necessity only if it is a netaphysical necessity,
or even the weaker thesis:

necessarily, every proposition is such that actually it is
a natural necessity only if it is a metaphysical necessity,
then there is a counter-exanple. For the proposition that there
is no schmass exists in the hypothetical situation in which
there is schmass and this very proposition is a natural
necessity in the actual world though not a netaphysical
necessity. Moreover, in standard fornul ati ons of nodal | ogic,
it is the stronger theses that are required if natural necessity
is to be elimnable in favour of netaphysical necessity.

In any case, there are counter-exanples that require no
appeal to uninstantiated properties or kinds. Let P, Q ... be
an exhaustive list of all the kinds (or all the fundanmenta
ki nds) that there actually are. Then presumably it will be a
natural necessity that every object (or every fundanental
object) is of one of the kinds P, Q ..., but it will not be a
met aphysi cal necessity. O, again, suppose that determinismis
true and holds of natural necessity. Thus it is a natural
necessity that every event has a cause. (O, if we wish to
avoi d appeal to the notion of cause, we can say: it is a natura
necessity that for any event e there is a precedi ng event ¢ such
that it is a natural necessity that e occurs only if ¢ occurs.)
But surely it is a metaphysical possibility that determ ni smbe

101 use the subscripts 'M and 'N, here and el sewhere, to
indicate the kind of necessity in question.
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false. It would be absurd for nmy opponent to maintain that the
hypot hetical situation in which determ nism appears to fail is
one that does not really involve events or tinme. Thus, given
that it is nmetaphysical possibility that determ nism should
hold, we have the netaphysical possibility of a natural
necessity not being a netaphysical necessity.

We can even construct a counter-exanple on the basis of
standard | aws. Consider the inverse square |law as an exanpl e.

Now nmy opponent will maintain that this lawis still true in the
hypothetical situation in which there is schmass rather than
mass, though vacuously. But surely he will concede that even
t hough the law is true in this hypothetical situation it is not
a law - or, at least, not a law that prevails - in that

situation.'* Indeed, if it were then, by parity of reasoning,
the inverse cube law for schmass would have to be a |aw that
prevails in our world; and surely it is not. But now what ever
it takes to be a prevailing law, it seems clear that it is a
natural necessity that the inverse square law is such a | aw.
Not only is there no natural possibility of its failing to hold,
there is no natural possibility of its failing to be a |Iaw that
governs the universe. But then the proposition that the inverse
square law is such a law is another actual counter-exanple to
the thesis that every natural necessity is a netaphysical
necessity.

The | esson to be learnt fromthese counter-exanples is not
that we should go back to our pre-Kripkean intuitions of
nmet aphysi cal contingency but that we should attenpt to be nore
di scrim nating about which | aws of nature are to be regarded as

met aphysically contingent and which as not. There is an
intuitive distinction to be drawn here. That el ectrons have
negative charge, for exanple, strikes one as netaphysically
necessary; it is partly definitive of what it is to be an
electron that it should have negative charge. But that [|ight
has a maxi mum vel ocity or that energy is conserved strikes one
as being at nost naturally necessary. It is hard to see how it

could be partly definitive of what it is to be light that it
shoul d have a given maxi mum velocity or partly definitive of
energy that it should be conserved.® It is equally a defect of

the old view that saw all laws of nature as nmetaphysically
contingent and of the new view that sees them all as
met aphysically necessary that they fail to heed this

11 Ccf. Shoemmker ([80], p. 248), 'Nothing | have said
precludes the possibility of there being worlds in which the
causal laws are different from those that prevail in this
wor | d' .

2 Lowe [00] has al so stressed the metaphysical contingency
of the values born by the fundanental physical constants and
Chal mers ([99], 13-14) has stressed the metaphysi cal contingency
of the conservation | aws.
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di stinction; and rather than take a bl anket view of the nodal
status of these laws, we should attempt to refine and
systemati ze the intuitive discrimnations that we are naturally
inclined to nmake anong them 13

Al though | have enphasized the way in which natural
necessities may out-run the netaphysical necessities, it seens
to ne that there is one respect in which this may not be true.
For I aminclined to think that there are no distinctive de re
natural necessities. Let us suppose that x and y are two
particles and that it is a natural necessity that they attract
one anot her (assum ng, of course, that they exist!). Then it is
pl ausi bl e to suppose that this should followfrom(a) its being
a nmetaphysical necessity that each of the particles is of the
kind that it is and (b) its being a natural necessity that
particles of this kind attract one another. Thus the de re
natural necessity will reduce to a de re netaphysical necessity
and a de dicto natural necessity; and it m ght be thought that
sonething simlar should be true of any de re natural necessity
or, indeed, of any form of de re necessity whatever. All forns
of de re necessity (and of essence) wll be fundanmentally
met aphysi cal, even though some fornms of de dicto necessity nmay
not be.

83. Natural Necessity: Definition

Even if post-Kripkean sensitivity to the cross-world
identity of natural kinds does not enable one to subsune natura
necessity under netaphysical necessity, it mght still appear to
hold out the hope of defining it as a relative form of
met aphysi cal necessity. For suppose we uphold the doctrine of
i mmanent universals. W nmay then |let the existence of natural
properties or kinds be our guide to the natural possibilities
for a given world, a possible world being a natural possibility
relative to a given world if it contains only (or perhaps al
and only) those natural kinds that exist in the world* Aworld
of schmass, for exanple, will not be a natural possibility since
the kind schmass does not actually exist; and, in general, any
obj ects that behaved in a nomcally irregular way within a given

13 Thus | do not share Shoemaker's scepticismon this point

([80], 249-51). It is not that we need a general criterion for
sayi ng when we have one kind of necessity as opposed to another
but a clearer conception of what, in particular cases, m ght

pl ausi bly be taken to be relevant to the identity of a given
natural property. Where he sees a problem | see an interesting
pr oj ect . The present distinction is somewhat akin to the
Kantian distinction between the ‘pure’ and ‘enpirical’ parts of
science, which was later taken up by some of the I ogical
positivists (see Friedman [94] for a general discussion).

