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1. Introduction

Here is a prima facie plausible view: since the metaethical error theory says that all positive moral claims, i.e., claims to the effect that moral concepts are instantiated in the world, are false, it makes no sense for an error theorist to engage in normative ethics.
 Thus, Russ Shafer-Landau (2005, p. 107) writes:
“If there are no truths within morality—only a truth about morality, namely, that its edicts are uniformly untrue—then the enterprise of normative ethics is philosophically bankrupt. Normative ethics is meant to identify the conditions under which actions are morally right, and motives morally good or admirable. If nothing is ever morally right or good, then normative ethics loses its point.”
Some error theorists would likely respond that it does not follow from the error theory that we should no longer make moral claims, such as “x is morally good”, and so it does not follow that we can no longer engage in normative ethics. Upon accepting the error theory, it is a substantive question what to do about our ordinary moral discourse–this is the “Now What?”-problem for error theorists (Lutz, 2014, p. 352). Certain error theorists–let’s call them “concept preservationists”–hold that, even though our ordinary moral discourse is deeply flawed, we should nevertheless continue to use moral terms and concepts. Thus, Jonas Olson (2014, pp. 187–197) recommends that we continue to have full-fledged moral beliefs and to make sincere moral claims, since doing so is instrumentally beneficial. Richard Joyce (2001, Chapters 7, 8) holds a similar view but recommends that, instead of maintaining full-fledged moral beliefs, we secure the benefits of moral discourse by treating it as a useful fiction.

Still, Shafer-Landau could press his view by accusing such error theorists of bad faith or “double think” (see Blackford, 2019, pp. 65–66; Garner, 2007, pp. 508–509; Lutz, 2014, p. 255). After all, most error theorists believe that problematic commitments to metaphysically “queer” objective moral values, obligations, or reasons are built right into our ordinary moral concepts (Garner, 1994; Mackie, 1985; Olson, 2014). Thus, by their own lights, if they make claims to the effect that such and such actions are morally right or such and such motives morally good, they thereby knowingly propagate falsehoods.

Of course, concept preservationists are not without resources in responding to such accusations (see Joyce, 2019, pp. 157, 160–161). What is more, recently, some error theorists have argued that we can continue to engage in moral thought and discourse without error if we use moral terms and concepts in a revisionary way. Toby Svoboda (2017), for example, champions a type of revolutionary expressivism that involves replacing erroneous cognitivist moral judgments with unproblematic non-cognitivist ones.
 However, while these responses by concept preservationists and concept revisionists may well be worth pursuing in their own right, in this paper, I want to pursue a different route, one that entirely circumvents the question of whether error theorists are “entitled” to the continued use of (what look like) moral terms and concepts.
My aim is to undermine Shafer-Landau’s view with regard to “abolitionism”. Abolitionism–which, for clarity’s sake, I will subsequently call “concept abolitionism”–is a brand of error theory whose response to the “Now What?”-problem is to completely abandon our erroneous moral terms and concepts, just as we have abandoned phlogiston discourse in chemistry (Garner, 2007, 2019; Hinckfuss, 1987; Marks, 2019).
 Rather than trying to show that error theorists can somehow legitimately keep using the moral terms and concepts that normative ethicists ordinarily employ, I will argue that we don’t even need such terms and concepts in order to engage in a kind of theorizing that is strongly continuous with normative ethics and, thus, constitutes a continuation of the discipline. One way to think of my goal in this paper is, thus, as follows: I aim to show that concept abolitionism does not imply practice abolitionism with regard to the practice of normative ethics. Note that this means that I am not providing an independent answer to the “Now What?”-problem. Rather, I am exploring the implications of one of the existing answers to the “Now What?”-problem, namely concept abolitionism, with regard to normative ethics.
My view in a nutshell is that, where traditional normative ethics uses as its “starting points” moral claims that, in turn, express moral beliefs, abolitionists can use alternative utterances and attitudes as their starting points, where these utterances and attitudes share salient characteristics with moral claims and beliefs. I suggest that we can draw on the work of metaethical expressivists in identifying suitable attitudes, and then devise ways of expressing these attitudes that don’t rely on moral language. This allows concept abolitionists to engage in a kind of theorizing that meets various “Continuation Criteria”–criteria that establish continuity with traditional normative ethics. This continuity, I hold, is so strong that it is natural to consider the concept abolitionist’s way of theorizing as a continuation of the discipline of normative ethics, rather than, say, a replacement or an entirely new discipline.

To my knowledge, no one has yet defended this kind of position in the literature. This is perhaps not surprising, given that the most prominent defender of concept abolitionism, Richard Garner, does not display a very favorable attitude towards normative ethics. He is dismayed by what he sees as philosophers endlessly arguing about moral issues without ever coming to an agreement (Garner, 1994, pp. 195–196, 364–366). Perhaps for similar reasons, Russell Blackford (2019, p. 75) advocates a replacement of traditional moral philosophy with a kind of “moral science” that investigates what human beings want and need and how well different systems of norms satisfy these wants and needs.
 I, however, would count it as a loss if the discipline of normative ethics were to collapse or were to be entirely replaced with a largely empirical science (although I don’t oppose supplementation). There are some practical questions that we cannot settle entirely “scientifically” and that arise especially when human wants or needs conflict, when trade-offs need to be made, when we don’t even know yet what we want, or when wants and needs are not the only things that matter to us. Ethical theorists are trained to reason about such difficult practical questions with intellectual rigor.

