2.  Variants of rationalistic realism without substantive metaphysics
2.1.  Dworkin’s value realism for hedgehogs  (2011, 2013)
2.1.  Basic theses and arguments  
a) the unity of value – a domain of more or less tightly interconnected elements

b) the “metaphysical independence of value” (2011, 9)  “ungrounded realism” about values  -no need for any natural or supernatural metaphysical support-  (2013, 15,22)
c) the appeal to “Hume’s principle” : one  cannot support a value judgment – an ethical or moral or aesthetic claim – just by establishing some scientific fact about how the world os or was or will  be (2013, 26-7)
d)  a negative attitude concerning metaethical inquiries  - quietism (?)

e) a contrast between “external” and “internal” scepticism – need to deal only with the latter – a critique of subjectivism
f) an account of moral concepts regarded as interpretive – seeking reflective equilibrium which may lead to objectively correct/ true answers – truth conceived as success in enquiry attained differently, depending on each particular field  
g) a distinction between product value and performance value
h) a recognition of a legitimate “religious attitude” (which is compatible with atheism)  
TEXTS

- Realists argue that the best nonmoral philosophical arguments show that moral judgment can indeed be objectively true, or are factual, or describe reality, or something of the sort.  “Anti-realists” argue that the best arguments show exactly the contrary, whatever the contrary is (2011, 10)

- Value judgments are true, when they are true, not in virtue of any matching but in view of the substantive case that can be made for them.  The moral realm is the realm of argument, not brute, raw fact….
- How shall we classify the independence thesis? In what philosophical pigeonhole does it rest? Is it a kind of moral realism? Or constructivism? Or even anti-realism? Is it itself a nonmoral metaphysical theory? Or a quietist or minimalist theory that just ignores rather than really escapes troublesome metaphysics? None of these labels fits exactly –or exactly doesn’t fit- because each is stained with the mistaken assumption that there are important philosophical questions about value that are not to be answered with value judgments (2011, 11)

-  The religious attitude accepts the full independent reality of value. It accepts the objective truth of two central judgments about value. The first holds that human life has objective meaning or importance. Each person has an innate and inescapable responsibility to try to make his life a successful one: that means living well, accepting responsibilities to oneself as well as moral responsibilities to others, not just if we happen to think this important, but because it is important whether we think so or not.  The second holds that whate we call ‘nature” – the universe as a whole and in all its parts –is not just a matter of fact but is itself sublime: something of intrinsic value and wonder (2013, 10-11) – “the religious attitude rests finally on faith..science and mathematics are, in the same way, matters of faith as well…This kind of faith is not just passive acceptance…is is a positive affirmation of the reality of these worlds and of our confidence that though each of our judgments may be wrong, we are entitled to think them right if we have reflected on them responsibly enough (18-19)
- nothing but another value judgment can support a judgment of value (90)
  – a more abstract conviction that I count as a matter of religious faith: that each person has an intrinsic and inescapable ethical responsibility to make a success of his life” (114) 

- in this fundamental respect religious theists and religious atheists are at one. The existence  or non existence of a god does not figure in the instinct of value that unites them (156)

2.2.  Parfit’s rationalistic synthesis  (2011)

2.2.1.  Basic theses and arguments
a)  Rejection of naturalism and subjectivism
b)  rationalist cognitivism  without metaphysics or ontology

c)  a defense of possibilism vs actualism – the thesis that  “there are, in the wide sense, many events and other things that are merely possible, since these things are never actual. These merely possible things are not observable features of the spatio-temporal world” (vol. 2, 487)

TEXTS

-  There are some claims that are irreducibly normative in the reason-involving sense, and are in the strongest sense true.  But these truths have no ontological implications.  For such claims to be true, these reason-involving properties need not exist either as natural properties in the spatio-temporal world, or in some non spatio-temporal part of reality…. We might call ourselves Non- Metaphysical Non- Naturalist  Normative Cognitivists. But since our main claims are about reasons, I shall call us Rationalists.  Those who reject Rationalism I shall here call Naturalists.  Though some of these people are not Normative Naturalists but Non-Cognitivists or Nihilists, these people are all Metaphysical Naturalists.  (vol. 2. 486)
- Just as there are some things that we could have done, there are some things that we should have done.  And there are some things that we have reasons to believe, and to want and to do.  Those claims, we can add, do not conflict with what Russell called our robust sense of reality.  Unlike entities that are merely possible rather than actual, such normative properties and truths do not have a lesser ontological status. Like numbers and logical truths, these normative properties and truths have no ontological status.  These properties and truths are not, in  relevant senses, either actual or merely possible, or either real or unreal. In asking whether there are such normative truths, we need not answer ontological questions.  There are I believe, some such truths, which are as true as any truth could be.  (vol. 2, 487) 
2.3. Scanlon’s  reasons  fundamentalism (2014)
2.3.1.  Basic theses and arguments
a) a form of realistic cognitivism about reasons – a more explicit and positive approach to metaethics without however any “heavyweight” metaphysics or ontology – however going beyond an earlier procedural realism  (1998) – in the sense specified by Christine Korsgaard (1996)
b) the fundamental  nature of reasons which cannot be reduced to non normative truths or facts 

