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Philosophy can no more show a man what he should attach importance to than geometry can show a man where he should stand.

- Peter Winch (1972: 191)

1 Introduction

Ontological naturalism is roughly the view according to which “all that exists – including
any particulars, events, facts, properties, and so on – is part of the natural, material world that science investigates” (Timmons 1999: 4). This broad sense of ontological naturalism is something that most contemporary philosophers are ready to acknowledge as a background assumption (Stroud 1996: 43). Indeed, "if contemporary analytic philosophy can be said to have a philosophical ideology, it undoubtedly is naturalism" (Kim 2003: 83). At the same time very few philosophers are actively working on the implications of this view, it is "more often presupposed than stated" (Audi 1996: 372). This essay is a small contribution to this growing debate about naturalism and its implications for moral philosophy. In it I will briefly examine the fruitful connections between ontological naturalism and MacIntyrean pluralism.

After establishing what I mean by ontological naturalism my aim is to look at MacIntyre’s theory through the lenses of naturalism to see how well his theory could be fitted inside that framework. To achieve this I will make a distinction between MacIntyre’s detached moral theory and his engaged moral perspective. MacIntyre argues forcefully that morality is a cultural product and should be seen as historically and contextually contingent phenomena. There is no one understanding of morality but a plurality of understandings springing from different historical and cultural settings. According to him we are thus all already engaged in some or other moral tradition. The question is how can we make our current perspective more rational and thus grow morally?
This MacIntyrean pluralism and his way of treating morality proves to be well in harmony with my naturalistic perspective. Therefore it is a valuable contribution for the emerging naturalistic understanding of morality. 
On the other hand I feel that naturalism could also complement the MacIntyrean account. MacIntyre sees different traditions as the only source of moral valuation and thus the traditions themselves must also be evaluated internally. Moral psychology and other fields of social sciences can aid this process by giving us empirical knowledge about the general characteristics of human flourishing and human rationality. Thus they can give us general guidelines of what are the general limitations set by our human nature for different moral traditions. Through this knowledge we can sometimes be able to assess partial aspects of another culture without having to immerse into it.
The account offered here will inevitably cover much philosophical ground of which a throughout examination would need at least a book-length contribution. Therefore the writing is to be seen as more of a programmatic general outline than a detail-bound essay. I hope it will shed at least preliminary light on the connection between these two theories.

2 Ontological naturalism

Ontological naturalism is concerned with the contents of reality. It states that there is one single natural world and all possible phenomena have to fit into it naturally (Audi 1996: 372; Lacey 1995: 604; Eldridge 2004: 52; Armstrong 1989: 3). In other words, "nature is all there is and all basic truths are truths of nature" (Audi 1996: 372), so the "reality is exhausted by nature” (Papineau 2007). Opposition to supernaturalism is at the core of all forms of naturalism. "What [naturalism] insists on is that the world of nature should form a single sphere without incursions from outside by souls or spirits, divine or human" (Lacey 1995: 604). By ‘nature’ naturalism means here roughly the world as represented by the natural sciences (Post 1999: 596). Therefore the world and what phenomena are possible there are “limited by the postulates and laws of the natural sciences” (Prinz 2007a: 8). All entities that exist must somehow be composed of the entities that the best scientific knowledge recognizes
. Accepting ontological naturalism is having confidence that the best account of the fabric of the world is provided by the natural sciences and therefore – despite its shortcomings
 – it should be accepted as a background assumption for philosophical inquiry.

From ontological naturalism it follows that humanity has to be "fully a part of nature" (Eldridge 2004: 52). All phenomena present in human life - for example the existence of consciousness - must find their place within the natural order of the world (Kim 2003: 90; Lacey 1995: 604). This means that morality and all phenomena associated with it including normativity must also be accounted for naturalistically (Rachels 2001: 75). There can be nothing extraordinary about moral, we must find room for ethics "within the disenchanted, non-ethical order which we inhabit, and of which we are a part" (Blackburn 1998a: 49). The phenomenon of morality must be understandable in the terms of natural and social sciences (Rachels 2001: 75)