In the remainder of the paper, I will call the approach to ethics that I propose “abolitionist ethics” and will reserve the term “normative ethics” for the traditional kind of ethical theorizing that involves moral claims. I will use “ethics” or “ethical theory” as an umbrella term that is meant to be neutral between normative ethics and abolitionist ethics.
 Note that, in this paper, I will understand “normative ethics” and “ethical theory” broadly, as covering both abstract moral theories (consequentialism, virtue ethics, …) as well as the domain of applied ethics. After all, Shafer-Landau’s worry seems equally pressing for both sub-disciplines.
Here is the game plan for the paper: Section 2 and 3 are dedicated to establishing the Continuation Criteria that an abolitionist framework has to meet in order to count as a continuation of normative ethics; I explicate six Continuation Criteria, five of which will serve as desiderata for abolitionist ethics. In section 4, I provide a detailed sketch of abolitionist ethics and explain how it meets these desiderata.
Before we get started, let me emphasize that, in this paper, I am not going to argue that the error theory is true, and neither am I going to defend concept abolitionism beyond the claim that it does not imply the end of normative ethics. In particular, I am not going to argue that concept abolitionism is superior to concept preservationism or concept revisionism, nor that concept abolitionists are in a better position to save the discipline of normative ethics. I am merely going to defend the conditional claim that, if the error theory is true and concept abolitionism is accepted (for whatever reasons), the discipline of normative ethics still survives.
2. What Characterizes Normative Ethics?
What makes normative ethics normative ethics? What distinguishes the discipline from, say, aesthetics, epistemology, metaethics, or the study of rational action? While any answer to this question will be controversial, let me make three remarks to keep the reader on board. First, in developing my list of characteristic features of normative ethics, I stick to relatively modest claims. Second, my list is not meant to identify necessary and sufficient conditions but merely capture paradigmatic features of normative ethics. Third, while, for the sake of concreteness, I commit myself to a number of specific claims about the nature of normative ethics, my thesis does not stand and fall with any particular one of these claims. Even if we were to characterize normative ethics in a somewhat different way, and even if we, thus, ended up with a somewhat different set of Continuation Criteria, most of these criteria could most likely still be met by (a version of) abolitionist ethics.
 I encourage readers who find something lacking in my characterization of normative ethics to mentally add what they find lacking and consider whether the abolitionist approach to ethical theory that I develop in section 4 could not still largely satisfy the resulting list of Continuation Criteria.

Two more clarifications are in order before we get into the nitty-gritty. When I ask, “What characterizes the discipline of normative ethics?”, the goal is to come up with a list of features that allows us to classify certain scholarly works as works in normative ethics, not with a list of criteria that will tell us what a good paper in normative ethics looks like or what features the correct moral theory would have. This distinction runs parallel to a distinction regarding the definition of morality itself, where a classificatory definition simply tells us which principles, codes of conduct, or judgments qualify as moral ones, without thereby saying anything about whether they are correct or good (Wallace & Walker, 1970, p. 4).
Finally, while I aim to identify paradigmatic features of normative ethics in this section, I will not do much in the way of explaining (or guessing) why normative ethics has these features. I do think there are plausible explanations. For example, some of the features of morality and, in turn, normative ethics can probably be explained by reference to a certain social function of morality–say, to enable and promote cooperation (Haidt, 2011, p. 270; Krebs, 2011, pp. 24–25; Luco, 2014; Wong, 2006, Chapter 2). However, my goal in this paper is not to explain why normative ethics is the way it is but to establish that the discipline survives the acceptance of concept abolitionism; so that is what I will focus on.

Here, then, are five features I take to be paradigmatic of normative ethics.
The theoretical aim
Let’s start with the one feature of normative ethics that no abolitionist approach to ethical theory will share.
(F1) Normative ethics has the theoretical aim of establishing significant conclusions that are formulated in terms of moral concepts.
This includes, say, conclusions to the effect that certain actions are morally wrong, that certain entities have moral standing, and that certain things are intrinsically valuable. It also includes explanations for why things are wrong, bad, or good–what makes them so–as well as the defense of corresponding moral principles (Driver, 2007, p. 4; Timmons, 2013, pp. 3–4).


Naturally, whatever approach to practical theorizing a concept abolitionist can come up with, it won’t involve moral concepts, and so its goal cannot be to establish these kinds of conclusions. In seems to be this realization that, in turn, gives rise to the view that concept abolitionism (or the error theory more generally) implies the end of normative ethics. However, what this view overlooks is that the theoretical aim is not the only feature that makes the discipline of normative ethics what it is.
The practical aim
Besides the theoretical aim, normative ethics also has a practical aim (Driver, 2007, pp. 2–3).
(F2) Normative ethics has the practical aim of providing guidance for (deciding) what to do.