c) a definition of  reasons as relational facts 

d) the distinct character and irreducibility of the domain of  practical thought

e) a critique  of subjectivism
f) a study of different metaphysical and epistemological issues regarding reasons and their motivational  force
g) the pursuit of reflective equilibrium and the prospect of attaining determinate truth values
h) different conceptions of independence (judgment independence, choice independence  - human nature independence) 
TEXTS
-a qualified defense of a realistic cognitivism  about reasons: a view that is cognitivist in holding that claims about reasons for action can be correct or incorrect, but realistic also in recognizing

that there may be limits to the range of cases in which such claims have determinate truth values.(2) 
- truths about reasons are fundamental in the sense that truths about reasons are not reducible to or identifiable with non normative truths, such as truths about the natural world of physical objects, causes and effects, nor can they be explained in terms of notions of rationality or rational agency that are not themselves claims about reasons. Reasons might be fundamental in the further sense of being the only fundamental elements of the normative domain, other normative notions such as good and ought being analyzable in terms of reasons.” (2) 
-accepting a scientific view of the natural world does not mean accepting the view that the only meaningful statements with determinate truth values are statements about the natural world, or that things in the natural world are the only things we should be ontologically committed to in Quine’s sense  (18)
- takes as basic a range of domains, including mathematics, science, and moral and practical

reasoning. It holds that statements within all of these domains are capable of truth and falsity, and that the truth values of statements about one domain, insofar as they do not conflict with statements of some other domain, are properly settled by the standards of the domain that they are about. (19)

- is a reason for” is a four-place relation,  R(p, x, c, a), holding between a fact p, an agent x, a set of conditions c, and an action or attitude a. This is the relation that holds just in case p is a reason for a person x in situation c to do or hold a.  (31)
- I am rejecting this general idea of existence and arguing that genuine ontological questions are all domain-specific. I am thus endorsing what John Skorupski refers to as “a more radically anti-metaphysical view” (The Domain of Reasons, pp. 440–1). Although,…I am not suggesting that (in Skorupski’s words) “ontology should be swept away as a pseudo-subject,” but rather that it should be understood in a domain-specific way. (24n)

- The only way we have of establishing

the truth of normative judgments is through direct, piecemeal
application of the method of reflective equilibrium. This method can

provide us with justified confidence in the truth of some judgments

about reasons for action, and hence with justified confidence that

questions of this kind can have determinate answers. But it provides no

assurance that such questions always have such answers. Whether this

is so in any given case will depend on the outcome of this method

when applied to that case.
- We do have nothing to rely on except our best judgments about which

things are reasons, although our confidence in these judgments can be

justified in the ways I have described. There is nothing more that we

could ask for. To be realistic about reasons we must accept this fact. (122-3)

2.4. Nagel’s normative realism -  a new version of platonism ? (1986, 2013)
2.3.1.  Basic theses and arguments
a) a rationalist  normative and moral realism without any substantive ontology of properties
b) an opposition to dominant scientistic naturalism /a critique of Neo-Darwinian orthodoxy

c) a defense of the possibility of a different account of the world as involving an irreducible  mental and teleological dimension and implying “some kind of value in the result towards which things tend”

d) a critique  of subjectivism 

e) a recognition of the limits of argunentative resources for defending the  alternative conception and establishing the full reality of value

e) some form of objective idealism 
TEXTS

- The picture that I associate with normative realism is not that of an extra set of properties of things and events in the world, but of a series of possible steps in the development of human motivation which would improve the way we lead our livew, whether or not we will actually take them. We begin with a partial and inaccurate view, but by stepping outside of ourselves and constructing and comparing alternatives we can reach a new motivational condition at a higher level of objectivity. Though the aim  is normative rather than descriptive, the method of investigation is analogous in certain respects to that of seeking an objective conception of what there is. We first form a conception of the world as centerless –as containing ourselves and other beings with particular points of view.  But the question we then try to answer is not “What can we se that the world contains, considered from an impersonal standpoint?” but “What is there reason to do or want, considered from this impersonal standpoint?  (1986, 139-140)
- Realism is not a metaphysical theory of the ground of  moral and evaluative truth. It is a metaphysical position only in the negative sense that it denies that all basic truth is either natural or mathematical. It is metaphysical only if the denial of a metaphysical position like naturalism itself counts as a metaphysical position But value realism does not maintain that value judgments are made true or false by anything natural or supernatural. (2012, 101)
- value is not just an accidental side effect of life; rather there is life because life is a necessary condition of value. (2012, 123) 