4 Clearly, the natural kinds should also be taken to
i nclude the various fundanmental physical relations
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worl d woul d have to be of kinds that do not actually exist and
hence would belong to a world that was not a natural
possibility. (And, of course, once given the naturally possible
wor | ds, we can define the natural necessities as those that hold
in every such world).

| nst ead of presupposing the doctrine of i nmanent universals
in formulating the definition, as is often done, we may appeal
instead to what is taken to be required for a kind to exist.
Thus we may say that a world is a natural possibility if it
instanti ates only those kinds that are actually instanti ated and
t hereby side-step the issue of the conditions under which a
uni veral exists. Nor is there any need to place such enphasis
on instantiation as the condition for the existence of
uni versals. Perhaps we can allow kinds to exist in the manner
of Hume's m ssing shade through being suitably related to other
kinds that exist, even though they are not thenselves
instantiated. |If we free up the account in both these respects,
then we are left with the general idea that the natural
possibilities for a given world will turn upon the status and
distribution of its natural properties and rel ations.

But accounts of this sort, it seenms to ne, are subject to
a famliar formof objection. It is sonetines pointed out that
two possible worlds mght nerely differ as to what is a natura
necessity and that regularity-type views nust therefore be
m st aken, since they would be unable to distinguish between the
two worlds. This objection will not work against the present
view, since it mght be argued that any difference in the
natural |laws would make a difference to the natural properties

that exist in the two worl ds. But a variant of the objection
can be nmade to work. Consider, for example, a
met aphysi cal |y possible world wy that is Newtonian. Then bodies
in this world will have mass, be subject to force etc (or have
sonething simlar to mass and be subject simlar to force, since
actual mass is not itself strictly Newtonian). By the sane
t oken, there will be a netaphysically possible world w, which is

Schmewt oni an. The bodies in this world behave |ike bodies in w
but are subject to the inverse cube | aw or sonme ot her vari ant of
t he Newtonian Laws. The bodies in this world will not have
mass, according to our opponent, but they will have sonething
simlar to mass, say schmass; and |ikew se for force etc. Now
surely it is a natural possibility in both w, and w, that there
be no bodies; after all, there is nothing in the natural |aws of
ei ther world which requires that there be anything to which they
apply. So there is going to be an enpty world vy which is a
natural possibility for w, and an enpty world v, which is a
natural possibility for w, Since vy is a natural possibility
for w, it will verify all of the natural necessities of w; and

15 Carroll advances a sinmilar line of objection in [94],
83.1, though without attenpting to take care of the rejoinder
that the two worlds mght differ in their natural properties.
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so, since it is a natural necessity in w, that there is no
schmass, it will be a natural necessity in vy that there is no
schmass. '* Mreover, since the world w, contains schmass, we nay
safely assunme that it is natural possibility in the enpty world
vy that there be schmass; for it would be bizarre in the extrene
to suppose that the non-existence of any bodies sonmehow

precluded the possibility of there being schmass.?!’ So the
enmpty worlds w, and v, differ as to what is a natural
possibility. But it is hard to see how there can be any

difference in the status of their natural properties; for the
natural properties that exist in the two worlds and their
pattern of instantiation are just the sane!s.

A simlar counter-exanple (though not subject to worries
over enpty space-tine) runs as follows. Consi der a
met aphysi cal ly possible world w, for which m nd\body dualismis
true. The world w, may not consi st of nental and physical events
as we conceive them but it will then consist of related kinds
of events - the nental , and the physical, say. Let us suppose
t hat epi phenonenalismis also true in w, so that the nental,
and t he physical , events of w, are each subject to their own | aws
but with no nonol ogical interaction between them By the sane
t oken, there should be a metaphysically possible epiphenonenal
world w. in which the physicalistic events are subject to
essentially the same laws as in w, but the nmentalistic events to
somewhat different |aws. It is reasonable to assunme, or at
| east to allow, that the physicalistic events of w, and w are of
t he sanme kind, even though\ the nentalistic events are not.

Now surely it is a natural possibility in both w, and wg
that, wunder given physical conditions, there be nothing
mentalistic in the world. Thus there will be a mnd-free world
Vp which is a natural possibility for wy and a physically simlar
mnd-free world vp which is a natural possibility for w. But
then by the same l|line of reasoning as before, w, and w. wll
differ on what is a natural possibility (for the nmentalistic
part of the world) even though there is no difference in the
"status' or distribution of their natural properties.

6 | have assunmed that natural necessity is subject to the
S4 axiom OA - [OOA But even w thout the benefit of this
assunption, it would be odd to suppose that, in w, the
nonexi st ence of bodi es sonmehow required the possibility of there
bei ng schnass.

7 Alternatively, we could appeal to the assunption that
natural necessity was subject to the S5 axiom A - ¢[]A, though
nothing so strong is required in this particul ar case.

8 One mi ght maintain that the kind mass exists in vy but not
inv, but that is presumably only because the instantiation of
mass is a natural possibility in the one but not the other, and
so the concept of natural possibility is already presupposed.
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Of course, if these counter-exanples are correct then they
tell, not only against the property-based definitions, but also
agai nst any other account that would make the natural
possi bilities supervene, as a matter of metaphysical necessity,
upon the non-nom c facts.

There is, however, another, nore radical objection to be

made. So far | have argued that any definition of natural in
terns of nmetaphysical necessity will be extensionally incorrect
- there will be a difference, or at | east a possible difference,

in the propositions that fall under the defini endum and those
that fall under the definiens. But it m ght be argued that even
if we had an extensionally correct and noncircul ar account of

natural necessity, it still would not be likely to provide an
adequate definition.
W may illustrate the nature of the difficulty with the

doctrine of logical fatalism Suppose one holds, for whatever
reason, that every truth is necessary. Then:

(*) for every propositionp, pis necessary iff it is true;
and since this proposition is itself true, it follows:

(**) necessarily, for every proposition p, p isS necessary
iff it is true.?®®

But even the logical fatalist will not accept (**) as a correct
definition of necessity, despite the presence of necessary
coi nci dence and the absence of circularity, since it will be
inportant for him to mintain that the necessity of a
proposition does not consist in its being true. It so happens,
if I may put it that way, that every true proposition is

necessary; but the proposition's being true is not that in which
its necessity consists.