Along with these ontological commitments, ontological naturalism can be viewed to carry with it some methodological commitments. In moral philosophy, this methodological side consists of two assertions. Firstly philosophical research should employ the results of natural and social sciences where possible (Prinz 2007 s. 8; Harman 2000a s. 79; Wong 2006 s. 1). Theoretical account of morality should be responsive to best scientific theories of human beings. At the minimum, the theories about morality must be compatible with them (Papineau 2007). Owen Flanagan (1991) states this principle as follows: “Make sure when constructing a moral theory or projecting a moral ideal that the character, decision processing, and behavior prescribed are possible, or are perceived to be possible, for creatures like us.” Relationship between philosophy and science should be seen as a continuum where both can and should inform one another. In contemplating a philosophical question we should be open to use any methods available, not just those labeled exclusively philosophical. More often than is recognized in contemporary philosophy, the scientific knowledge can provide important insights. (Prinz 2007: 15.) 

Secondly, “philosophy should not employ a distinctive, a priori method for yielding substantive truths shielded from empirical testing” (Wong 2006: 2). In constructing theories about morality we cannot “rely on a priori moral truths taken as self-evident and foundational or as derived purely from logical or conceptual analysis” (Wong 2006: 11-12). Methodologies used in philosophy to find facts about the world have to be suitable to the investigation of natural facts (Prinz 2007: 8)
. Philosophy provides no ‘royal route’ to knowledge of the world, but its methods are subject to fallibilism as much as other methods of inquiry about the world. We must hold even our most solid intuitions out moral issues only tentatively and subject them to critical investigation. 

3 Requirements of ontological naturalism for a moral theory

What can a moral theory be like, given ontological naturalism? What can be expected of such a theory? Initially we must make a difference between two forms of moral theories which we might call detached moral theory and engaged moral perspective.

3.1 Detached moral theory and engaged moral perspective

Detached moral theory is a moral theory ‘from the outside’. It seeks not to answer substantive moral questions like what sort of moral laws should I follow in this particular situation. Instead this metaethical perspective seeks to answer questions like what are the general characteristics of morality or how should we understand morality and moral discourse. (Miller 2003: 1-2.) It aims to explain what role the phenomena of morality plays in human life, how it has evolved, how does it work and similar questions. In answering these questions it aims at an impartial perspective that is as free as possible from subjective biases. The aim is to construct an understanding of the phenomena in question – in this case morality – that is as neutral and accurate as possible. Accuracy, reliability, consistency and compatibility with the more general theories about human nature are the major dimensions along which the goodness of this kind of theory of morality is measured. It is a sort of scientific perspective on morality.

In contrast, engaged moral perspective is the moral theory for me – for a subject that is engaged in life and has to make choices based on his values. It concerns the actual values, norms, commitments etc. of a particular human being. It is a normative moral theory – a view on morality that I am deeply committed to. Through this perspective I have knowledge of what is the morally right conduct in this particular situation. Going no further into the epistemological debate, it could be stated that engaged moral perspective provides substantial ‘truths’ - truths that people are basing their lives on - while the detached moral theory provides impartial ‘truths’, truths that could transcend the understanding of any substantial perspective. In a way the engaged view is a view 'from the inside' while the detached view is an aim at constructing as accurate view 'from the outside' as possible. 

These two perspectives are relatively independent of each other. From detached perspective I could believe in morality as God’s commandments, as a requirement rationality places on all beings equipped with rationality, as a social convention, as an individualistic leap of faith or as a social contract. Disregarding my position in these matters I can be more or less committed to my engaged moral perspective; it can have a greater or smaller role in my life and in the choices I make every day. Even though it might be argued that the external analysis would be the 'truth' about morality in some sense this doesn’t challenge the first-person moral perspective we as humans hold so dear. Therefore engaged moral philosophy has its place in constructing, analyzing and reconstructing the moral perspective and self-evidences I am basing my moral life on.

Naturally there is a psychological connection between my real-life moral perspective and my theoretical perspective on morality. I believe that even in the (probably impossible) case that all neutral theories would prove that torturing babies is morally right conduct I could never start believing it as it is so much against my deeply held commitments and intuitions. But in many cases I am willing to reconsider my engaged moral perspective if I am given convincing enough evidence about the general characteristic of morality being against these commitments. Believing in moral relativism – for example – makes me more willing to listen to other points of views on moral matters and more eager to develop my engaged moral perspective.

3.2 The Requirements

After establishing the distinction between engaged moral perspective and detached moral theory it is time to present what I believe to be the requirements that a moral theory should fulfill.

