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1 Introduction

In their article Expressivism, Yes! Relativism, No! Terry Horgan and Mark Timmons address the charge sometimes made against expressivists that they are committed to some form or another of moral relativism whether they admit it or not. The argument of Horgan & Timmons is in essence that for an expressivist the primary usage of the truth predicate in moral judgments is categorical, nonrelativistic and morally engaged (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 88) and thus their truth-value is not relative to any specified set of basic moral standards. While acknowledging the accuracy of this analysis, my argument is that expressivism is still committed to a form of relativism when viewed from a morally detached perspective. Further I argue that this is not a charge against expressivism but rather commitment to this form of relativism can be viewed as something positive; something that makes a moral theory more acceptable and more humane. The whole thesis of my article derives from the simple insight that if moral truth is to be viewed contextually – this is what Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 87) propose – also moral relativism should be viewed contextually in the same manner.

2 Moral expressivism and the charge of relativism 

Moral expressivism, according to Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 75-76) consists of a metaphysical, psychological and a semantic component. It is enough here to concentrate on the two latter ones, as the metaphysical thesis is perhaps more of a common motivation for moral expressivism than an elemental part of it
. The central psychological claim of moral expressivism is that "those psychological states that moral thoughts express are not primarily representational, rather they are a certain kind of evaluative action-guiding state." From this it then follows the semantic idea according to which ”moral judgments express psychological states whose primary role is not representational and hence whose intentional contents are not descriptive, way-the-world-might-be contexts. Rather, such states play some nonrepresentational role (typically a reason guided, action oriented role) and thus their intentional contents are not overall descriptive.” So, roughly speaking, moral expressivists are committed to the view that moral judgments express something else than beliefs about what the world is supposed to be like.

In defining moral relativism Horgan & Timmons first go through Stevenson's (1963) account of moral relativism. For Stevenson moral relativism comes in two forms, which Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 79) see both as forms of conceptual relativism. According to what Stevenson calls ”ordinary relativism” a statement of the form 'X is good' is to be analyze as equivalent to a statement of the form 'X is (approved of) by _____' where the blank is to be filled by reference to some actual or ideal individual or group. According to Stevenson's methodological relativism terms like 'is justified' and 'is a reason for' are also relative terms. Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 79) see this characterization of moral relativism as too narrow for a number of reasons. Most importantly, both are relativized content versions of conceptual relativism and additionally represent reductive accounts of moral terms. 

In place of this understanding of moral relativism Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 80-81) give their own account of relativism consisting of three theses. According to dependence thesis “the truth of a particular moral judgment of a certain type (e. g. about the deontic status of an action) depends on some relevant set of basic moral standards governing the type of moral evaluation in question (e.g. basic standards of deontic evaluation)”. In the background here is a distinction between two levels of moral commitment possessed by an individual or group. There is firstly the level of more or less particular moral judgments about actions, persons, institutions or states of affairs. Secondly, there is the level of basic moral standards or principles that – at least ideally – are the basis of arriving at more particular moral judgments. The dependence thesis then consists in essence of two theses. Firstly it plainly confirms the two-level model of particular moral judgments and basic moral standards. Secondly it adds to this model the mechanism of deriving moral truths from it. 

According to constitution thesis “we may think of a set of basic moral standards as true (in connection with basic standards some philosophers prefer to talk of correctness), but the truth of a set of basic moral standards is to be understood as constituted by certain specified attitudes of some (actual or hypothetical) individual or group”. Here is then a kind of ontological thesis according to which basic moral standards can only exist in the attitudes of some actual or hypothetical people. In addition Horgan & Timmons give to these attitudes the power of determining moral truths.