Anot her, though sonewhat nore problematic, case is provided
by the standard definition of 1logical necessity (narrowy
conceived) in terns of invariance. For let it be granted, if
only for the sake of argunent, that:

necessarily,, a proposition is logically necessary iff its

truth is preserved under any substitution for its nonl ogical
constituents.
Still, it mght be maintained that such invariance is not what
it is for a proposition to be logically necessary. After all,
the proposition that B.C. is not an angel remains true under any
substitution for the constituent B.C. but is not, on that
account, a necessary truth. And so why should it be any
different in the logical case? Wat we have at best, on this
view, is a definition of logical truth, rather than of |ogica
necessity.

One m ght even argue against my proposed definition of
met aphysi cal necessity in ternms of essentialist truth along
simlar lines (Fine [94], p.9). | wish to claim

necessarily, a proposition is metaphysically necessary iff

91 here ignore the difficulties over including nerely
possi bl e propositions within the scope of the definition.
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it istrueinvirtue of the identity of some (possible) objects.

But it m ght be argued that what we have on the right is nmerely
an account of the source of the proposition's truth and not of

its nodal status. Essentialist truth is no nore capable than
| ogi cal truth of conveying nodal inport.?

A simlar problem | suspect, is bound to arise for any
proposed definition of nat ur al necessity in terns of
met aphysi cal necessity. For it will usually be possible to see
such a definition as a case of relativization. Certain
propositions wll be picked out by means of a suitable
description, call it "being a law ; and a proposition is then
taken to be a natural necessity iff it is entailed by the
propositions that satisfy the description, i.e. by the laws.?

But such an account is subject to the obvious objection that it
does not provide an adequate account of the natural necessity of

the 'laws' thensel ves. For where the proposition P is a |aw,
its being a natural necessity, according to the definition, wll
consist in: (a) its being entailed by the various 'laws',

including Pitself; and (b) its being a law. But (a), which is
nmerely a matter of self-entail ment, can hardly contribute to the
given proposition's being a natural necessity; and it wll be
hard to see, in any given case of (b), how the defining feature
of a'law m ght constitute an adequate account of the necessity
of the given proposition. Consider the definition proposed above

by way of illustration. This may be put in the form a
proposition is a natural necessity iff it is entailed by the
proposition that K, K, ... are the only kinds that there are,
where K,, K,, ... is an inventory of all the kinds that there
are. The 'law here is the proposition that K, K, ... are the

only kinds that there are and its being a 'law essentially
consists inits being true. But we are inclined to think that,
in so far as it is a natural necessity that there are no other
kinds, it is because there is sonmething in the nature of the
world that prevents there being other kinds; and the nere fact
that there are no other kinds can hardly be taken to constitute
an adequate account of what this force, or form of necessity,
m ght be.

The general problem is that a definition of natural
necessity as a formof relative necessity will tend to nake the

20 Another illustration of the distinction is provided by
Qui ne's argunments against analyticity, which have as their
principal target a certain kind of truth, rather than a
peculiarly nodal status. Alnog [91] draws a sim lar distinction
between a ‘primal’, or constitutive, truth and its nodal inport.

2L 1 have supposed that the laws are picked out by a
description that is external to the entail nent, but one m ght
al so provide an analysis of the formL - P, as long as one is
prepared to resort to doubl e-indexing, as in van Fraassen [77].



14

necessity of the propositions wth respect to whhich the
necessity is relative atrivial or insubstantial matter; and yet
we are inclined to think that the necessity attaching to the
laws and the like is not of this trivial sort. Any true
proposition what ever can be seen as necessary under the adoption
of a suitable definition of relative necessity. Any proposition

that | truly believe, for exanple, will be necessary relative to
the conjunction of ny true beliefs and any proposition
concerning the future wll be necessary relative to the

conjunction of all future truths. The problemtherefore is to
explain why the necessity that issues from the definition of
natural necessity is not of this cheap and trivial sort; and I
doubt, in the case of any otherw se reasonable definition that
m ght be proposed, that this can be done.

One m ght wi sh to press the objection further and cl ai mt hat
no definition stated entirely in terns of netaphysical necessity
could capture the peculiarly nodal force of truths that are
naturally necessary yet netaphysically contingent. Just as it
has been supposed that there is a conceptual barrier between
normati ve and non-normative concepts, so one m ght think that
there is a conceptual barrier, not nerely between nodal and non-
nodal concepts, but al so between different 'grades’' of nodality.
But even though I would wish to endorse this nore general claim
there is no need to appeal to it in arguing against the
pl ausi bility of particular accounts of what this peculiar 'nodal
force' m ght be.

| conclude that there appears to be no reasonable way of
under st andi ng natural necessity as a restricted or relative form
of nmetaphysical necessity. ?

84 Normative Necessity: Naturalism

There is a fam liar distinction between acci dental and non-
acci denti al generalizations within the natural sphere, but what
is not so often appreciated is that a simlar distinction can be
drawn within the noral sphere. This may be illustrated by the
claimthat every war is wong. For this m ght be neant in the
sense that every war, in the circunstances that actually
prevail, is wong; or it mght be neant in the sense that every
war, in whatever circunstances nmight prevail, is wong. In the
|atter case, the claim is taken to be necessary - to hold
unconditionally, or in all possible circunmstances; while in the
former, the claimis not taken to be necessary, but nerely to
hol d conditionally upon the circunstances that actually obtain.

The di stinction bet ween acci dent al and necessary
generalizations in natures is often drawn in terns of the
ability to sustain counterfactuals. A necessary generalization

22 Anmong recent theorists, Arnstrong ([83], pp. 92-3) and
Fales ([93], p. 140) have been attracted by the view that sone
form of natural necessity or necessary connection m ght be
primtive.
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that all F's are Gs will sustain the counterfactual 'if this
were to be an F it would be a G, while the corresponding
acci dental generalization wll not. The distinction my be

drawn on a simlar basis in the noral case. For the de facto
paci fi st need not commt hinmself to the viewthat if there were
a war of such and such a hypothetical sort then it would be
wrong, though the nore radical pacifist will be so comm tted.
| ndeed, it is perhaps only in so far as noral judgenents bear
this counterfactual force that they can be of any real help as
a guide to action; for even if we do not do sonething, we still
wi sh to know whether it would have been better if we had.