In motivating this criterion, let’s start by considering what morality is. Morality is a code of conduct or a system of action-guiding principles of a certain kind (Gert & Gert, 2017; Wallace & Walker, 1970, p. 9; Whiteley, 1960, p. 141). In order, say, for a society to have a morality, it at least needs to have a code of conduct (whether this code be institutionalized or informal). We can think of a code of conduct loosely as a code that prescribes and prohibits certain behaviors but may also include character ideals. Moral reasoning is also clearly practical as it is “directed towards deciding what to do and, when successful, [issues] in an intention” (Richardson, 2018). Whether we conceive of normative ethics as a particularly sophisticated and public form of moral reasoning or as the enterprise of identifying or explaining the correct morality, i.e., the correct system of action-guiding principles, either way, the outcome will be that normative ethics is practically oriented.
Impartiality
(F3) Normative ethics is impartial.
This criterion is, again, most easily motivated by reflections on the nature of morality. It is widely agreed that morality is impartial between individuals (Jollimore, 2018; Rachels, 2003, pp. 11–13; Singer, 1999, pp. 10–11). Thus, unless a code of conduct exhibits some kind of impartiality, not only is it not a correct moral code but it is not recognizable as a moral code at all. It is controversial how substantive this impartiality needs to be (Jollimore, 2018). Some philosophers believe that the kind of impartiality in question requires people to always take into account everyone’s interests equally (Taylor, 1978). Others allow for “first order” partiality (say, towards one’s loved ones) but require that such partiality be justifiable by reference to a higher order principle that is truly impartial (e.g. “If everyone is partial towards their loved ones, it ultimately promotes the greater good for everyone”) (Singer, 1999, pp. 10–11; Williams, 2006, p. 16).
Perhaps the weakest sense in which morality has been said to be impartial is that of universalizability (Baier, 1958/1970, pp. 191–195; Hare, 1965; Pettit, 2000, pp. 178–179; Potter & Timmons, 1985; Rabinowicz, 1979; Sidgwick, 1890, p. 209; Taylor, 1978, p. 42).
 The sense of universalizability at issue here has to do with the idea that moral rules apply to everyone equally and do not allow for arbitrary exceptions. If I judge that Joan ought to ( in situation s, then I am conceptually committed to judging that I ought to ( as well, were I in situation s, unless there are “relevant” differences between Joan and me (Jollimore, 2018; Wallace & Walker, 1970, p. 8). If I judge that Joan ought to ( and I ought not to (, simply because I am I and Joan is Joan, then I am not making a moral judgment at all.
Now, the sense in which normative ethics is impartial is that it relies on and defends various moral principles and moral judgments. Since moral principle and judgments are themselves impartial, both the inputs and outputs of normative ethics are impartial. 
Subject Matter
Normative ethics deals with a limited range of subject matters because only a limited range of issues seem to be moral issues. Wallace and Walker (1970, p. 18), for example, observe that we have difficulties conceiving of such rules as, “Always wear a green tie” and “Never use a ball-point pen” as moral rules because “these rules just don’t have the right kind of subject matter.” But what is it that makes an issue morally relevant? One plausible criterion is that the issue has to be of considerable importance or seriousness (Cooper, 1970, p. 91). Research on the moral/conventional distinction seems to support this idea. People generally consider violations of moral norms more serious than violations of merely conventional norms (Nichols, 2004, p. 6). This indicates that morality governs behaviors that we consider particularly important. Normative ethics would then concern itself with issues that we believe to be particularly important.
But not just any issue that is important thereby qualifies as moral. Aesthetics or art are extremely important to many people. But that does not mean that my taste in music or my home décor choices are morally relevant. So what are the kinds of important issues that we consider to be moral? Research by Jonathan Haidt provides ample cross-cultural evidence that people identify issues as moral based on five psychological foundations. Haidt labels these foundations (1) harm/care (2) fairness/reciprocity, (3) ingroup/loyalty, (4) authority/respect, and (5) purity/sanctity (Haidt & Graham, 2007, p. 99). While not every culture or every member of a given culture relies on all five moral foundations in identifying issues and considerations as moral, each of the foundations is widely represented. Thus, we could say that the subject matter of normative ethics consists of issues that have to do with these five foundations. This would include, for example, preventing violence (foundation 1), equal rights (foundation 2), loyalty to one’s country (foundation 3), respect for one’s elders (foundation 4), and avoidance of carnal pleasures (foundation 5). Others conceive of the domain of morality in a more limited way as governing only, or at least primarily, interactions between people (Driver, 2007, p. 1; Frankena, 1967/1970, p. 156; Gert & Gert, 2017; Williams, 2006, p. 13). This approach seems to exclude many types of behaviors that foundation 5 classifies as morally relevant.
For purposes of concreteness, I adopt Haidt’s characterization of the subject matter of morality. But it ultimately doesn’t matter that much for my project how exactly we define the subject matter of morality, as long as the account in question results in a considerable limitation on the subject matter of normative ethics. Since, clearly, not all practical issues are moral issues, we need some way of delineating the moral domain from other domains. But my account of abolitionist ethics can in principle accommodate different ways of delineating this domain. In any event, here is feature 4 from my list of normative ethics’ paradigmatic features:
(F4) The subject matter of normative ethics consists of issues that (a) are considered important and (b) have to do with a limited number of basic concerns, namely, concern about harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity.
Methods
Since certain methods of reasoning are prevalent in normative ethics, whereas other methods are almost or entirely absent, I count methodology as another characterizing feature of the discipline.
One prominent method is the applications of moral principles or theories to particular cases (upon establishing the facts about the cases in question) in order to arrive at a verdict about the cases (Rachels, 2003, pp. 12–13). Second, however, since the application of principles does not always yield conclusive verdicts, another central method is casuistry. Here, moral philosophers proceed by comparing novel cases to analogous cases that we already have an opinion about, intending to draw lessons about the novel case (Richardson, 2018; Williams, 2006, p. 96). Note that the analogous cases can be purely hypothetical. Thus, I count the use of thought experiments as part of casuistry.

Another prominent method in ethics shares with the method of casuistry that it takes our verdicts about particular cases as its starting points. However, the goal this time is not to arrive at a verdict about another particular case but to find a unifying principle that explains all our specific verdicts about the cases at hand (Shafer-Landau, 2012, pp. 14–15). Thus, we use our intuitions or considered judgments about specific cases to arrive at a more systematic moral outlook. Finally, a fourth method appeals to our verdicts about particular cases in order to “test” or criticize more general principles or theories (Driver, 2007, p. 9). If the principle or theory conflicts with our deeply held judgments about certain cases, it is taken to be a problem for the theory.
Methods of reasoning that are not very common in normative ethics include, say, appeals to authority, arguments by cause, and storytelling. Thus, I define the fifth characteristic feature or normative ethics as follows:
(F5) Some of the most common methods employed in normative ethics are: the application of principles to cases; the critique of principles through cases; the extrapolation from cases to principles; and casuistry.