Firstly, the moral theory cannot assume anything that does not fit the natural world order. This rules out the possibility of morality being part of the fabric of the world. Morality is like beauty: the world itself is not beautiful; it is merely our perspective that can make it so.

This also rules out the possibility of an absolutistic morality, of there being only one true, correct or most justified account of morality (Martela 2008a). In the naturalistic world order there is no room for any Archimedean point on which an absolutistic moral account could be built upon. A proper moral theory must take into account this plurality of accounts of morality. Additionally the detached theory of morality must be like any scientific theory. It must be empirically fallibilistic; it can be strengthened or disproved by empirical evidence.
For an engaged moral theory the criteria is that it must be in harmony with the detached moral theory. A person having a conception of morality that is based on some absolutistic notion of rationality should aim to make his engaged moral perspective as rational as possible. Otherwise it would be quite hard for him to maintain those commitments.

4 MacIntyrean Pluralism as a naturalistic moral theory

Looking at MacIntyre’s theories through this naturalistic perspective we can usefully distinguish between two aspects. Firstly there is his detached moral theory about how morality grows out of society and its traditions. Secondly there is his engaged normative theory according to which we and others are deeply attached to our particular traditions but at the same time we can rationally develop and criticize these. These two aspects are quite intertwined in MacIntyre’s writings but to fit MacIntyre into the framework of ontological naturalism they must here be separated. Let’s look at each one of them in turn.

4.1 MacIntyre’s detached moral theory

MacIntyre’s main contribution to the detached discourse about the nature of morality is the way he contextualizes and historializes morality. The analytic philosophy of 20th century operated mainly on a tacit assumption that when people in different historical and cultural eras talk about morality they talk about essentially the same thing. The project of the metaethics was then to analyze the moral concepts to find out what they truly mean; what commitments they involve at the bottom line and what is the truly correct way to use them. “They act as though all past philosophers are contributing to the same argument, seeking timeless and eternal moral truths” (Clayton 2006). To succeed this project needed to assume implicitly that there really is one true way of analyzing moral concepts, that the concepts are always the same disregarding who is using them.

Against all this MacIntyre offers a strong and well-grounded analysis of the ever-evolving nature of moral understanding and even moral concepts (MacIntyre 1966; MacIntyre 2007). There isn't any once-and-for-all-times settled conception of morality. Instead, morality exists always as part of a culture and society; there is nothing that transcends culture in morality. “Morality which is no particular society's morality is to be found nowhere" (MacIntyre 2007: 265-266). Understanding of morality is always the product of a particular culture and its unique history. In addition, a moral theory never develops in isolation from the general thinking-patterns of a culture. ”A moral philosophy [- -]characteristically presupposes a sociology” (MacIntyre 2007: 23).

In the same way an individual's understanding of morality is the result of  the particular life-history of the individual; his moral upbringing and encounters during his lifetime. Brought up in different culture he would have a different moral outlook; he would indeed be asking entirely different questions when inquiring about morality. According to MacIntyre I can only answer the ethical question ”What am I to do?” if I can answer the prior question ”Of what story or stories do I find myself a part?” (MacIntyre 2007: 216).

To support this conclusion MacIntyre offers us a careful analysis of how morality has been understood in ancient Greek as well as in medieval Europe. He shows how the concepts used by Greeks or medieval Christians when talking about moral issues are not translatable into modern English and vice versa (MacIntyre 1966 s. 92-93; MacIntyre 2007 s. 38-39). In fact, there was no corresponding word to modern morality in ancient Greece (MacIntyre 2007: 38). Only during enlightenment began the modern notion of morality to take form. So when discussing morality we are in an entirely different discourse than the Ancient Greeks or Medieval Europeans. 

In addition to this historical variability also our contemporary world includes many different understandings of morality and moral concepts. People are part of different traditions and these traditions understand morality differently. Even the intuitions about morality inside one tradition – the contemporary Western tradition - includes elements that are mutually incommensurable. (MacIntyre 2007: 10). In After Virtue MacIntyre offers us an analysis of the contemporary state of moral discourse. He argues that it carries within it elements or fragments from earlier traditions that do not fit anymore into our modern worldview. A promise of truth, rationality and objectivity is inherent in modern understanding of morality
 but as the context which created these promises has vanished, these promises cannot be fulfilled.  The result of this analysis is an affirmation of ”the heterogeneity of moral beliefs, practices and concepts” (MacIntyre 2007: xvii). 