The third thesis, variation thesis, states that "there is no one set of true basic moral standards governing the truth of all other moral judgments of a certain type. Rather, there are multiple and incompatible sets of true (so understood) basic moral standards." It then denies the possibility that there would be some constraints on the attitudes of different people that would ensure that there would only be one true set of basic moral standards. To summarize, relativism is the thesis that “particular moral judgments [- -] are properly judged as being true or false, but their truth or falsity is relative to some specified set of basic moral standards (governing the type of moral judgment in question), and there is no one set of basic moral standards that governs the truth and falsity of all moral judgments of a certain type.” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 81) 
. Or to encapsulate all this into a simple statement: "Particular moal judgments have relativized truth or correctness conditions" (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 82).
The relativism objection to moral expressivism consists then of three premises: Firstly moral expressivism deny the objective truth or correctness of moral judgments. Secondly, moral expressivism still allows for a distinction between ‘correctness’ and ‘incorrectness’ of moral judgments. Horgan & Timmons readily accept these two premises as correct characterizations of moral expressivism. The third premise is then that “The only basis for an expressivist account of the truth or correctness of a moral judgment (of a speaker) is the set of basic moral standards of some specified individual or group” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 85). Combining these three premises entails that moral expressivism must be committed to some form of relative notion of truth or correctness of ethical judgments (at least if it wants to make sense of judgments of truth or correctedness in ethics).

What Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 86) do is to challenge the third premise by giving an account of moral truth that works without truth-makers or truth conditions – a sort of minimalist conception of moral truth. Their view involves four theses: Firstly they see that concepts of truth and falsity are governed by implicit, contextually variable semantic parameters and can thus be used very differently in different contexts. Then they make a distinction between morally engaged and morally detached contexts
 and argue that morally engaged usage of ‘true’ and ‘false’ is semantically primary. Finally they argue that in morally engaged contexts, the truth predicate is used to categorically affirm the first order moral judgment of which it is predicated and thus the usage is not relativistic at all.

I acknowledge the validity of these four theses; there is nothing in this context I want to say against them
. So as far as these arguments are concerned, Horgan & Timmons have built a working defence against moral relativism. My problem is more with their uncontextualized characterization of moral relativism itself. What I am going to do in the rest of the article is to elaborate on the distinction between morally engaged and morally detached contexts and show why expressivism is committed to relativism in morally detached contexts and why this is relevant.

3 Morally engaged and detached relativism and why Horgan & Timmons are committed to the latter
Let’s have a closer look at what Horgan & Timmons mean by morally engaged and detached contexts. Morally engaged perspective is the perspective from which we make genuine moral judgments. The moral judgments we make from this perspective are therefore first-order, categorical and non-relative. We judge, for example, that apartheid is wrong, period. (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 87.) The role of the moral judgment is here to “express one’s moral outlook on some issue”, to manifest the psychological states that the issue at hand gives rise to (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 93). Elsewhere, Horgan & Timmons (2006b) have argued for a phenomenological perspective of moral beliefs, which seems to be essentially connected to this engaged perspective
. By phenomenology they mean the “what-it-is-like experiential aspect of occurrent beliefs” (Horgan & Timmons 2006b: 262). A person’s psychological composition makes him feel that certain things are morally wrong or right and by moral judgment he expresses these psychological structures. The engaged perspective is thus a perspective where we operate with our occurrent moral judgments as they emerge in our examination of a particular situation
. 

Morally detached perspective in turn attempts to have a look at moral discourse from a more impartial point of view. In that perspective “one is not thinking and judging in a morally engaged manner” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 88). It is in operation for example when philosophers and social critics question ordinary moral convictions (Timmons 1999: 7), when we describe or report moral views (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 93) or more generally whenever we evaluate, discuss or make sense of moral views without for the moment embracing a particular stance categorically
. From this it follows that philosophical discourse about morality (including Horgan & Timmons own theory-building) is decidedly conducted from detached perspective.

To make matters clear it is time to distinguish between two forms of moral relativism – normative relativism and metaethical relativism – that could in this context also be called morally engaged relativism and morally detached relativism
. If we take seriously Horgan & Timmons' (2006a: 87) suggestion that the contextual variability they have in mind "is ubiquitious in thought and language" and that terms and concepts like moral truthness are governed by 'contextually variable parameters' it seems implausible to suggest that moral relativism could be characterized without taking any contexts into account. To be true to the nature of their inquiry moral relativism should also be characterized contextually and that is what I will do here. Let's start by reminding us what Horgan & Timmons multipart thesis of relativism was. According to it “particular moral judgments [- -] are properly judged as being true or false, but their truth or falsity is relative to some specified set of basic moral standards (governing the type of moral judgment in question), and there is no one set of basic moral standards that governs the truth and falsity of all moral judgments of a certain type.” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 81). Taking into account the distinction between morally engaged and morally detached perspectives we can give two different interpretations of this sort of relativism. 