This is, of course, not an exhaustive list of the methods employed in normative ethics. However, for our purposes here, it is sufficient to identify some paradigmatic methods in normative ethics and to show that abolitionist ethics can employ the same methods. This will suffice to establish methodological continuity.
3. The Continuation Criteria
Based on the characteristics I take to be paradigmatic of normative ethics, let me now develop a list of what I call “Continuation Criteria”, i.e., criteria that make an approach to practical theorizing continuous with normative ethics. These criteria provide us with a test for whether and to what extent abolitionist ethics is continuous with normative ethics.
Following the order of presentation in section 2, let us start with the one Continuation Criterion that abolitionist ethics evidently won’t be able to live up to. 
(C1) The approach in question has the theoretical aim of establishing significant conclusions that are formulated in terms of moral concepts.
Since concept abolitionism advocates the elimination of moral concepts, abolitionist ethics won’t formulate anything in terms of moral concepts.

Now, someone might say that I don’t even need to bother stating the remaining Continuation Criteria because, if an approach to practical theorizing does not satisfy C1, it is not continuous with normative ethics, period. Naturally, I disagree. I don’t think that the theoretical aim is so essential to the enterprise of ethical theory that, without it, the discipline collapses. For one thing, abandoning the theoretical aim does not leave ethical theory without a goal, as there is still the practical aim mentioned in F2. Secondly, if abolitionist ethics were to exhibit other features that distinguish normative ethics from other types of practically oriented theorizing, it would be artificial to declare that abolitionist ethics is nevertheless a completely new discipline, rather than a continuation of ethical theory.
I think the abandonment of moral concepts in ethical theory is usefully compared to a Kuhnian paradigm shift (Kuhn, 1962). Under the new paradigm of abolitionist ethics, the practical aim of ethical theory gets elevated, given that the theoretical aim ultimately rests on a metaphysical mistake. While this would constitute a major overhaul within the discipline of ethical theory, the discipline itself would nevertheless survive. Likewise, with a Kuhnian paradigm shift, such as the shift from phlogiston theory to Lavoisier’s chemical theories, despite a radical break with previous practice, the scientific discipline (of chemistry) nevertheless survived.


Thus, let us move on to the two Continuation Criteria that are based on F2 and F3 respectively. They are pretty straightforward:
(C2) The approach in question has the practical aim of providing guidance for (deciding) what to do.

(C3) The approach in question is impartial.

Things get a bit more complicated as we move to the Continuation Criterion that is based on F4, regarding the subject matter of normative ethics. Recall that F4 says that the subject matter of normative ethics consists of issues that (a) are considered important and (b) have to do with a limited number of basic concerns, such as concern about harm/care and fairness/reciprocity. A first attempt at formulating C4 might look like this: the subject matter of the approach in question consists of issues that (a) are considered important and (b) have to do with a limited number of basic concerns, namely, concern about harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, ingroup/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity. This doesn’t quite work, though, because some of the terms that Haidt uses in labeling the five moral foundations are, arguably, morally loaded. For example, the term “harm” can be taken to imply wrongfulness (Feinberg, 1984, pp. 34–36). Abolitionists don’t think anything is ever wrong and don’t want to make claims that imply anything to the contrary. Fortunately, “harm” can also be understood in a purely descriptive way as a setback of interests (Feinberg, 1984, pp. 33–34). Thus, in C4, to avoid ambiguity, we should replace “harm” with “setbacks of interests”. Likewise, we might want to replace the term “fairness” with other terms that Haidt and his collaborators have used in order to describe the second moral foundation, such as “equality” and “proportionality” (Haidt, 2011, Chapters 7–8), which lend themselves more readily to a purely descriptive reading. If we follow this strategy for all five of Haidt’s foundation, we get something along the lines of:
(C4) The subject matter of the approach in question consists of issues that (a) are considered important and (b) have to do with a limited number of basic concerns, namely, concern about setbacks of interests/care, reciprocity/equality/proportionality, ingroup/loyalty, hierarchy/respect, and contamination/taboo

While this way of capturing the subject matter of ethical theory may not result in a perfect match with F4, it is clearly very close.

Moving on to methods, formulating a Continuation Criterion based on F5 is pretty straightforward again: 
(C5) Some of the most common methods employed by the approach in question are: the application of principles to cases; the critique of principles through cases; the extrapolation from cases to principles; and casuistry.

Finally, let me add a sixth Continuation Criterion that is not based on anything I said in the last section but that I take to make a lot of sense. Another crucial way in which an approach can be continuous with normative ethics is that it can engage with theories and arguments that have been developed under the paradigm of normative ethics–say, by criticizing, praising, or building on these arguments. Thus, I add to my list:
(C6) The approach in question allows engagement with many past theories and arguments by ethical theorists.
4. Abolitionist Ethics
What are the relevant practical attitudes?
As stated in the introduction, my project in this paper relies on the idea that traditional normative ethics uses moral claims–which express moral beliefs–as starting points in moral theorizing and that concept abolitionists can, instead of moral claims, use utterances that express different kinds of attitudes, where the resulting theoretical framework meets Continuation Criteria C2 to C6.
Regarding the first half of this idea, almost all works in normative ethics that intend to establish a moral conclusion rely on some basic moral assumptions that the author does not defend and that she usually presumes (part of) her audience to share. Sometimes, these basic assumptions are made explicit, sometimes they are left implicit. Sometimes, they consist in very general ethical principles, sometimes they consist in moral judgments about specific cases or thought experiments. Examples include the assumption that suffering is bad, that every human has a moral right to life and bodily integrity, that it is wrong to discriminate against people based on their race, that killing is worse than letting die, and that it is obligatory to save the child in Singer’s famous thought experiment of the drowning child. Based on these kinds of assumptions, philosophers can then employ the methods mentioned in F5 and C5 to establish conclusions. I call these assumptions “starting points” because they are where a philosopher’s moral reasoning starts; they are used as a foundation or point of departure. The key to developing an abolitionist approach to ethics is to replace these starting points with something other than moral claims and beliefs.