The sense of necessity in which the radical pacifist w shes
to maintain that it is necessary that any war is wong | propose
to call normative. | am inclined to think, as the term
"normative' suggests, that the same kind of necessity has
application to other normative domains; but | shall bracket this
gquestion in what follows and sinply focus on the noral case.

It isin this sense of necessity that the noral supervenes
on the natural and, indeed, such cases provide the |east
contenti ous exanples of normative necessity. Suppose that Dis
a conpl ete description of the world in naturalistic ternms. Then
we will be inclined to make certain noral judgenents about the
world so described - that such and such a consequence was
unfortunate or such and such an acti on wong. But in so far as
we are prepared to make such judgenents, we wll also be
prepared to say that it was no accident that they are true. In
those particular circunstances, the consequences had to be
unfortunate, the action had to be wrong.

It is perhaps only because noral truths may hold with this
ki nd of necessity that it is appropriate to tal k of ourselves as
bei ng subject to moral |[|aw For just as we are inclined to
think that iif one billiard ball hits another in given
circunstances then the other nust nove, so we are inclined to
think that if | nake a proni se to sonmeone in given circunmstances
then | nust keep the prom se. And here the "nmust' is not nerely
the "nust' of obligation. | amobliged to keep the prom se, but
that | amso obliged is something that is required by my having
made the promise in the first place. The obligation is itself
sonething that falls under the rubric of necessity.

How should normative necessity be understood? s it a
species of natural or netaphysical necessity? O sonehow
definable in terms of these other forms of necessity?

It seens bizarre to suppose that normative necessity is a

speci es of natural necessity. Indeed, it is commonly held that
there are no natural necessities that essentially involve
normative concepts. But from this we would hardly wish to

conclude that there are no nontrivial normative necessities.
Whet her normative necessity is a species of netaphysical
necessity is nore contentious. One reason for thinking that it
is derives from the traditional doctrine of naturalism
according to which any noral property will be coextensive, as a
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matt er of conceptual necessity, with sonme natural property.? In
order to see how the argument from the one to the other m ght
go, let us suppose that a given proposition P, say that lying is

wrong, is a normative necessity. This may be synmbolized as
fol |l ows:

. (1) ([n]P(W), o .
with the predicate 'W for 'wong' nade explicit. G ven

naturalism it is a conceptual necessity that wongness is
coextensive with a certain natural property N

(2) ([c] () (W — Nx)). | o | |
Let us use the notion of normative necessity in an inclusive
sense so as to include all of the conceptual necessities. O,
to put the matter differently, we shall not allow sonething to
be a normative possibility unless it is also a conceptual

possibility. It then follows from (2) that wongness and the
natural property N are coextensive as a matter of normative
necessity:

(3) ([n](x) (W — Nx)). ,

Since this is so, one may be substituted for the other in (1),
and we obtain that it is a normative necessity that |ying has
the naturalistic property N

(4) ([n]P(N)). | o
But that |lying has the property N is a purely naturalistic
proposition and so, given that it is a normative necessity, it
must also be a conceptual necessity; for normative necessity
nmerely serves to restrict the connection between the
naturalistic and the normative possibilities, it does not serve
to restrict the naturalistic possibilities thenselves. So:

(5) [c]P(N). .

But again given, by(2), that Wand N are coextensive as a matter
of conceptual necessity, one nay be substituted for the other in
(5); and we obtaln that it is a a conceptual necessity that
lying is wong

(6) [c]POW). | |
In this way, any nornmative necessity can be shown to be a
conceptual necessity (and hence also to be a netaphysical
necessity under the traditional view).

The argunment rests on two general assunptions. The first,
which we may call Inclusion, is that every conceptual necessity
is a normative necessity. O in schematic form

(I'nc) [c]A - [n]A
The second, which we may call Conservativity, is that every
naturalistic normative necessity is a conceptual necessity:

(Cons) [n]A - [c]A, for A naturalistic.
| f these assunmptions are thensel ves taken to hold of conceptual

22 The traditional formof naturalismis to be distinguished
fromthe nore contenporary form in which all that is required
is that the noral 'supervene' on the noral. Under certain
assunmpti ons, which need not be subject to doubt in the present
context, the two will be equival ent.
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necessity, then it my be shown to be a conceptual necessity
t hat any given normative necessity is a conceptual necessity.

Ever since Moore, however, nost noral philosophers have
taken naturalismin its traditional formto be an instance of
the ‘naturalistic fallacy’; and if, as |I think, they are right,
then the present route to subsumng the normative notion of
necessity under the conceptual notion will be blocked. This is
not the place to attenpt a vindication of this objection to
naturalism but let ne make a few coments on how | think it
m ght best be understood. Moore thought that if there were an
anal ysis of an ethical property in terns of a naturalistic
property, then it would no |onger be an open questi on whet her
things with the naturalistic property had the ethical property.
But as has often been pointed out, it may not be obvious that a
correct analysis is indeed correct and so such an anal ysis could
still leave open the question of +the connection between
anal ysandum and anal ysans.

Perhaps a nore satisfactory way to fornmul ate the objection
is as follows.?* |If there is a correct analysis of good, say, as
what pronotes pleasure over pain, then sonething's being good
must consi st in nothing nore than its pronoting pleasure over
pain.? But we have a strong intuition that it does consist in
sonet hi ng nore. Here we are not relying on the purported
epi stem ¢ status of a correct analysis, as with More, but on
its metaphysical consequences.