In tracing the historical development of moral thought in our culture MacIntyre is thus able to manifest the contextual nature of morality; how it is always a part of a tradition. To this MacIntyre combines the idea that there exists a plurality of these moral traditions. There is no one true morality, only moralities-within-traditions and these moral traditions can be only judged internally; using their own notions of goodness. So there are no universal, tradition-transcending criteria for true moral laws, only different particular, tradition-bound criteria. We can judge something good or bad only from within a moral tradition. And this holds true even when judging moral traditions themselves.

MacIntyre is not a complete relativist, though. In fact he fiercely opposes the view that morality is nothing but an arbitrary choice or an expression of the individual will. Not just any view on morality counts as valuable or agreeable. He offers us two independent accounts against complete relativism, first depending on rationality and second on our shared human nature. First answer has to do with the internal justification structures of a certain moral tradition. According to MacIntyre art of the intellictibility is being accountable. But there are a plurality of accounts of justice and also a plurality of accounts of rationality inherent in different moral traditions (MacIntyre 1988: 1-2). Still, if two traditions can recognize that they advance rival contentions on some moral issue “then necessarily they must share some common features. And since some kind of relationship to practices, some particulr conception of human goods, some characteristics which arise from the very nature of a tradition will be features of both, this is unsurprising.” (MacIntyre 2007: 276). Also their notions of practical rationality, while being internal to the tradition will still have shared features due to the fact that these notions themselves build on practices many of which are part of practically all cultural traditions.

Due to these shared features there usually is a way to settle the moral matter if adherents of both traditions are willing to attentively understand the point of view of the other. Through seeing their own position through the eyes of the other tradition they might see features of “which had hitherto gone unnoticed or considerations which by their own standards they ought to have entertained, but had not” (MacIntyre 2007: 276). Thus there usually is a rational resolvation to these encounters: the other tradition simply recognizes the moral superiority of the other position even by their own standards and thus their own moral position evolves. There is more shared rationality in different moral traditions than is usually recognized by the cultural relativists.

Another line of defence against moral relativism is offered in Dependent Rational Animals where MacIntyre argues that any successful ethical theory must comprehend three aspects of human existence: humans are dependent, they are rational and they are animals (MacIntyre 1999: 155). The underlying premise is that a valid morality is only such that promotes human flourishing. One word of caution is in place here. To maintain MacIntyre's project within the boundaries of ontological naturalism we must not understand his biological teleologism as something essential. It must be understood as saying that in as much as the role of morality is connected to the promoting of human flourishing this aspect can be used to evaluate different moralities. The question, are moralities necessary connected to human flourishing, must be understood as an empirical matter; something that can be confirmed only by anthropological research on the role of morality in different human cultures. This research probably yields an positive answer to the question of connectedness but still, the connection must be seen as empirical, not essential. What promotes human flourishing has also be treated empirically and in this matter MacIntyre's list can only be seen as preliminary
.

Taking into account these limitations MacIntyre's detached moral position is thus best characterized as a form of moral pluralism of the same sort that David Wong supports
. According to this moral pluralism – sometimes also called weak moral relativism - “there is a plurality of true moralities, but that plurality does not include all moralities” (Wong 2006). Moral pluralism thus recognizes significant limits on what can count as an acceptable morality. At the same time these constraints on correct moralities do not restrict moralities to only one correct one, but allow a plurality of moralities to be on the same level of correctedness.   

MacIntyre's detached moral account could be characterized as being pluralistic, rational and fallibilistic. This analysis is entirely detached; it looks at morality as a general phenomenon of human life and analyzes it accordingly. The claims that he makes here are in essence empirical. They can be confirmed or rebutted by evidence gathered in human sciences, such as history, anthropology, sociology or social psychology. Although the topic is ethics the way to handle it is that of a social scientist. As MacIntyre himself says, a central theme of his early work was ”that we have to learn from history and anthropology of the variety of moral practices, beliefs and conceptual schemes” (MacIntyre 2007: xvii). 