In morally engaged perspective this definition of relativism seems to rule out the possibility of categorical moral assertions. If the engaged aspect of moral language would index it to a particular point of view or outlook, it seems to follow that moral truths are what is correctly assertible for those that share that moral point of view
 (Bloomfield 2003: 514). This is the challenge that Horgan & Timmons article in essence attempts to overcome with their minimal theory of moral truthness (see Horgan & Timmons 2006: 85-87). So morally engaged relativism concerns our moral assertions, whether they are categorical or not.  Usually this sort of relativism is called normative relativism. (Bloomfield 2003: 514.) According to normative relativism ”different people, as agents, can be subject to different ultimate moral demands” (Harman 1978: 143). Two people can thus be subject to different moral demands without there being any more basic demand that could account for this (Harman 1978: s. 144). Or as Frankena (1973: 109) puts it: ”what is right or good for one individual or society is not right or good for another, even if the situations involved are similar.” From this it is often derived the principle that it is morally wrong to pass moral judgments of the behavior and practices of another individual, group or society with an substantially different moral code (Brandt 1967: 76; Gowans 2004: 12; Wong 1992: 858). This general characterization of normative relativism seems to capture well the challenge that Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 88) answer to by claiming that moral assertions should be seen primary as engaged, categorical and nonrelativistic. They aim to assure us that from the engaged perspective we make categorical moral judgments. When we say that equality of the sexes is good, we don’t mean that this is only true for us; we think it is true for everyone (Bloomfield 2003: 514). If Horgan & Timmons minimalist conception of truth is acceptable, expressivists can thus escape the normative - or morally engaged - relativism.

What they have not escaped – or for that matter even tried to escape – is the morally detached relativism. More often called metaethical relativism, this view asks whether there is any detached moral high ground, a sort of God’s-eye point of view, from which we can judge the correctness, truthfulness, or objectivity of two different moral outlooks (Bloomfield 2003: 512). Metaethical relativism states that from morally detached perspective there is no single true morality or moral system (Boghossian 2006: 21; Brandt 1967: 76; Scanlon 2001: 142; Meiland & Krausz 1982: 1-2). This metaethical relativism is not either a normative thesis or a thesis about moral language. It is purely an external fact concerning morality in general (Boghossian 2006: 19). 
This characterization of relativism is essentially the same as that which is expressed in Horgan & Timmons' (2006a: 81) dependence, constitution and variation theses of moral relativism if we think of them in morally detached contexts. The dependence thesis merely states a background assumption that is behind metaethical relativism according to which the truth, validity or correctness of a particular moral judgment depends on some relevant set of basic moral standards. According to the constitution thesis "the truth of a set of basic moral standards is to be understood as constituted by certain specified attitudes of some (actual or hypothetical) individual or group" (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 81). Horgan & Timmons accept this in morally detached contexts where the terms true and false "may be properly used in an overtly relativistic manner" (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 90). Used like this, moral truthfulness reports that a statement or judgment is indeed reflective of the moral standards of the person uttering it. According to the variation thesis "there is no one set of true basic moral standards governing the truth of all other moral judgments of a certain type" (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 81). Again, Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 95) accept this in morally detached contexts; from the detached perspective "there is no objective or nonarbitrary backing in relation to moral discourse that, as it were, ‘decides’ things in ethics” and therefore “there is no moral ‘high ground’”. They deny the existence of moral properties or relations to which moral terms and concepts might be used to refer to, as well as the existence of moral facts and constructed moral properties or facts. Because of their commitment to moral irrealism there is nothing to settle the matter between two competing moral outlooks from a morally detached perspective. So Horgan & Timmons quite explicitly state their support of all three of their theses of moral relativism in morally detached contexts.
 From this we are able to conclude that they can be classified as supporters of morally detached relativism, which is more often labeled as metaethical relativism. This could also be shown by reconceptualising Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 81) original formulation of moral relativism as follows: in morally detached contexts particular moral judgments [- -] are properly judged as being true or false, but their truth or falsity is relative to some specified set of basic moral standards (governing the type of moral judgment in question), and there is no one set of basic moral standards that governs the truth and falsity of all moral judgments of a certain type
. (Horgan & Timmons 2006: 81). This is a form of metaethical relativism as defined here. The claims it makes are also all such that Horgan & Timmons agree with in morally detached contexts as shown above.
If we thus make a difference between moral relativism in morally engaged contexts and morally detached contexts - in exactly the same way as Horgan & Timmons contextualize moral truth - we see that they have only defended their theory against the former. In fact, their overall theory inevitably makes them supporters of morally detached relativism. Still Horgan & Timmons think they have escaped the challenge of relativism because the primary use of the truth predicate is the morally engaged one. In the next chapter I aim to show why the commitment to metaethical relativism does matter and explore what consequences taking morally detached relativism seriously have.
4 Why commitment to relativism in detached contexts does matter
The main problem with Horgan & Timmons defense of moral expressivism against relativism is that usually it is not only the normative relativism that is feared, metaethical relativism is as feared a position in moral philosophy. Therefore their answer delivers only partially what it promises. Consider Simon Blackburn who when discussing the fear of relativism, states:

Many people, and many ethical theorists, believe that without some ‘robust’ or ‘objective’ conception of moral truth, our right to hold judgments with a sufficient degree of conviction evaporates. If we want to oppose cruelty, or defend free speech, or outlaw child sex, we need the conviction that it is not ‘just us’, voicing a contingent or accidental aspect of how we feel. We want to hold that truth is on our side: absolute truth, even God’s truth. This is why relativism is usually seen as a disturbing to moral authority: a challenge that it is the business of a proper moral theory to answer. (Blackburn 2000 s.38)

What Blackburn has in mind here is clearly what we have called metaethical relativism and not just normative relativity. Same is true of Paul Bloomfield’s (2003) paper Is there moral high ground?  to which Horgan & Timmons paper is partially answer to. Bloomfield grants from the outset that Timmon’s (1999) theory avoids normative relativism (Bloomfield 2003: 514). The aim of the whole paper is to show that expressivists like Timmons, Hare or Stevenson are committed to metaethical relativism. Against this background it is strange that Horgan & Timmons see it necessary to only show that their view is not committed to relativism in engaged perspective i.e. normative relativism. It almost seems like they would be unwilling to answer the real relativist challenge facing their expressivism. And they seem to admit this in the last paragraph of the article when they say:

At this point we think the anti-expressivist should refocus the relativism objection and (to add some rhetorical flair to the objection) claim that our response to the objection is a sort of philosophical bandaid: it covers over something that is really wrong with the expressivist views. What’s really wrong with expressivism (so the critic might plead) is that on this view there is no objective or nonarbitrary backing in relation to moral discourse that, as it were, ‘decides’ things in ethics.” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 95.)

This acknowledgement is sharp because that is exactly the feeling one gets having read their article. 

5 Fear of relativism and why morally detached relativism should not be feared

My aim in this article has been to show that Horgan & Timmons are committed to relativism in detached contexts - in other words metaethical relativism. This however should not be read as any condemnation against expressivism. I myself happen to be a supporter of metaethical relativism and see it more as a virtue for moral theory than any threat that proper moral theory should address. The opposition to metaethical relativism is moral absolutism, the view that there is a single true morality or moral theory. I see that in the course of human history this moral absolutism has caused much more dreadful things than any form of moral relativism. Blind belief in moral righteousness is a horrible force and much more to be feared than any doubts one might have over the objectivity of one's moral position.
The main reason that relativism is feared or resisted seems to be the threat it has for moral certainty. Often relativism is seen as a commitment to a laissez-fair view of morality where everything is tolerated and nobody should condemn the morality of one another (for example Williams 1972 s.20-21). This fear could further be divided into three components (Scanlon 2001: 147): firstly morality is often seen as an important force for keeping people in line and by offering differing guidelines for different people relativism seems to undermine its force in this aspect. Secondly relativism seems to take away the entitlement to judge other people as these people might acknowledge different moral principles. Thirdly relativism seems to undermine our commitment to our own moral principles. All these normative considerations lead to a situation where relativism often “provokes passionate denial" (Scanlon 2001: 142). It is thus clear that the fear of relativism is a normative fear; it is a fear we have from some engaged moral perspective. So the question about metaethical relativism is whether or not it leads to some or all of these bad normative consequences.