Thi s argunent, noreover, can be strengthened. For suppose
one nerely takes it to be a conceptual necessity that sonething
is good if it pronmotes pleasure over pain. Nowif this is true,
then presumably it nust also be true that sonmething is good in
virtue of pronoting pleasure over pain. | ndeed, it is only
because sonmething is good in virtue of pronoting pleasure over
pain that there is the conceptual connecti on between the one and
the other. But now what is this in-virtue-of relationship that
accounts for the conceptual connection? The only possible
answer, it seenms, is that it is the relationship of one thing
consisting in no nore than some other; for this would appear to
be the only in-virtue-of relationship capable of sustaining a

24 A rather different way to obtain a version of the open
guestion argunment is to 'reverse' the argunent given above. For
suppose we reject the conclusion of the argunent, i.e. take it
to be a conceptual possibility that sonmething hol ds of normative
necessity though not of conceptual necessity. Then granted the
conceptual necessity of the assunptions (Inc) and (Cons), it
follows that (2), the doctrine of naturalism wll be false.
This also strikes nme as being a powerful objection to
naturalism

2> The notion of consists in, which | appeal to at various
pl aces in the paper, is discussed at greater length in Fine
[01] .
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conceptual connection. But if this is right, then the argunment
can also be taken to apply to statenents of conceptual
i nplication, and not merely to anal yses.

85 Normative Necessity: Neo-naturalism

Many recent phil osophers have been willing to grant that
normati ve necessity is not a form of conceptual necessity but
have been tempted, all the sane, by the viewthat it is a form

of metaphysical necessity?. This alternative view does not
appear to have been based upon any serious consideration of the
matter. It is observed that there is a necessary connection

bet ween the naturalistic and the normative features of a given
situation and it is sinply assuned, given that the connectionis
not conceptual, that it nust be nmetaphysical. These
phi | osophers sonetimes appeal to the fact that the connection
holds in all possible worlds but it is only if these worlds are
t hensel ves taken to be nmetaphysically possible that the
met aphysi cal necessity of the connection would thereby be
est abl i shed. No insight into the status of the necessary
connection is to be gained in this, or any other, case by an
appeal to possible worlds.

| f metaphysical necessity is taken to be that form of
necessity that derives from the nature of things, then it is
prima facie highly inplausible that the necessary connection
between the naturalistic and normative features of a given
situation should be taken to be netaphysical. For there woul d
appear to be nothing in the identity of the naturalistic or
normati ve features that demands that they be connected in the

way they are. It is no part of what it is to be pain that it
shoul d be bad and no part of what it is to be bad that it should
i nclude pain. There is a striking and intuitive difference

bet ween t he connecti on between bei ng wat er and bei ng conposed of
H,O, on the one hand, and the connection between being being a

pain and bad, on the other. For the identities of the
respective features require that the connection holds in the one
case, though not the other. | m ght also note that our previous

argunment agai nst normative necessity as a form of conceptual
necessity woul d appear to work equally well against its being a
form of netaphysical necessity, since it is hard to see how a
met aphysi cally necessary connection between the naturalistic and
the normative could hold without the |atter sinply consisting in
the fornmer.

There is, however, a way in which this line of reasoning

m ght be resisted. For it mght be maintained that the
normative features may have a ‘ hidden’ nature and that, once it
becomes clear what this is, it wll be apparent how these

features may be connected, as a nmatter of metaphysical

26 Their nunmber includes Dreier J.,[92], p. 15, Kl agge
, [ 84], p. 378, MFetridge I.,[85], pp. 251-2, Shoenaker
,[85], p. 441, and Zangwill N., [95].

wn <
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necessity, wth appropriate naturalistic features. The
el aboration of such a view is to be found in the new
‘met aphysical’ version of naturalism This differs fromthe old
‘conceptual’ version of naturalismin two main respects. First,
the naturalistic property in terms of which 'good' , or what have
you, is analyzed is a high-level 'functional' property rather
than a low1level '"criterial' property. Second, the extension of
the term 'good' is taken to be 'fixed by means of such a
property. Thus an analysis of 'good' (one that is neant to
reveal our understanding of the term nmy be put in the
foll owing general form

(*) for any x, x is good iff x has the property that

actually fits the good-nmaking role.
We m ght suppose, for exanple, that for a property to fit the
good-making role is for it to be what is valued under ideal
conditi ons of valuation and that the property that actually fits
this role is the property of pronoting a balance of pleasure
over pain. It would then be a nmetaphysical necessity that:

(**) for any x, x is good iff x pronmotes a bal ance of

pl easure over pain.
However, in contrast to traditional versions of naturalism (**)
woul d be a posteriori, since it would be an a posteriori matter
that the property of pronoting a balance of pleasure over pain
is what is valued under ideal conditions of valuation.?

An i nmedi at e consequence of this viewis that it enabl es one
to see normative necessity as a straightforward case of
met aphysi cal necessity. For the normative necessities are
merely those netaphysical necessities that arise froml ooki ng at
the naturalistic content of the ethical predicates, wthout

regard to how that content m ght have been fi xed. Thus (**)
above, the paradigm normative necessity from which all others
follow, will also be a netaphysical necessity. The viewis also

able to preserve the distinction between the substantive
criteria for goodness and what it is to be good; and it is not
subj ect to our previous argunent for the collapse of normative
and conceptual necessity, for it is readily shown that the
| ncl usi on Assunpti on should be given up. Indeed, if it were to
hold, i.e., if each conceptual necessity were taken to be a
norna;jve necessity, then the Conservativity Assunption would
fail.

2’ Wggins ([87], p. 206), Lewis ([89], p. 132), Smith
([94], pp. 190-2), and Jackson ([98], p. 143) are anmpong those
who have been tenpted by a view of this sort.

28 | ndeed, necessity will collapse to truth. For suppose
that Sis the case. Then it is a conceptual necessity that the
actual truth-value of S is the truth-value of S and a
met aphysi cal necesity that the actual truth-value of Sis True.
So if the two necessities could be conmbined, it would be
necessary that the truth-value of Sis True and hence necessary
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However, | believe that the viewis still open to serious
obj ecti on. ?° Even though it may be capable of yielding a
better account of the nmetaphysics of norals than the traditiona
naturalist account, it is still not capable of yielding a
sati sfactory account of its epistenol ogy. For it is unable
properly to respect the non-enpirical character of ethical
bel i ef.