MacIntyre's detached analysis is therefore also fully compatible with ontological naturalism. As morality is seen as a product of culture, nothing that supersedes our naturalistic understanding of the world enters in. He does not rely on any metaphysical or conceptually objective truths about morality or any other naturalistically suspicious entities. As a naturalist I am therefore very pleased with MacIntyre's account; much more pleased than with most of the contemporary practitioners of metaethics who – despite giving lip service to this sort of naturalism – in factual terms bypass the historicity and contextuality of moral understanding and aim at some universal truths about morality. In fact, by challenging the believe in one true account of morality and seeing morality as outgrowth of culture MacIntyre gives forceful support for the mission that ontological naturalists are trying to accomplish. They too are fighting against the dehistorialized, universalist undestanding of moral inquiry dominant in 20th century analytic philosophy.  

4.2 Macintyre’s engaged moral perspective

MacIntyre himself notices a discrepancy between his detached moral theory and his engaged moral perspective in the preface of After Virtue: “At the same time as I was affirming the variety and heterogeneity of moral beliefs, practices and concepts, it became clear that I was committing myself to evaluations of different particular beliefs, practices and concepts. I gave, or tried to give, for example, accounts of the rise and decline of different moralities; and it was as clear to others as it ought to have been to me that my historical and sociological accounts were, and could not but be, informed by a distinctive evaluative standpoint. More particularly I seemed to be asserting that the nature of moral community and moral judgment in distinctively modern societies was such that it was no longer possible to appeal to moral criteria in a way that had been possible in other times and places – and that this was a moral calamity! But to what could I be appealing, if my own analysis was correct?” (MacIntyre 2007: xvii). 

What this reflective passage shows is that we do de facto always possess an engaged moral perspective, disregarding our general detached theory of morality. And – as is evident in the previous discussion – MacIntyre proclaims the primary nature of this engaged moral perspective. As socialized human beings we are always already living in a certain phenomenological world. We don’t watch the world neutrally but through lenses that have been shaped by our cultural upbringing. Without these culturally shaped structures the world and even I myself would be incomprehensible to me. The way I structure the world in effect is who I am. Humans are constructed to belong to a tradition;
 true nature of a human being is one that is committed to a certain tradition. Seeing myself as an individualistic, existentialistic atom is simply denying my true nature.

The moral tradition we grow up in becomes deeply a part of us and our capacity to transcend it through cognitive effort is limited. Here the story of Raskolnikov (from Dostojevski’s classical novel Crime & Punishment) is especially illuminating. Feeling superior to the morality of his era he commits a murder to prove how he has transcended the limits of conventional morality. But as the psychologically accurate tale proceeds we see how deeply he in the end is caught up in this morality and the shame and guilt it produces in him. In the end Raskolnikov is obliged to turn himself in. The questions ‘why be moral?’ or ‘why should I follow the claims morality makes upon me?’ are therefore proven to be empty. As human beings we are already so deeply assimilated inside a moral tradition that the internal force it has upon us is an answer in itself. This answer is in harmony with the ontologically naturalistic perspective. I have argued elsewhere (Martela 2008b) that normativity isn’t a problem for naturalism because as human beings we have grown into a morality and it is so deeply entrenched in who we are that we can’t escape its calling even if we wanted to.

From this it follows that inside a tradition many moral issues are self-evident. In a community people are fully committed to the truthness of certain notions. In a working tradition these notions never even come up to be questioned, they are seen as self-evident. Building on this, MacIntyre offers us a normative moral theory that takes these moral traditions as starting points.
 When we confront a situation where moral judgment is needed, we can readily use our own moral tradition as the source of our judgment. This is no validation of universal moral relativism, as there is no universal perspective available according to MacIntyre. To this it must be added that the lines between different traditions are not in any sense clear. In fact, most of human beings grow out as products of a number of more or less intertwined traditions. These different traditions might offer us different guidance in moral situations. In these situations we should judge how integral the specific traditions are to our life narratives. We should try to feel which tradition truly represents our inner core and follow the guidance of that tradition.