When it comes to Horgan & Timmons we must acknowledge that accepting metaethical relativism would not mean any new challenges that wouldn’t already be facing their theory. As their theory builds on moral irrealism, questions about moral commitment, categoricity of moral assertions, the possibility of moral error and moral disagreement are all relevant to them in the same way as for metaethical relativism and all these questions they indeed have considered (see Timmons 1999 especially 170-172). Consequently, they already have more or less attempted to answer the fears metaethical relativism rises. To back up their view of engaged moral commitment Timmons offers us a contextualist moral epistemology, which claims that "justified belief is ultimately based on beliefs that are not, themselves, justified" (Timmons 1999: 178). We can be justified in holding our moral views without there having to be anything objective or infallible in them.

Rather than going through exactly how Horgan & Timmons have answered these fears and whether they have succeeded in this task I want to give briefly a couple of additional points that support their position against the fears metaethical relativism might rise. The main point is that metaethical relativism does not logically entail any of the three consequences that are feared about relativism. Metaethical relativist can in morally engaged contexts be as deeply committed to his moral principles than any moral absolutist. The philosophical supporters of metaethical relativism are a living proof of this. There is also nothing that prevents a metaethical relativist from condemning others morally regardless of the fact whether these people follow his moral standards or not (Wong 2006: 82-83). I condemn apartheid or Nazism whether or not their supporters think they are doing the morally right thing. “Members of a particular moral tradition may, without logical or other epistemological flaw, use their locally contingent criteria for the adequacy of moralities to judge mistaken the members of other traditions” (Wong 2006: 73) 

All in all, the connection between metaethical relativism and the possible normative consequences it can have is entirely psychological. It might be psychologically harder to maintain the same confidence for one’s own moral views if one accepts metaethical relativism and the fact that in the bottom line my moral principles are not any more true than some other moral principles. But I see this psychological tension that metaethical relativism builds up as mainly a positive thing. Accepting the fallible nature of our moral views makes us more open to the moral views of others. We are less likely to condemn their practices from the outset and more willing to listen to their point of view on the matter at hand. Often people want objective morality to guarantee in advance that they can prove that their opponents are wrong (Blackburn 2000 s. 50). Exaggerating a little we might state that the distinction between moral absolutism and metaethical relativism is the distinction between moral fundamentalism and moral dialogue. Metaethical relativism also invites us to revise and develop our moral perspective. Also in this aspect it is similar to Timmons' (1999: 168) discussion of the evolutionary transition of one's moral outlook.
Blackburn (2000: 48-49) offers us another way to answer the fear that metaethical relativism undermines our commitment to our moral views. Thomas Nagel (2003: 4-6) is strongly opposed to those postmodernists or relativists who always having expressed their opinion on some moral issue add the qualification or rider: 'that is just us'. According to Blackburn he is even willing to accept the existence of a metaphysical normative sphere - whatever metaphysical anxieties it provokes - just so as not to slip into this kind of relativism. Blackburn himself is willing to keep the clause 'it is just us' but sees that we should add to it some words of self-awareness. Arguing against a Taliban who opposes the idea of educating women I might state that "it is just us, free from the politics of arbitrary discrimination, free from culturally embedded misogyny, maintaining ideals of equality and freedoms of self-development for all" (Blackburn 2000: 50). As he says, there is nothing to be ashamed of in these words of self-description. On the contrary, being able to use these words of self-description is something to be proud of, something that strengthens my conviction that I am doing the right thing here. The self-awareness that metaethical relativism can provoke upon an individual can thus in the end turn out to be a positive thing for his moral conviction.
The relativistic position could also benefit from taking into account recent advances in scientific psychology. From an empirical point of view it has become quite clear that the phenomenon of morality is essentially connected to certain emotions we humans are prone to have (Tangney et al. 2007 s. 346; Prinz 2006 s. 29-30; Prinz 2007a s. 26; Kroll & Egan 2004; Eisenberg 1986; Eisenberg et al. 2004 s. 399-400; Hastings et al. 2006; Hoffman 2000). The proofs for connection between morality and moral emotions are abundant. Neuroimaging of the brain has revealed that when people are making moral judgments the emotional areas of the brain are substantially activated as compared to situations when they make factual judgments (Prinz 2007a s. 26; Greene & Haidt 2002; Heekeren et al. 2003). Many innovative (and entertaining) studies have revealed how emotions that are totally irrelevant to moral judgments still affect the actual moral judgments people make (Prinz 2007a  s. 27-33; Wheatley & Haidt 2005; Lerner et al. 1998; Valdesolo & DeSteno 2006).
 People are also prone to hold their moral judgments by the sheer force of the emotion, even after all their rational arguments for it have been disproved or they haven't existed in the first place (Prinz 2007a s. 36). Also the emotions of empathy, sympathy (Tangney et al. 2007 s. 363; Eisenberg et al. 2004 s. 399-400; Hastings et al. 2006) and the sense of justice (Staub 2004 s. 59) are increasingly seen to be essentially connected to our moral judgments. These and a vast amount of other evidence (see Prinz 2007a; Tangney et al. 2007; Killen & Smetana 2006) reveal how morality is essentially connected to our emotions - to a specific class of emotions which could be called moral emotions.

