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Dissolution

@ The skeptic challenges us to give a reason why we should do
what we took to be our duty. No moral reason will convince
him, and, as Prichard has argued, no nonmoral reason is
adequate. Does that mean moral skepticism is vindicated?
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@ No. We don’t owe the skeptic a reason because his demand is
unintelligible
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@ Intuitionism is foundationalism in moral epistemology and is
not committed to a special moral sense understood as a
quasi-perceptual faculty by means of which our duty is known
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@ Intuitionism is foundationalism in moral epistemology and is
not committed to a special moral sense understood as a
quasi-perceptual faculty by means of which our duty is known

@ Particularism is a metaphysical claim about morals: Specific
duty is not grounded in universal moral principles but in the
particularities of the circumstances
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request for further non-moral information
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“Why should | do what | took to be my duty?”

@ According to Prichard, the question is only intelligible as a
request for further non-moral information

@ But (without being a demand for non-moral proof) the
question might also be an intelligible request about the
normative significance of this non-moral information




The Second Horn

Non-moral Reasons
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Higher-Order Attitudes

Perhaps, the difference between what we
want and what we are obliged to do is a
matter of there being a coherently
integrated system of higher-order
noncognitive attitudes




Sameness of Kind, Difference in Authority

@ Second-order desires differ in object
from first-order desires. Second-order
desires have first-order desires as
objects whereas first-order desires
have a non-psychological object

@ But how can attitudes of
fundamentally the same kind differing
only in object differ in authority?
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second-order desires conflict, we should revise the first-order
desires




Coherence and Revision

o If second-order desires are authoritative, then when first- and
second-order desires conflict, we should revise the first-order
desires

@ But when first- and second-order desires conflict, coherence
can be achieved by revising either
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Change of Attitude vs Correction of Attitude

@ A correction of attitude is a change of attitude, but not every
change of attitude is a correction

o If second-order desires are authoritative, then, when first- and
second-order desires conflict, revising the first-order desires
should be a correction of attitude

@ But there is no guarantee that the change of attitude is a
correction of attitude
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Scanlon’s Diagnosis

@ Reasons are considerations that count
in favor of something

@ Desires are psychological states of a
subject that recommend their objects

@ However, desires could not be reasons
because reasons and desires differ in
structure