I n expl aining what this is, there are two mai n probl ens t hat
need to be addressed. The first is to say which ethical
j udgenents should be taken to be non-enpirical. The second is
to say in what their non-enpirical character should be taken to
consi st. It clearly will not do to say that all ethical
judgenents are non-enpirical; for that Joey did sonmething wong
yesterday is clearly an enpirical judgenent, since its truth
rests upon the enpirical naturalistic fact that he did one thing
rat her than another. We mght attenpt to preenpt the rel evance
of enpirical judgenments in this way by nmaking the ethical
judgenents in question conditional upon a conplete description
of the naturalistic facts. Thus an ethical judgenment will now
take the form if this is howthings are naturalistically (there
foll ows a conplete naturalistic description of how things m ght
be), then this is how things are norally (there follows a
partial account of how things should be). However, such a
j udgenent m ght be true, not because the consequent is true but
because the antecedent is false, and, in this case, there would

be no reason to expect it to be non-enpirical. In order to get
round this problem | propose that we consider instead the
normative necessity of the above judgenent. Thus the judgenent
is nowof the formm it is (normatively) necessary that if this

is howthings are, then this would be good (say); or, to put it
in counterfactual terms, if this is how things were then this
woul d be good®°, Call such judgenents worl d-bound normative
conditionals. Then one fornulation of the claimthat ethics is
non-enpirical is that every worl d-bound normative conditional
shoul d be non-enpirical.

We nust now say in what the non-enpirical character of an
ethical principle is to consist. One could adopt here a
traditional characterization of the non-enpirical, or a priori,

that S.

22 As will become clear, the objection is also likely to
apply to versions of naturalism which insist on functionality
w t hout also insisting on rigidity.

%0 It may not be necessary to give a conplete description of
a world but nerely one that is qualitatively conplete. And, in
this case, what we nmy have is not strictly speaking a
conditional but a universal claimof the formw(Fx > Gx), where
F is naturalistic and G normative. | shall not concern nyself
with such niceties in the text.



21

as what can be known independently of experience. But this
makes the claimthat world- bound judgenents are non-enpirical
hi ghly probl ematic, both because it is not altogether clear that
we can arrive at know edge of such judgenents and al so because
it is not clear what epistem c role should be assigned to noral

i magi nation and the I|ike. I nyself would not shrink from
ascribing a strong form of aprioricity to ethical judgenents.
But in order not to prejudge the issue, | shall take the non-

enpirical character of ethics to consist in its conformty to
what one might call the criterion of perceptual independence.

Let us wuse the term 'inner experience' to refer to
experience which the subject does not take to be a case of
veridi cal perception (we m ght also add the condition that the
experience actually not be a case of veridical perception); and
et us use the term 'outer experience' for any other kind of
experience. The criterion for a judgenent to be non-enpirical
is then:

t he reasons one can have for making the judgenment (or its
negati on) on the basis of inner experience are as good as any
reasons one can have;
and the correspondi ng principle of perceptual independence for
ethics is that:

t he reasons one can have for judgi ng a worl d- bound normati ve
conditional to be true (or false) on the baS|s of inner
experience are as good as any reasons one can have.

The principle does not commt one to having sone speci al
kind of a priori access to ethical truth, since it is perfectly
conpati ble with i nner experience providing us with an enpirica
basis for our ethical beliefs. Thus it allows one to steer a
m ddl e course between enbracing a strong form of enpiricismfor
ethical enquiry, on the one hand, and a strong form of
apriorismon the other. Nor does the principle require one to
deny that outer experience could be helpful in the formation of
the conditional judgenents. It merely requires that, in such
cases, the experience be dispensable - that whatever probative
value it m ght have could always in principle be matched by the
probative val ue of some i nner experience. Thus sonmeone who t ook
himself to be a brain-in-a-vat (and perhaps is a brain-in-a-vat)

3. 1t m ght be argued that if every world-bound normative
conditional is non-enpirical then so is any normative necessity
what ever . For let D, ,D,, ... be an exhaustive |ist of all
wor | d- descri ptions and suppose Ais a normative necessity. Then:

(i) [n](D, v D, v ...); and

(ii)[n](q > A) for each world-description D.

Now [n]A logically follows from (i) and (ii) and so, given that
(i) and (ii) are non-enpirical, it 1is plausible to suppose that
[nN]A is also non-enpirical.

However, the assunption that (i) is non-enpirical is not
entirely unproblenatic. | aminclined to think it holds since
t ake normati ve necessity to coincide with conceptual necessity
inits application to naturalistic statenments. But on a viewin
which it is taken to coincide with netaphysical necessity, the
assunmption mght be subject to doubt.
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will be in as good an epistem c position to arrive at the
judgenents in question as a creature firmy ensconced in the
real world.

Before applying the principle, it will help to clarify it
further. In the first place, it should be clear that the
principle is intended to apply to an ideal cognizer who is
capabl e of grasping a conplete descriptions of a world. This
idealization is nerely a device to factor out irrelevant
enpirical considerations and, in actual applications of the
principle, could probably be weakened. For all that we require
is that the antecedent of the conditional should incorporate
anything that mght be enpirically relevant to the truth of
consequent. We m ght be in position, for exanple, to say that
there is something bad about a situation involving intense
suf fering, whatever other circunmstances nm ght prevail.

Second, even to grasp the concepts involved in the
conditional judgenment mght require us to have certain outer
experience.® Thus it should be taken for granted that the
cogni zer has had what ever outer experience is required in order
to grasp the judgenents in question. This means that our
reformul ati on of the principle in ternms of a brain-in-a-vat nmay
not be altogether accurate, since we nmust assune that the brain-
in-the-vat (perhaps in a previous ‘enbodi ed’” existence) has had
what ever outer experiences are required in order to grasp the
rel evant concepts.

Third, there are some reasons that are parasitic upon other
reasons in the sense that their cogency wholly rests upon the
cogency of those other reasons. Testinmony is a clear case of
what | have in mnd; since the cogency of testinonial evidence
rests upon the cogency of the reasons available to the person
fromwhomthe testinony was drawn. Now it is possible in cases
of this sort that the parasitic reasons may have great probative
val ue than the reasons upon which they depend. | may have good
reason to believe sone testinony, for exanple, even though the
person providing the testinmony has no good reason for saying
what he does. Let us call a reason of this sort unsustainabl e.
The principle should then be restricted to sustainabl e reasons,
since it may not possible to match an unsustai nable reason,
obtained on the basis of outer experience, with a reason
obt ai ned on the basis of inner experience®.