Instead of giving a detailed account of MacIntyre's own engaged position which evolved from Aristotelianism into Thomism (MacIntyre 2007: x) I offer some remarks of how MacIntyre in general viewed the role of this engaged perspective. Most importantly, MacIntyre acknowledges the particularity of his own engaged moral perspective. “I am not claiming that Aristotelian moral theory is able to exhibit its rational superiority in terms that would be acceptable to the protagonist of the dominant post-Enlightenment moral philosophies, so that in theoretical contests in the arenas of modernity, Aristotelians might be able to defeat Kantians, utilitarians, and contractarians.” He holds that this is “evidently not so” (MacIntyre 2007: x). He is thus not arguing that his moral theory is the correct one. Instead his project is twofold. He firstly aims to show the disruptiveness of modern moral theory from the inside; according to the standards that the protagonists of this theory are themselves bound to (MacIntyre 2007: xiii). And, secondly, offer us an alternative that is internally – that is, to those who adhere to it – more attractive than its alternatives. He aimed to offer an account of Aristotelianism that makes sense for those who look at it “from the standpoint of an ongoing way of life informed by and expressed through Aristotelian concepts”, who already are participants in it (MacIntyre 2007: x). There are thus two different traditions with their own internal standards of truth and rational justification. MacIntyre is not aiming to say that one of them is better than the other from any morally detached point of view. He aims to show how the other tradition is flawed according to standards internal to it and how the other could be constructed as not being intrnally flawed. To describe the matters in another way there are two 'Neurath's Boats' floating in the sea of morality
. Moral philosophers must aim to strengthen and rebuild the boats to be more reluctant to internal criticism. Being afloat on the sea, they cannot abandon the ships and build them up from scratch but must rebuild the ships plank by plank while standing on the other planks. MacIntyre shows to the other ship how it has big and unreparable holes in it and offers them the possibility to jump in to another boat. This represents a sort of Kierkegaardian jump into another tradition.

MacIntyre's understanding of the engaged moral perspective is thus also compatible with naturalism. The justification of a certain tradition is internal to that tradition. There are no transcendent criteria that make one engaged perspective more objective or truer than the other. The fact that MacIntyre's account is compatible with naturalism of course doesn't mean that many other engaged perspectives could also be fully compatible with naturalism; even perspectives that differ vastly with MacIntyre's tomism.

4.3 Rationally developing one's morality
According to MacIntyre cognitive change can be brought through rational deliberation and argumentation. In some passages it seems almost like that we would have a moral obligation to create more rational moral structures. If this is really what MacIntyre meant it must be understood as a statement from a particular engaged moral perspective rather than a detached statement about morality in general. Only this way it is compatible with naturalism and with MacIntyre's own commitment that there is no morality detached from particular traditions.

To be compatible with naturalism, it must also be made clear that there really isn't any a priori unified account of rationality. There might be some universal features about human rationality but this is only due to the shared basic nature of human beings and their shared practices.
Taking these caveats into account I am willing to accept MacIntyre's account of developing one's morality through confrontation with other moral traditions. When one confronts another tradition one has the change of comparing them rationally and thus develop one's own moral account to accommodate best insights from both. This is however not easy because traditions can only be understood from the inside. Working out a tradition is like learning a second language. It needs lots of effort and time. Only after being really immersed in the other perspective are you really prepared to compare them and find out what is good or bad in each one of them. Given these circumstances it probably is true that in most cases of two traditions giving different moral advices on some particular issue one of the traditions is wrong even according to its own standards. Sometimes however both can be plausible given the overall structure of the differing traditions. I would say that ontological naturalists should have a moral obligation to continually develop and challenge their own moral perspectives by trying to understand other perspectives. And additionally that this is the only shared principle they need for their moralities. But the should here should be understood as stemming from my own engaged moral perspective, not from any universal detached theory about morality.
5 The Possibility to narrow the possible rational moralities based on a scientific understanding of humanity
In this last chapter I want to make a suggestion about how ontological naturalism and empirical results of human sciences could be used to aid MacIntyre’s project. MacIntyre’s general suggestion is that to truly evaluate another tradition one has to become a part of it. This is a long process, comparable to that of learning a second language. The background reason for this is of course the fact that according to MacIntyre traditions have their internal criteria of validity and therefore an adequate judgment of the value of a tradition can only be made from the inside. As this process is so long and demanding it rarely helps to directly settle practical confrontations of two traditions. It would be very useful if this MacIntyrean account could be combined with something that would allow us at least to judge some traditions inferior without having to immerse inside them. 

