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Abstract
This paper introduces emergent moral non-naturalism,
which holds that moral properties depend on descrip-
tive properties and normative bridge principles for their
instantiation, where these principles specify instantia-
tion conditions of moral properties in terms of descrip-
tive properties. Continuous with the non-naturalist tra-
dition in metaethics, this view takes moral properties to
be noncausal properties; in accordance with the emer-
gentist tradition in metaphysics, it takes them to confer
powers on their bearers. Reconciling these two claims of
noncausality and power conferral, emergent moral non-
naturalism construes moral properties in terms of their
noncausal powers.
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1 INTRODUCTION

According to non-naturalist realists in metaethics, moral properties (e.g., being good, being right)
are real and non-natural properties. Moral properties are supposed to be real in the sense that
they exist, and moreover, their instantiation conditions hold objectively, that is, independently of
our judgments or stances. But when it comes to the non-naturalness claim, it is not immediately
clear what this claim amounts to. While it is tempting to say that a property is non-natural just in
case it is not natural—somoral properties are non-natural just in case they are not natural—as we
shall see, this approach has limitations. I propose that we canmake good progress on understand-
ing the non-naturalness claim if we see non-naturalism as a view on which moral properties are
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2 BAYSAN

emergent properties—in a specific sense to be clarified and defended below. As I shall argue, emer-
gentismaboutmoral properties is not only consistentwithnon-naturalism, but it is also a plausible
way of making sense of non-naturalism’s main tenets. Moreover, such a view is defensible to the
extent that moral realism is defensible in the first place. So, while I am offering a new interpre-
tation of non-naturalism, I am also developing a metaethical theory that I take to be eminently
plausible.
I will call the view that is outlined here emergentmoral non-naturalism (EMN for short). In line

with the minimal commitments of non-naturalist realism, this view holds that moral properties
are real properties and they are irreducible to natural and other (purely) descriptive properties.1
The core emergentist elements of EMN concern how this irreducibility claim is to be understood.
Accordingly,moral properties depend, for their instantiation, on natural or other descriptive base-
level properties and “normative bridge principles,” where the latter aremetaphysically contingent
principles that link base-level properties to moral properties. Moreover, in accordance with lead-
ing theories of emergence in metaphysics (e.g., Wilson, 2021), EMN holds that moral properties
have power profiles, and these power profiles are importantly different from the power profiles of
the base-level descriptive properties they depend on. However, in line with the non-naturalist tra-
dition in ethics, EMNholds that the powers in the power profiles ofmoral properties arenoncausal
powers.
In Section 2, I introduce the main tenets of non-naturalism by contrasting it with other theo-

ries and propose two criteria for non-naturalness partially based on these contrasts. In Section 3,
I propose EMN as a view that ensures that moral properties meet the relevant criteria. In Sec-
tion 4, I argue that this view is continuous with emergentist views about higher level properties in
metaphysics more generally, which ensures that EMN is genuinely an emergentist theory. Here,
I also contrast EMN with what Stringer (2018, 2021) has recently dubbed “emergentist ethical
naturalism,” which combines a form of emergentism about moral properties with metaphysical
naturalism. The arguments of Section 4 also contribute new ideas to theories of emergence in
metaphysics, meaning that EMN is worth exploring independently of its metaethical plausibility.
In Section 5, I show how EMN can make progress toward solving some of non-naturalism’s out-
standing problems, concluding that EMN is, overall, a plausible metaethical theory that merits
further attention.

2 THE NATURAL, THE SUPERNATURAL, AND THE
NON-NATURAL

If non-naturalism is true, then moral properties are irreducible to natural and other descrip-
tive properties. While descriptive properties paradigmatically include natural properties (to be
clarified shortly), we should not think of “natural” and “descriptive” as interchangeable terms.
Certain supernatural properties—should there be any—may also belong to the class of descrip-
tive properties. The inclusion of the supernatural in the descriptive is important for appreciating
that non-naturalist moral realism is not simply the view that moral properties are real but dis-
tinct from natural properties. Otherwise, this would imply that a view on which the property
of being good is the same property as, say, being loved by the gods, is a non-naturalist view. But