Wth these clarification in place, | hope it is clear that
the principle is indeed plausible. For how m ght outer
experience provide reasons for formng an ethical judgenment?

2.1 merely make this concession for the sake of argunent.

own view is that the nost basic ethical principles can be

formulated in terms of concepts whose possession does not

require any contact with the external world. Instead of talking

of human beings for exanple, which appears to require such

contact, we can talk of noral agents or conscious beings, which
does not.

3t was an objection of Tony Martin's that nmade clear to ne
the need for a qualification of this sort.
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One way is for it toinformme of the circunmstances in which the
noral concepts are to be applied. But this is irrelevant in the
present case, since the relevant circunstances are already
conpletely specified in the antecedent of the conditional.
Anot her way is for it to nake vivid to nme how the concepts are

to be applied in any given circunstance. It may be through
seei ng one person torture another, for exanple, that I learn to
appreciate how awful torture is. But in so far as outer

experience teaches nme this |lesson (wthout also inform ng nme of
the relevant circunmstances), then it wuld appear to be
irrel evant that the experience is, or is taken to be, veridical.
Suppose, after what | take to be an experience of seeing one
person torture another, | learn that the experience was not
veridical. Does this nmake the noral |esson | take away fromthe
experience any |less worthy of consideration? Surely not.
Surely what | learn from the experience is sonmething that I
could have learnt froma virtual formof the experience or even
froma highly devel oped noral imagination®. Finally, a trusted
nmoral authority mght inform me that such and such an ethical

j udgenent was correct. But in that case, given that ny reason
for trusting the authority is sustainable, | can sinply take
mysel f to have whatever reason the authority m ght have. [If it

is constituted by inner experience, all well and good; if it is
not, then it can (' by induction') be replaced by whatever inner
experience mght serve in its place. It seens to ne that these
are essentially the only kinds of case that can arise; and so,
granted that the adequacy of nmy responses, the principle is
secure.

Let us return to the neo-naturalist. There will be for him
wor | d- bound nornmative conditionals truths that are a posteriori.
For whether a property P fits the good-naking role is presunmably
a contingent (and a posteriori) matter. Indeed, if it were not,
then the use of ‘actually’” in the formulation (*) of the
position would be unnecessary and the view would collapse into
a version of the traditional form of naturalism Consider now
a worl d-bound normative conditional, such as: necessarily, if
this is howthings are, then this is good. Then, in general, to
determ ne whether this is true will require determ ning what
property actually satisfies the good-nmaking role.

But the neo-naturalist now faces an intolerable dilemm.
For consider his account of the good-making role. There are two
possibilities: (i) it is egocentric in the sense of being

i ndexed to the speaker; (ii) it is not egocentric - i.e. it is
ei ther indexed, though not sinply to the speaker, or it is not
i ndexed at all. The first case is illustrated by 'the property
| woul d val ue (under ideal circunstances)', and the second two
cases by 'the property we would value' and by 'the property
everyone would val ue'. Now in any plausible version of the
first option, there will be no genuine possibility of nora

di sagreenment; for each of wus, in talking about what is good,

3 1t is partly for this reason that fiction can function so
effectively as a substitute for experience in the devel opment of
nmoral sensibility.
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will essentially be tal king about ourselves. W mght attenpt
to secure the possibility of noral disagreement by adopting the
ot her option. But the non-enpirical character of ethical
judgenent will then be |ost. For whether a world-bound
conditional holds will in general depend upon what in fact fits
t he good-making role; and this, in its turn, will depend upon
how things are ‘outside’ of nyself. But, in that case, it is

hard to see why having a wi ndow on the world (or taking nyself
to have such a wi ndow) would not put me in a better position to
det erm ne whether the conditional it holds. Thus it appears
t hat our neo-naturalist nust either deny that there are genuine
noral di sagreenents or nust give up on the non-enpirical
character of ethical belief.

One mght attenpt to finesse this difficulty by taking the
good-nmaking role to be a question of our ideal valuational
di spositions and yet taking it to be an a priori matter that we

all have the sanme ideal dispositions. Thus it wll be
sufficient to ascertain my own dispositions (on the basis of
i nner experience) in order to ascertain them all. But the

problem with this intermediate position is in seeing how it
m ght be contingent that | have the ideal dispositions that | do
and yet a priori that you have the sane disposition as nme. How
can ny other possible self be so different fromyou?

There i s anot her version of neo-naturalismwhich appears to
avoid these difficulties. It holds, in comopn with the previous
version, that it is an a posteriori netaphysical necessity that
goodness is (or coincides with) such and such a naturalistic
property, but it denies that any specific good-naking role is
part of our understanding of the term'good' . The reference of
the term on this view, is taken to be determ ned '"enpirically’
rat her than 'conceptually'. It is given by causal or other such
i nks between our use of the termand the real world - in nuch
the same way, so it has been supposed, as the reference of
natural kind terms, such as 'electron' or 'water'.?®

This approach avoids the previous dilemm, since it no
| onger provides us with any descriptive content for the good-
making role by which the dilemma m ght be stated. But it is
still subject to a serious epistenol ogi cal problem For what is
this mechanism for fixing reference, that both allows for
genui ne di sagreenent on matters of norality and yet respects the
non-enpirical character of noral belief, meant to be? How can
the reference of the ternms hook up to the real world and yet our
justification for believing a substantive body ethical truths
not require any access (or any substantive access) to that
wor | d?