This evidence assures us that being moral is a mere psychological fact concerning normally developed humans. There might well be some exceptions (psychopaths and severely depressed people come firstly to mind) for whom moral judgment and motivation do not go hand in hand. For all of us others morality is something deeply entreched in our way of being and not something that is dependent on external proof for its existence. Growing up to be moral might well be compared to the learning of a language (Thomas 2001: 151). Although in cases of severe neglects in the upbringing or due to some mental disorders a child can fail to become a competent speaker of the language of its parents, in most of the cases children grow up to be lingual. The same holds true for morality. The majority of us grow up to be human beings who respect the demands of morality high in our lives. Morality is not a matter of objectivity; it is part of the human condition.
In the end it seems like that for Horgan & Timmons there is nothing new to fear from metaethical relativism. Only the label relativism. This is surely understandable as relativism is regarded as a hot topic (Scanlon 2001: 142). But as I have shortly tried to show here the fear of metaethical relativism is mostly unwarranted. The threat of laissez-fair does not actualize when one combines metaethical relativism with the normative categoricity the way Horgan & Timmons do. 

6 Conclusion

If moral truthness is viewed contextually - as Horgan & Timmons suggest - also moral relativity should be viewed contextually. This basic insight lead us to differentiate between normative relativism and metaethical relativism. According to normative relativism different people can be subject to different ultimate moral demands and therefore we cannot pass categorical moral judgments from an engaged moral perspective. Metaethical relativism looks at morality from a detached perspective and states that ultimately there is no single true, most correct or most justified moral system. I aimed to show that if we conceptualize relativism like this it becomes clear that Horgan & Timmons are already quite explicitly committed to the metaethical relativism. My conclusion is thus that expressivism (at least of the form that Horgan & Timmons advocate
) is committed to metaethical relativism; a relativism in morally detached context. This, however, is a merit for a metaethical theory as metaethical relativism invites us to develop our own moral perspective and opens us up to understand and accept other moral views.

I see Horgan & Timmons distinction between engaged and detached contexts as ingenious and something that can really help settle the matters between different forms of relativism. Many of the disputes and much of the fear of metaethical relativism result from confusion between relativism in morally engaged contexts and relativism in morally detached contexts. Additionally I think that metaethical relativism is the only coherent alternative for ontological naturalists like Horgan & Timmons (see Martela 2008). So rather than downplaying the role of relativism in their theory, Horgan & Timmons should acknowledge it and explicitly build their theory based on this detached form of moral relativism.
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�	  The metaphysical thesis is that moral expressivism is committed to moral irrealism: ”There are no moral properties or relations to which moral terms (and the concepts they express) might be used to refer and, relatedly, there are no moral facts that moral judgments might describe or report. It could perhaps be argued that this metaphysical component is irrelevant to any definition of moral expressivism. If moral expressivism is viewed primarily as a semantic position loading it with metaphysical baggage could be seen as unnecessary excession. On the other side of things, if the psychological states and semantic components of morality have nothing to do with some metaphysical moral properties, it becomes unclear what role could they possibly play in human moral thinking. In any case, at least the form of expressivism that Horgan & Timmons adhere to is committed to this metaphysical irrealism.


