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One trend in contemporary metaethics is the focus on the concept of reasons. In the past few
decades, metaethics has focused on concepts and meanings such as 'right' and 'good'. In recent
years, however, the view that the concept of 'reasons' should be the focus of discussion, rather
than 'right' or 'good’, is becoming more mainstream. This is because certain types of reasons have
a property (called 'normativity') of counting a favour of (against) certain actions. This type of reason
is then called a 'normative reason'. However, what normative reasons are has not yet been
clarified.

This study asks what normative reasons are, focusing on contemporary metaethics. In order to
answer this question, this study will (1) analyse the concept, (2) examine the necessary conditions
and (3) clarify its relationship with 'right' and 'good'. In the first year, the study examined (1)
whether the concept of normative reasons can be analysed by other concepts such as 'ought' and
desire.

The examination revealed that three theories were predominant: primitivism, explanationism, and
evidentialism, primitivism, explanatory and evidentialism. They agree that a normative reason is a
consideration that counts in favour of someone's acting in a certain way. The primitivist argues that
a normative reason cannot be analysed in terms of anything more fundamental or primitive. The
explanationist argues that it can be analysed by an explanation of a fact of ought (or a fact of
goodness). The evidentialist argues that it can be analysed by evidence of a fact of ought (or a fact
of goodness).

Before comparing their theoretical superiority, however, it was found that it would be more fruitful to
focus on the differences in the motivations of their proponents in proposing their theories.

The above research results were presented at an international workshop that | organised. In this
workshop, international researchers from Taiwan, the UK and other countries and domestic
researchers gave presentations and comments and exchanged opinions with each other.
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The Explication of Normative Reasons in Contemporary Metaethics
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One trend in contemporary metaethics is the focus on the concept of reasons. In the past few decades, metaethics has focused on
concepts and meanings such as 'right’ and 'good’. In recent years, however, the view that the concept of 'reasons’ should be the
focus of discussion, rather than 'right’ or 'good’, is becoming more mainstream. This is because certain types of reasons have a
property (called 'normativity’) of counting a favour of (against) certain actions. This type of reason is then called a 'normative reason’.
However, what normative reasons are has not yet been clarified.

This study asks what normative reasons are, focusing on contemporary metaethics. In order to answer this question, this study will
(1) analyse the concept, (2) examine the necessary conditions and (3) clarify its relationship with 'right' and ‘good’. In the first year,
the study examined (1) whether the concept of normative reasons can be analysed by other concepts such as ‘ought’ and desire.
The examination revealed that three theories were predominant: primitivism, explanationism, and evidentialism, primitivism, explanatory
and evidentialism. They agree that a normative reason is a consideration that counts in favour of someone’ s acting in a certain way.
The primitivist argues that a normative reason cannot be analysed in terms of anything more fundamental or primitive. The
explanationist argues that it can be analysed by an explanation of a fact of ought (or a fact of goodness). The evidentialist argues that
it can be analysed by evidence of a fact of ought (or a fact of goodness).

Before comparing their theoretical superiority, however, it was found that it would be more fruitful to focus on the differences in the
motivations of their proponents in proposing their theories.

The above research results were presented at an international workshop that I organised. In this workshop, international researchers
from Taiwan, the UK and other countries and domestic researchers gave presentations and comments and exchanged opinions with
each other.
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