What are the defining features of utterances and attitudes that can serve this purpose? For one thing, they need to be practical or action-guiding in some sense because, without practical inputs, we can’t get practical outputs, and so our resulting framework would not meet C2. This rules out purely descriptive beliefs but leaves eligible a wide variety of other attitudes. Secondly, the attitudes in question need to exhibit impartiality because, again, if our inputs are not impartial, our outputs won’t be, either, and C3 requires impartiality. Third, the attitudes in question need to be about issues that we generally consider important and that fit the five categories mentioned in C4 (b). This ensures that our resulting approach to ethical theory concerns itself with the right subject matter.
In searching for types of attitudes that fit the bill, a good place to begin is the literature on metaethical expressivism. Expressivists believe that, when ordinary people make moral claims, contrary to appearance, they are not expressing descriptive moral beliefs but rather some other type of attitude, such as approval/disapproval, acceptance/rejection of norms, or certain kinds of sui generis non-representational mental states (Ayer, 1952, p. 107; Blackburn, 1993, pp. 15–23, 185–197; Carnap, 1935, pp. 23–24; Gibbard, 2002, pp. 8, 105, 2003, pp. 88–89; Horgan & Timmons, 2006). The reason this is a good place for aspiring abolitionist ethicists to start their inquiry is that expressivists have already thought long and hard about what kinds of attitudes have a “moral feel” to them, which makes it more likely that they meet our criteria. Of course, an error theorist abolitionist cannot agree with the expressivist that, when ordinary people make moral claims, they are thereby expressing any such attitudes. After all, error theorists agree with realists that ordinary moral claims express descriptive beliefs that come with certain ontological commitments about moral properties. However, while an error theorist has to reject the expressivist’s claim about the meaning of moral language, that doesn’t mean she cannot draw on expressivists’ work in developing her own approach to ethical theory.

One problem, though, that we encounter with respect to a lot of the attitudes that expressivists have focused on is that these attitudes do not have impartiality built into them. For example, both the early expressivist A. J. Ayer (1952, pp. 103, 107–108) and contemporary expressivist Simon Blackburn (1984, pp. 189–196) suggest that moral claims express approval and disapproval. But these attitudes are not inherently impartial, not even in the sense of universalizability. After all, there is nothing inherently inconsistent about disapproving of agent A (-ing while approving of agent B (-ing, simply because A is A and B is B.
One type of expressivism, however, that does focus on expressly impartial attitudes is R. M. Hare’s prescriptivism. Hare (1965, pp. 4, 15–16, 30, 89–90) conceives of moral judgments as universalizable prescriptions. When we make a judgment, say, that it is wrong for A to (, according to Hare, due to the prescriptive and universal nature of moral judgments, in doing so, we are both addressing an imperative to A and are committing ourselves to addressing the imperative “Do not (!” to anyone who considers (-ing in circumstances similar to A’s. If a person does not or would not address such an imperative to other agents in similar circumstances, she would be inconsistent.
Universalizable prescriptions are not inherently impartial in a substantive sense, but they are formally impartial in the sense of universalizability. And, evidently, they are practical attitudes. The only problem–for our purposes at least–with universalizable prescriptions as Hare discusses them is that their subject matter is not limited in any way. This is a feature shared by virtually all attitudes that expressivists have identified as characteristically moral; agents can have these attitudes about any issue, including issues that we would usually consider to belong to the realm of aesthetics, epistemology, or etiquette, and including issues that no one considers important (Wong, 2006, pp. 72–73). Fortunately, there is an easy fix for this. Instead of allowing theorists to draw on just any universalizable prescription as a starting point for ethical theorizing, abolitionist ethics can purposefully limit itself to those universalizable prescriptions that pertain to the kind of subject matter specified in C4. Let’s call these attitudes “subject matter universalizable prescriptions” (SMUP).
There are other types of attitudes that will probably work just as well for abolitionist ethics as SMUPs. For example, the attitude of norm-acceptance might work, as long as the norm in question is a universal norm, i.e., a norm that doesn’t identify agents via their numerical properties, and as long as it is about the right kind of subject matter. However, instead of working out in detail a list of all the relevant attitudes that abolitionist ethics can rely on as starting points, for purposes of illustration, I will limit myself to SMUPs.
Now that we have identified an example of an attitude that the concept abolitionist can appeal to in her ethical theorizing, let’s consider how this type of attitude could be expressed in writing. Of course, Hare would say that the paradigmatic way to express universalizable prescriptions is through moral statements. After all, he believes that ordinary moral claims express universalizable prescriptions. But, as I already noted, error theorists have to disagree with Hare on this point. Thus, if they want to talk about universalizable prescriptions, they need to find another way of doing so.
One way of expressing SMUPs could be through imperatives, such as, “Don’t cause suffering!” or “Everyone, let’s not discriminate against people based on their race!” One difficulty with this approach is that the utterance of a singular imperative that is addressed to a specific agent (“Don’t (, reader!”) may leave it unclear whether the prescription expressed is indeed universalizable or not. This difficulty could be avoided if the context makes it sufficiently clear that the imperative in question is meant to be universalized.
Another potentially suitable way to express SMUPs involves the term “shall”. In ordinary speech, “shall” is used to mean a variety of things, including normative “must” or “have to”, “will” (as in a simple prediction about what will happen in the future), and “intend to” or “plan to”. It is also frequently used to issue commands. Particularly interesting is the use of “shall” in questions, such as “Shall we head out?” In this context, the person who asks the question is neither asking her interlocutor to make a prediction about whether the two of them will head out, nor is she asking whether they ought to head out. Rather, the speaker is doing something along the lines of suggesting that the two of them head out, asking the interlocutor what to do, or engaging in joint planning. It would, in turn, make perfect sense for the interlocutor to respond with, “Yes, let’s head out!”, which highlights the interesting connection between “shall” and imperatives/prescriptions. Given the ways in which we are already using “shall”, the term lends itself rather well to the purpose of expressing universalizable prescriptions. Thus, an abolitionist ethicist could write things such as, “We shall protect the life and bodily integrity of all humans” or “When being forced to choose between killing and letting die, we shall choose letting die”. There are probably other ways to effectively talk about SMUPs, but let’s content ourselves with two for now.
Abolitionist Arguments
Now that we have identified at least one type of starting point that abolitionist ethicists can substitute for moral claims, let us examine what an argument would look like in abolitionist ethics. Here is a possible argument an abolitionist could make about the subject of abortion: (1) Let us oppose the killing of beings whenever doing so would deprive them of the kinds of future experiences, activities, projects, and enjoyments that are characteristic of adult human beings (let’s call this kind of future “a future like ours”); (2) abortion deprives fetuses of a future like ours; (3) Conclusion: let’s oppose abortion. Readers familiar with the abortion debate in philosophy will have noticed that this argument is inspired by Don Marquis’s well-known argument against abortion, a point I will return to momentarily.