1 Henceforth, I will use “descriptive” to mean purely descriptive.
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BAYSAN 3

non-naturalists, such as Moore (1903/1993), typically contrast their views with those that take
moral properties to be properties of a supernatural kind.2
Given its commitment to the claim that being good is distinct from both natural properties and

supernatural properties, Moorean non-naturalism is sometimes presented as a view according
to which being good and other moral properties are sui generis properties, that is, properties of
their own kind, not analyzable in terms of, and are metaphysically discontinuous with, other
properties.3 So, in line with theMoorean roots of non-naturalism, when it comes to characterizing
the view, I propose that we should take it to mean that being good is a sui generis property in the
relevant sense. Call this the sui-genericity criterion for non-naturalness: moral properties must be
sui generis properties if they are to be seen as non-natural properties in the relevant sense.
Related to the sui-genericity of moral properties, recent proponents of non-naturalism some-

times point out that moral properties are “just too different” from natural or other descriptive
properties to be identical with them (Enoch, 2011, pp. 80–81).4 While attempts have been made to
turn this just-too-different (JTD) intuition into an argument,5 it is tempting to leave this merely as
a powerful statement about how, according to non-naturalists, themoral, prima facie, differs from
the descriptive. By finding an account of non-naturalness that satisfies the sui-genericity criterion,
we can hope to make progress on making sense of the JTD intuition as well.6
Unsurprisingly, a prominent rival to non-naturalism is naturalism, that is, the view that moral

properties are natural properties.7 The question of what makes a property natural is highly con-
tested in the first place, so it is hardly surprising that the concept of non-naturalness is also
elusive. Naturalists typically take causal efficacy to be the hallmark of naturalness. Accordingly,
many characterizations of the naturalism/non-naturalism debate portray naturalism as commit-
ted to the causal efficacy of moral properties and non-naturalism as committed to the rejection
of this causal claim.8 In association with the causal criterion for naturalness, there are at least
two other criteria for naturalness in metaethics: the disciplinary criterion and the epistemologi-
cal criterion. According to the disciplinary criterion, a property counts as natural if it is identical
with, or at least metaphysically continuous with, some property or properties invoked in natural
(and some social) sciences. Which sciences should be included here can be disputed, but there
is consensus that sciences such as biology and psychology qualify. According to the epistemo-
logical criterion, a property is natural if its knowledge is possible via broadly empirical means.
Arguably, these two latter criteria substantially overlap with the causal criterion. After all, natu-
ral and social sciences study only those properties that we can have empirical knowledge of, and

2 I agree with Leary (2022) that any account of non-naturalism should make it consistent with its paradigmatic examples.
If there is any paradigmatic example of non-naturalism, Moore’s view in Principia Ethica is one.
3 This does not mean that moral properties are not definable in terms of other moral properties. As a consequentialist,
Moore takes being right to be definable in terms of being good.
4 See also Huemer (2005, p. 94), Parfit (2011, pp. 324–325).
5 See Paakkunainen (2017).
6 I will revisit the JTD intuition in Section 5.
7 See, among others, Sturgeon (1985), Boyd (1988), Brink (1989), Jackson (1998), Luco (2019), and Stringer (2021). While
naturalism comes in both reductive and nonreductive forms, all versions take moral properties to be natural properties in
some sense of the term.
8 See Shafer-Landau (2003, p. 60), Huemer (2005), Enoch (2011), and Parfit (2011, vol. 2, pp. 493) for non-naturalists who
are explicit about this. See Sturgeon (2003, pp. 538) and references in note 7 above for naturalists who are explicit about
this. See Baysan (2024) and Powers (forthcoming) for related discussion.
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4 BAYSAN

such knowledge is possible only if the relevant properties make causal differences to empirical
detection mechanisms.
Considering an example of a naturalist claim, if being good were reducible to being pleasant, it

would pass the causal test for naturalness, as something’s being pleasant is causally efficacious:
pleasant experiences, thanks to instantiating this property, can causally contribute to a subject’s
pursuit of other pleasant experiences. Relatedly, it would be an empirically detectable property
that can be studied scientifically. So, when non-naturalists reject naturalist claims of this sort,
they take moral properties to be noncausal properties. I will say more about how to make sense of
the idea thatmoral properties are noncausal properties aswe proceed, but for the time being, these
observations are sufficient to highlight the noncausality criterion for non-naturalness: a property
must be noncausal in order to count as non-natural in the relevant sense.9
Having reviewed the basic tenets of non-naturalism and considered two criteria for non-

naturalness, we can proceed to our examination of a novel interpretation of non-naturalism that
meets the relevant criteria.