On this point, the nmuch vaunted anal ogy with natural Kkinds
is of little help and actually stands in the way of seeing what
t he nmechani sm m ght be. For our beliefs concerning natural
ki nds are not in general independent of perceptual experience.
If we were to |earn that nost of our perceptual experience was
nonveridical, then little would be left of our know edge of

3% Sturgeon [84], Boyd [88], Brink [89] and Railton [86]
adopt a view of this sort.
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natural kinds. The brain-in-the-vat is at a severe epistemc
di sadvantage in comng to any formof scientific know edge; and
if there really were an anal ogy between our understandi ng of
scientific and of ethical terms, then one would expect himto be
at an equal disadvantage in the effort to acquire noral w sdom
It is for this reason that the continuity in noral and
scientific inquiry so nmuch stressed by such witers as Boyd
([88], p. 123-124) and Railton ([86] p. 138) appears entirely
m spl aced. A nmuch better analogy is with our understandi ng of
mat hematical terms; and in this case, of course, the idea of a
hook-up with the real world is far |ess plausible.

| conclude that naturalism in either its traditional or
contenporary versions, is unable to rescue the doctrine that
normative necessity is a species of conceptual or netaphysical
necessity. There remains the possibility, of course, that
normative necessity m ght sonmehow be definable in ternms of
anot her form of necessity; and two proposals along these |ines
may briefly be considered. One is that a normative necessity
shoul d be taken to be a normative (or noral) proposition that is
true in all possible circunstances, where the circunstances are
given in entirely naturalistic terms so that there is no danger
that the form of possibility by which they are qualified is

nor al . The error in this suggestion is that if the
circunstances are taken to be naturalistic, then the idea of a
noral proposition's being true in such a circunstance, i.e. of

t here being a necessary connection between the circunmstance and
the truth of the proposition, presupposes the very notion of
necessity in question.

The second proposal is that normati ve necessity be taken to
be a form of relative necessity. We specify the noral |aws
wi t hout appeal to the notion of normative necessity and then
define a normative necessity to be whatever is entailed by the
nmoral laws. But it is not altogether clear how we m ght define
the moral laws wthout appeal to the notion of normative
necessity and the view is subject, in any case, to the
difficulty that it trivializes the form of necessity possessed
by the noral |aws thensel ves.

The noti on of normative necessity would therefore appear to
constitute yet another basic form of necessity.?3®

86 Modal Pluralism

There remai ns another possibility for defining the notions
of nmetaphysical, natural and normative necessity. For perhaps
one or other of these notions can be defined as the restriction
of a nore conprehensive notion of necessity. | ndeed, if each
could be defined as the restriction of the nost conprehensive
notion of necessity, then nodal nonism could be saved.

Per haps the nost plausible suggestion of this sort is that
met aphysi cal necessity be defined as a restriction of the

% As far as | know, Moore ([22], p. 275) was the first to
suggest that there mght be a distinctive form of normative
necessity, in his marvel ous paper 'The Conception of Intrinsic
Val ue' .
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(i nclusive) notion of natural necessity. Inthis case, thereis
arguably no difficulty in stating the relevant restriction in
nonnmodal terms. For the netaphysical necessities can be taken
to be those natural necessities that are essential truths. This
definition 1is remniscent of the earlier proposal that
met aphysi cal necessity be defined as essentialist truth, but it
does not suffer fromthe sane difficulty over nodal force, since
nodal force is now included in the requirenment that the
essentialist truth should be a natural necessity.

There is, however, a related difficulty. For we do not
t hereby appear to capture the relevant nodal force. Ther e
appears to be an intuitive difference to the kind of necessity
attaching to nmetaphysi cal and natural necessities (granted that
sone natural necessities are not nmetaphysical). The former is
sonehow ' harder' or 'stricter' than the latter.3 |If we were to
suppose that a God were capable of breaking necessary
connections, then it would take nmore of a God to break a
connection that was nmetaphysically necessary than one that was

naturally necessary. It would be harder, for exanple, to break
t he connection between the truth of P&Q and the truth of P than
t he connecti on between cause and effect. 1[It is also because of

this difference in strictness that it is so nuch nore plausible
to think of the natural necessities as already including the
met aphysi cal necessities than it is to think of t he
met aphysi cal necessities as already including the natura
necessities.

It is difficult to say in nore precise ternms what this
difference conmes to. But one way to bring it out is in terms of
t he consequences of a proposition failing to be necessary. A
proposition may fail to be nmetaphysically necessary even though
it Is naturally necessary. Perhaps it is a natural necessity
t hat e causes f though not a netaphysical necessity. Now we are
inclined to think in such a case that there exists a genuine
possibility of the propositions's being false. On the other
hand, if a proposition were a netaphysical necessity though not
a natural necessity (in the narrow sense), then there would be
no genui ne possibility of its being false, since the 'hardness’
of the netaphysical necessity would stand in the way.

| am inclined to think that the objections becone nore
conpelling when we consider the possibility that natural and
normative or netaphysical and normative necessities m ght both
be restrictions of a nore conprehensive notion of necessity.
For the character of the necessities seens even nore strikingly
different in these case and, in addition, there are difficulties
in seeing howthe rel evant kind of restriction m ght be defi ned.

It will not do to say, for exanple, that a normative necessity
is a conmprehensive necessity that essentially involves noral
(or other normative) conponents. For wunder certain strange

t heol ogical views, it my be a natural necessity and hence a
conprehensi ve necessity that what in fact is the actual world is

3 1t seens to be sonmething like this that Kripke ([80], p.
99) has in mnd when he talks of necessity "in the highest
degree'.
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the best of all possible worlds. This is a conprehensive
necessity that essentially involves a normative conponent yet it
is not naturally taken to be a normative necessity, for
normative necessity is not biased towards things going well,
noral ly speaking, but nmerely going in the appropriate nora
manner, good or bad, given how things are.

| conclude that there are three distinct sources of
necessity - the identity of things, the natural order and the
normative order - and that each gives rise to its own peculiar
form of necessity. Neither form of necessity can be subsuned,
defi ned or otherw se understood by reference to any other forns
of necessity; and any other form of necessity, if ny survey is
conpl ete, can be understood by reference to them | have no a
priori commitment to there being these three forns; but | nust
admt to finding sone satisfaction in the thought that the three
mai n areas of human thought - metaphysics, science and ethics -
shoul d each give rise to their own form of necessity.

There has been a tendency in recent discussions of nodality
to focus on the notion of metaphysical necessity just as earlier
there had been a tendency to focus on the narrow notion of
| ogi cal necessity. But it needs to be renenbered that there are
ot her forms of necessity, not intelligible in terms of these,
that are equally inportant for phil osophy and equal ly worthy of
study. Philosophers like to think of thenmselves as having found
the key to the universe. But where there are many |ocks, it
shoul d be recogni zed that we may have need of many keys. %
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