Let’s make two observations about this argument: first, the argument is not logically valid in the sense that we are familiar with from arguments that involve only declarative statements. However, the argument is clearly valid in some sense; intuitively, it would be inconsistent to accept the premises but reject the conclusion. And, of course, philosophers have gone to great lengths to show that beliefs or declarative statements are not the only kinds of things that can stand in logical relations to one another. Extensive work has been done regarding the logic of intentions (Bratman, 1987; Cohen & Levesque, 1990), preferences (Hansson, 2001; von Wright, 1963), norm-acceptance (Gibbard, 2002, pp. 83–102), and disapproval (Blackburn, 1993, pp. 189–193); and Hare himself has developed a logic of prescriptions (1963, Chapters 2–3). Thus, arguments in abolitionist ethics can be valid or invalid, similar to arguments in normative ethics.

My second observation is that the abolitionist anti-abortion argument can be highly effective in compelling audiences of its conclusion, just like a traditional moral argument. Consider Don Marquis’s (1989) original argument–or rather, a simplified version of it, which will serve our purposes better: (1*) If killing a being deprives it of a future like ours, it is wrong to kill it; (2*) abortion deprives fetuses of a future like ours; (3*) Conclusion: abortion is wrong. If a person is truly convinced that (1*) and (2*) are correct, then she is likely to accept the conclusion. Note that, in doing so, she does not need to be primarily driven by a concern about consistency. Her acceptance of (3*) may be driven simply by her original belief that it is wrong to deprive beings of a future like ours and by her newly adopted belief that abortion is an instance of depriving beings of a future like ours. She accepts the conclusion because she doesn’t want to live in a world in which wrong things happen or, more concretely, because she doesn’t want beings to be deprived of futures like ours.
Something similar holds for the abolitionist version of the argument. Suppose a person agrees with premise (1) and (2) of the argument in the sense that she genuinely opposes depriving beings of futures like ours and that, upon consideration, she is convinced that (2) is true.
 Now that it has been brought to her attention that abortion is an instance of depriving beings of futures like ours, she is likely to explicitly oppose abortion–again, not even just for the sake of consistency but because she cares about beings that have futures like ours and doesn’t want them to be deprived of such futures.
Of course, regarding both the abolitionist version and the traditional version of the anti-abortion argument, instead of accepting the conclusion, a person can reject one of the premises instead. But the point to emphasize here is that this does not constitute an asymmetry between the abolitionist argument and the traditional argument. If a person buys into the premises, then both arguments will likely be effective in getting her to oppose abortion. 
How Abolitionist Ethics Meets the Continuation Criteria
Now that we have identified at least one type of attitude that abolitionists can replace moral beliefs with in ethical theorizing, and now that we have seen what an argument in abolitionist ethics can look like, let us return to the Continuation Criteria and examine whether abolitionist ethics, at least when it relies on SMUPs, lives up to them. Recall that this is our test for determining whether abolitionist ethics is truly continuous with normative ethics. 
The practical criterion, C2, is met because arguments in abolitionist ethics that replace moral beliefs and claims with SMUPs always conclude with a universalizable prescription, and prescriptions are action-guiding. The impartiality criterion, C3, is met because abolitionist ethics that replaces moral beliefs with SMUPs uses as its only non-descriptive inputs impartial attitudes (impartial in the sense of universalizable). Thus, partiality and favoritism can’t “find their way into” the abolitionist ethicist’s reasoning. The subject matter criterion, C4, is met because the content of a SMUP is by definition limited to the subject matters specified in C4.
Turning to the methods criterion, C5, note that the abolitionist anti-abortion argument I presented (just like my simplified version of Marquis’ original argument) involves one of the methods identified in C5, namely, the application of a general principle–expressed in premise (1)–to the specific case of abortion. This, in turn, yields a verdict about abortion. It is not difficult to see how abolitionists could use the other three methods stated in C5 as well. Regarding the method of using verdicts about individual cases to critique more general principles, simply run the anti-abortion argument the other way around: start with a rejection of opposing abortion, then state that abortion deprives fetuses of a future like ours, and conclude by rejecting the general opposition to depriving beings of futures like ours. Regarding the method of extrapolating from principles to cases, we can imagine an abolitionist philosopher extrapolating a more general universalizable prescription (“If killing a being deprives it of a future like ours, don’t kill it!”) from more specific universalizable prescriptions about specific cases (“Don’t kill adult humans”, “Don’t kill newborns”, “Don’t kill highly intelligent aliens”, …). Finally, regarding the method of casuistry, a concept abolitionist could argue, say, that killing a fetus has certain commonalities with killing an adult human being and that, because of that, we shall evaluate them in the same way. Thus, abolitionist ethics meets C5.
Finally, let’s consider C6, which says that another way for abolitionist ethics to be continuous with normative ethics is for it to allow engagement with moral theories and arguments that have been advanced in the past. From what has been said so far, it may appear that traditional normative ethicists and abolitionist ethicists could never engage in argument with each other. Given that the former make moral claims and the latter, instead, express universalizable prescriptions (or other suitable non-descriptive attitudes), wouldn’t they always be talking past each other?