Ontological naturalism might be able to provide such a complementary perspective to MacIntyre’s theory. By understanding the general characteristics of human flourishing and human rationality we might be able to judge some parts of some traditions to be against general rationality of human beings or as decreasing the general flourishing of human beings. MacIntyre in fact seems to have recently acknowledged the value of this possibility – at least something quite close to it – in his book Dependent Rational Animals. There he attempts to provide a biological basis for a set of certain virtues based on understanding of humans as rational animals.
With the aid of the results of human sciences we can empirically narrow down the list of acceptable human moralities. This will not challenge the pluralism of MacIntyre as this process will not be able to prove the superiority of a certain moral tradition over all others. What it can do is to provide us an easy way to see that at least some moral practices are inferior to some others when it comes to human flourishing or human rationality.
6 Conclusion

In this essay I have provided a preliminary account of how ontological naturalism and MacIntyrean pluralism fit together. MacIntyre is able to offer an enchanting and compatible theory of morality for an ontological naturalists. His discussions about the valuation of different moral traditions from the inside is also very valuable for the building of ontologically naturalistic moral theories.
On the other hand ontological naturalism can provide a broader ontological or metaphysical framework where MacIntyre’s theory can be fitted. It might also be true that MacIntyre’s theory could benefit from the results of human sciences. They can shed light on what are the general characteristics of human flourishing and human rationality and thus narrow down empirically the list of acceptable human moralities. 

All in all this essay is only a careful first step in the direction of integrating ontological naturalism and MacIntyrean historicism and pluralism. A huge amount of work would wait the one who takes up the task of really wanting to integrate them. Hopefully this essay has shed some light on what the task ahead of him would look like.
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�	 Still, it must be noted, ontological naturalism does not imply reductionism (see Post 1999: 597; Prinz 2007: 8).


�	 The fact that we take science as our best guide to truth about nature doesn’t require us to treat our current scientific understanding as infallible. “It merely invites us to do what good scientific practice itself does in deferring to our present background state of general scientific understanding as the best story we now have about the universe and its furnishings. It is no doubt a flawed, imperfect story still very much in progress, but far more to be trusted than the rival guidance we might seek from theology, say, or the wilder reaches of a more speculative metaphysics as we persist with a philosophical enterprise itself no less fallible and incomplete.” (Lenman 2006.) Naturalism is not accepted as a ‘truth’ about the nature but merely as the most reliable account of nature currently available.


�	 This point is primarily aimed against the method of conceptual analysis and the resulting conceptual truths that philosopher’s are bound to employ. From ontological naturalism it follows that conceptual analysis “cannot be a supernatural method of discovering supernatural truths” (Prinz 2007: 8). It does not mean that there could not be logical or conceptual truths but is more a point of their applicability in explaining the world. Concepts themselves are natural entities and therefore fallible (Prinz 2007: 9). If the correct analysis of a concept – assuming for the sake of the argument that this could be given – involves a metaphysical commitment not acceptable according to ontological naturalism this is not a reason to change the view of the metaphysical composition of the world, but a reason to conclude that the concept is poorly fitted to describe the world. For example, no conceptual truth about God could make him exist. The importance of conceptual analysis is not denied, but it has to be seen as only one empirical method amongst others.


�	 From a 21th century European perspective this might not be as true as it was when MacIntyre wrote this book in beginning of the 80s in United States. Or perhaps these assumptions are only more hidden but still present in contemporary discourse.


�	 Parallel projects of establishing what amounts to human flourishing disregarding cultural differences are for example Amartya Sen's and Martha Nussbaum's capabilities approach.


�	 Although a caveat must be added: “the notion of pluralism is too imprecise. For it may equally well apply to an ordered dialogue of intesecting viewpoints and to an unharmoniuous melange of ill-assorted fragments.” (MacIntyre 2007: 10). MacIntyre's pluralism thus goes deeper than how it is conventionally understood.


�	 In here, a possible evolutionary tale could be told, that explains the social nature of the human species. In addition a tale from developmental psychology could also be told that explains how the fully developed human personality can only develop in close contact with other human beings.


�	 An ontological naturalist might ask is there anything else that could be used as starting point. And MacIntyre would answer in a way that satisfies a naturalist that there rightly isn't anything else.


�	 This image is due to the logical positivist Otto Neurath but made famous by Quine (Quine 1960: 3, 123-124).