�	 What I see as a major problem of this characterization of moral relativism is its connectedness to moral truthness. Relativism is not primarily a thesis about the semantics of moral discourse but about how the facts are (Boghossian 2006: 19-20). It consists essentially of the commitment that there is no one true, most correct, most justified etc. set of moral standards. Therefore there can be both truth-apt and non-truth-apt versions of moral relativism (Wong 2001: 1165-1166; Sayre-McCord 1991: 155, 161). Horgan & Timmon seem to acknowledge this limitation when they encapsulate the basic idea of moral relativism as being “Particular moral judgments have relativized truth or correctness conditions” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 82 emphasis added). However, in the context of this article it is not necessary to elaborate this point further, so we can operate on Horgan & Timmons characterization of relativism.


�	 Horgan & Timmons (2006a: 87) don’t suggest that these are the only two perspectives for moral judgments, but they see that these are the main perspectives. Thus, they concentrate only on these two.


�	 I have my doubts about does the minimalist conception of truth capture really moral truths and not merely moral certainties. The project of minimalist truth in moral philosophy  is however a wide and ongoing debate (see for example Divers & Miller 1994; Dreier 2004). In the context of this article we can assume for the sake of the argument that this project has succeeded.


�	 In the article Cognitive Expressivism Horgan & Timmons (2006b) start from the phenomenological features of moral beliefs and judgments and build their expressivist theory to account for these phenomenological features of moral judgment. The theory given is essentially the same as the one given in the current article as a theory of moral judgments in morally engaged perspectives.


�	 They then connect the notion of truthness to this engaged perspective by arguing that it comes from “ascribing truth to, and only to, those first-order moral statements that express one’s own relevant psychological states – and to ascribe falsity to moral statements incompatible with these” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 93). This is still not cognitivism because “moral assertions express or reflect one’s moral stance on some issue – they do not serve to describe it” (Timmons 1999: 146).


�	 In a draft to their article Truth as Mediated Correspondence Barnard & Horgan (2004b) say that “when the metaphysics of morals and the semantics of moral thought/discourse are one’s principal focus (as is often the case in metaethical inquiry), the morally detached usage is normally appropriate.


�	 This distinction is made for example by Blackburn (2000: 38), Brandt (1967: 76) and Wong (1992: 858).


� 	Actually this does not follow directly. Even if we accepted contextually relativistic semantics for moral assertions we could still maintain our right to condemn others who do not share our moral point of view. Anyway, this is the challenge that Horgan & Timmons attempt to overcome in their article.


� To be exact, Horgan & Timmons see that there are (at least) two different detached ways to use truth predicate: “Insofar as one uses ‘true’ in relation to moral judgments from a morally detached perspective, one will rightly say that all equally consistent moral outlooks ‘yield equal truth’: either (1) one will say that these outlooks all fail to yield any truths or falsehoods concerning morals, because there aren’t any (the nonrelativistic detached usage, which is descriptivistic), or (2) one will say that each of these outlooks yields outlook-relative truths (the explicitly relativistic detached usage, which is also descriptivistic).” (Horgan & Timmons 2006a: 94). They could therefore be labelled as moral nihilists in those morally detached contexts where the aim is to describe the reality nonrelativistically, but moral relativists in those morally detached contexts where relativistic usage is allowed.


� This is the original formulation of Horgan & Timmons definition of relativism with only the phrase 'in morally detached contexts' added to the beginning. 


� Wheatley ja Haidt (2005) for example hypnotized their subjects to feel disgust when they heard a morally neutral word like 'take' or 'often'. After this they were asked to evaluate various stories from a moral perspective. Some of the stories contained the words, some didn't but otherwise they were the same. For example, a congressman was "often bribed" or "takes bribes". The evaluations of the wrongness of the act went up when the disgust-connected words were used. Valdesolo and DeSteno (2006) showed a dramatic decrease in the willingness to judge a person who kills one human to safe five when the subjects watched a comedy before the judgment.


� I would suggest that this holds true for most forms of expressivism including those of Blackburn and Hare but arguing for this is a matter of some other article.