In order to demonstrate that, on the contrary, abolitionist ethicists can often meaningfully engage with traditional arguments in normative ethics, I first need to show that abolitionist ethicists and conventional moral philosophers can agree and disagree with one another. Let me remind you of the distinction I drew in section 2 between normative ethics’ theoretical aim and its practical aim. When a traditional moral philosopher advances an argument, such as Marquis’ anti-abortion argument, she is trying to do at least two things: she is trying to arrive at moral truth, but she is also trying to provide action-guidance to people who have to make decisions about abortion. It is because traditional normative ethics and abolitionist ethics share the second goal, that of providing action-guidance, that they can meaningfully agree and disagree with one another. For example, Marquis and my hypothetical anti-abortion abolitionist agree in that they provide people with the same (or at least similar enough) action-guidance regarding abortion. Likewise, we can imagine a hypothetical abolitionist who disagrees with Marquis in that she provides an argument for the conclusion, “Don’t oppose abortion!” Since she and Marquis provide incompatible action-guidance regarding abortion, they can consider each other to be in disagreement.
But traditional moral philosophers and abolitionist ethicists can not only agree or disagree with each other’s conclusions; they can also agree or disagree with each other’s premises. This is evident with regard to purely descriptive premises. But it is also true for other premises, as long as they constitute or imply a directive for how to act and make decisions. This opens up the possibility of reasoned argument between normative ethicists and abolitionist ethicists. Utilizing the anti-abortion argument again for illustrative purposes, an abolitionist could attack premise (1*) in the simplified version of Marquis’ original argument as follows:
“Premise (1*) tells people to oppose killing a being if doing so deprives it of a future like ours. But that directive is too general and insufficiently sensitive to context. There are cases in which the only way to protect a person’s bodily integrity and autonomy is to deprive another being of a future like ours. I say, let’s not adopt a blanket policy of opposing such actions; instead, let’s carefully examine the specific cases at hand and evaluate each case on its own terms.”
While the abolitionist does not disagree with Marquis in the sense of denying the truth of his premise (1*), there is still a clear sense in which the two are in conflict.
Note also that the motivation our abolitionist provides for disagreeing with premise (1*) can in principle be endorsed by a traditional moral philosopher. It is just that the abolitionist and the traditional moral philosopher will think of it in different ways; the traditional moral philosopher will think of the fact that, sometimes, the only way to protect someone’s bodily integrity and autonomy is to kill another being as a genuine moral reason that objectively speaks in favor of rejecting premise (1*), whereas the abolitionist may think of this fact simply as providing motivation or as being counted in favor of rejecting premise (1*) by a subject.
Let me add two clarifications regarding my treatment of C6. When an abolitionist ethicist engages with the argument of a conventional moral philosopher, we should not think of the abolitionist as “translating” the conventional moral argument into the terms of her own framework before responding to it. First of all, there are a lot of moral concepts and there are a lot of attitudes that abolitionists can appeal to, and it is not clear how to “map” the former onto the latter. For example, a normative ethicist could say that depriving beings of futures like ours is wrong or bad, or that we ought not to do so. On the other end, an abolitionist ethicist could universally prescribe not to deprive beings of futures like ours, to oppose depriving beings of futures like ours, or to accept a norm that proscribes depriving beings of futures like ours. Trying to “translate” moral arguments into abolitionist arguments and the other way around, thus, would seem to involve a lot of arbitrariness.
Another reason why we should not think in terms of “translating” conventional moral arguments into arguments in abolitionist ethics has to do with the Frege-Geach-problem for expressivism (Geach, 1965). Metaethical expressivism holds that, when we make moral claims, we thereby express non-descriptive attitudes, such as condemnation. However, as Peter Geach noticed (drawing on Frege), this creates a puzzle for how certain arguments that involve embedded moral claims could be valid. Take the following example (modified from Geach): “If doing a thing is bad, getting your little brother to do it is bad. Lying is bad. Therefore, getting your little brother to lie is bad.” In order for the argument to be valid, the meaning of “bad” has to remain constant across the entire argument. However, notes Geach, “in the major premise the speaker (a father, let us suppose) is certainly not uttering acts of condemnation: one could hardly take him to be condemning just doing a thing.” (Geach, 1965, p. 464) While expressivists have provided intricate responses to the Frege-Geach problem (Blackburn, 1993, pp. 189–193; Gibbard, 2002, pp. 83–102), it remains controversial whether the problem has been solved. And if it can’t be solved, then that means that those conventional moral arguments that involve embedded moral claims cannot be translated into a language of non-descriptive attitudes; hence, they cannot be translated into arguments in abolitionist ethics.
But it’s not necessary for normative ethicists and abolitionist ethicists to translate each other’s arguments into their own language in order to fruitfully engage with one another. They just need to figure out what the action-guiding implications of the other party’s arguments are and think about whether they can endorse these implications.
For example, when a conventional moral philosopher writes, “Whether an action is right or wrong depends solely on its consequences,” it usually does not matter whether the abolitionist ethicist reads this statement as “Let’s evaluate actions based solely on their consequences” or as “Let’s approve of evaluating actions based solely on their consequences” or as some other statement in the general neighborhood. All of these statements have more or less the same practical implications. Likewise, suppose a conventional moral philosopher argues, “If doing a thing is bad, getting your little brother to do it is bad. Lying is bad. Therefore, getting your little brother to lie is bad.” An abolitionist ethicist can pick up on the action-guiding implications of this argument just fine, without first producing a one-to-one translation. She may say to herself: “Okay, got it. No lying, and no getting my little brother to lie.” And if she disagrees, she can say something like, “Let’s oppose lying ourselves, but let’s not oppose making little kids lie” (admittedly, a rather bizarre stance to take). She could even offer a (similarly bizarre) motivation for her stance: “Look, in order to grow into adults who are eventually immune to external manipulation, kids have to learn some hard lessons early on. Make them lie a few times and let them feel foolish about it when they get caught; they won’t listen to the next person who tries to make them lie.”
Now, none of this is to say that abolitionist ethicists will be able to engage with each and every argument in conventional moral philosophy. This brings me to my second clarification. While abolitionist ethicists can fruitfully engage with a lot of arguments by traditional moral philosophers, I am not claiming that this holds for all types of arguments. Take, for example, arguments that are essentially about the relationships between moral concepts. Suppose a normative ethicist defends the claim that, whenever we can prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of equal moral value, we ought to do it (see Singer, 1972). This is, in part, a claim about certain relationships holding between badness, moral value, and ought. At least at the moment, I cannot see clearly how an abolitionist ethicist would engage with such a claim because, in order to figure out what its practical implications are, we would first have to assign an extension to “things that are bad” and create an ordering of things in accordance with their moral value; but concept abolitionists don’t think that there are any things that are bad or things that have moral value. Perhaps additional reflection will reveal a way for abolitionists to engage with claims like the above, but for the moment I will stay agonistic on this question.

This concludes my discussion of the Continuation Criteria. Since abolitionist ethics meets Continuation Criteria 2-6, I conclude that it is strongly continuous with normative ethics and, thus, constitutes a continuation of the discipline.
Conclusion
I began this paper with a quote by Russ Shafer-Landau: “If there are no truths within morality—only a truth about morality, namely, that its edicts are uniformly untrue—then the enterprise of normative ethics is philosophically bankrupt.” (Shafer-Landau, 2005, p. 107) I hope I was able to convince you that, if the error theory is true, and even if we completely abandon moral discourse, the discipline of normative ethics does not lose its point. It undergoes a kind of paradigm shift, but it survives. Concept abolitionism, thus, does not threaten this revered branch of philosophy; it just changes it.
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� 	For example, moral norms are sometimes defined as norms that connect to guilt and anger or to social sanctions in a certain way � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"MQuSxLWO","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Gibbard, 2002, p. 47; Sprigge, 1964, p. 129; Whiteley, 1960, p. 22)","plainCitation":"(Gibbard, 2002, p. 47; Sprigge, 1964, p. 129; Whiteley, 1960, p. 22)","noteIndex":6},"citationItems":[{"id":38,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/R8TXD46P"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/R8TXD46P"],"itemData":{"id":38,"type":"book","event-place":"Oxford","publisher":"Clarendon Press","publisher-place":"Oxford","title":"Wise Choices, Apt Feelings: A Theory of Normative Judgment","author":[{"family":"Gibbard","given":"Allan"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["2002"]]}},"locator":"47"},{"id":239,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/WZUJGJUC"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/WZUJGJUC"],"itemData":{"id":239,"type":"article-journal","container-title":"Philosophy","page":"301-22","title":"Definition of a Moral Judgment","volume":"39","author":[{"family":"Sprigge","given":"Timothy Lauro Squire"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["1964"]]}},"locator":"129"},{"id":232,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/IM5KDG2I"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/IM5KDG2I"],"itemData":{"id":232,"type":"article-journal","container-title":"Analysis","issue":"6","page":"141-44","title":"On Defining \"Moral\"","volume":"20","author":[{"family":"Whiteley","given":"Charles Henry"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["1960"]]}},"locator":"22"}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Gibbard, 2002, p. 47; Sprigge, 1964, p. 129; Whiteley, 1960, p. 22)�. Because of this, someone might take it to be characteristic of normative ethics that it concerns itself with norms that prescribe guilt, anger, or social sanctions (which is not part of my own characterization of normative ethics). Thus, in order to be continuous with normative ethics, perhaps abolitionist ethics also has to concern itself with such norms. But it can concern itself with such norms (or very similar ones); so there isn’t a problem there.
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� 	Borrowing terminology from David Lewis, one could also consider abolitionist ethics an “imperfect deserver” of the name “ethical theory”; while abolitionist ethics may not be everything that we commonly expect from ethical theory, it is still “good enough” to deserve the name.


� 	Perhaps some of the terms I use in this formulation could still be interpreted as normatively loaded, in which case C4 would need to be still further refined. However, we should be able to eventually identify some purely descriptive properties whose extensions reasonably overlap with the assumed extensions of Haidt’s original terms.


� Concept abolitionists, just like anyone else, are likely to have plenty of non-selfish attitudes � ADDIN ZOTERO_ITEM CSL_CITATION {"citationID":"2nonje7fpp","properties":{"formattedCitation":"(Garner, 1994, pp. 48, 160, 279)","plainCitation":"(Garner, 1994, pp. 48, 160, 279)","noteIndex":10},"citationItems":[{"id":89,"uris":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/IRHJFK5U"],"uri":["http://zotero.org/users/local/TEvsZ62k/items/IRHJFK5U"],"itemData":{"id":89,"type":"book","event-place":"Philadelphia","publisher":"Temple University Press","publisher-place":"Philadelphia","title":"Beyond Morality","author":[{"family":"Garner","given":"Richard"}],"issued":{"date-parts":[["1994"]]}},"locator":"48, 160, 279"}],"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"} �(Garner, 1994, pp. 48, 160, 279)�, which may very well include concern for fetuses.
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