3 EMERGENTMORAL NON-NATURALISM

EMN explicates the non-naturalness of moral properties in terms of the following three theses:

(i) Lawlike Dependence: Moral properties depend on descriptive base-level properties andmeta-
physically contingentnormative bridge principles (where such principles specify instantiation
conditions of moral properties in terms of descriptive base-level properties).

(ii) Distinct Power Profiles: There are certain powers that moral properties possess essentially,
and no descriptive property possesses those powers essentially.

(iii) Noncausal Powers: Powers that moral properties possess essentially are noncausal powers
whose manifestations consist in the existence of normative relations (not in causal changes).

Let me illustrate these theses with an ethically trivial example to begin with and move on to
ethically more interesting cases as we proceed. Consider being good as an evaluative property
and being pleasant as a descriptive property that underlies being good on a particular occasion.
Borrowing an example from Scanlon (1998), imagine a holiday resort that is good.10 Insofar as
this resort is good, there is reason to have a pro-attitude to it (e.g., a reason to want to visit it). Put
simply, the fact that the resort is good entails that there is at least pro tanto reason to value it.
This entailment relation is central to EMN, and I understand this to involve something along

the following lines: it is essential to the property of being good that if something is good, then
there is at least a pro tanto reason to value it.11 According to EMN, this feature of this property

9 I will not propose disciplinary and epistemological criteria for non-naturalness independently; the causal inefficacy
criterion will do the job such criteria would be doing.
10 By “good,” Imean good simpliciter, rather than good-as-a-kind (e.g., “This is a good resort.”) or good-for (e.g., “This resort
is good for my family.”). I assume that being good simpliciter is a real property insofar as EMN is true (and henceforth by
“being good,” I shall refer to this property). One objection to such a property is due to its elusive nature, leading to theworry
that it commits one to an objectionable non-naturalist metaethics. Since EMN is proposed explicitly as a non-naturalist
view, this is not a worry for my purposes.
11 This is compatiblewith, but does not require, a “fittingness” or a “reasons-first” account of value. Such accounts typically
explain evaluative properties in terms of either fittingness or reasons, and they take the latter to bemore fundamental than
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BAYSAN 5

is a power of this property.12 Thus, this essential entailment claim can be expressed in terms of
power conferral along the following lines: it is essential to being good that its instantiation confers
on its bearer a power whose manifestation corresponds to some normative fact about the reason
to value its bearer.13
It is important to note that the instantiation of this property entails only a pro tanto reason to

value its bearer. There may be facts that interfere with such a reason, and this is aptly expressed in
terms of the dispositional nature of the relevant powers. While it is entailed by the instantiation of
being good that the bearer of this property does have this power (which corresponds to the relevant
reason), it is not entailed by this instantiation that this power is, or will be,manifested. (I shall say
more on how such powers may remain unmanifested below.)
How should we understand the relevant manifestation of such a power? If the reason in ques-

tion is the reason to value, one proposal would be that the manifestation in question is the
justification of a valuing attitude. For example, we can say that being good confers on its bearers
the power to justify valuing attitudes toward them, and such a power is manifested when there
is indeed justification for valuing a given bearer in question. Given the normativity of justifica-
tion, we can take these powers to be normative in nature, illustrating the fact that the reasons in
question are normative reasons.
It will be helpful to compare this with more familiar examples of power conferral in other

domains. Consider the property of being negatively charged. This property confers on its bear-
ers, say, the power to attract positively charged particles. So, when a particle is negatively charged
and it is in the vicinity of some positively charged particle, unless there is some interference, this
power is manifested, and an attraction relation is instantiated. The dispositional nature of this
power is clear in this example: our negatively charged particle may have this power without man-
ifesting it—perhaps, our particle is nowhere near a positively charged particle, or maybe it is, but
there is some external interference that prevents this power’s manifestation.
While this is an apt analogy for introducing the idea of power conferral more generally, there

are two important disanalogies which are central to the account of power conferral that EMN
employs in the case of moral properties. First, EMN holds that the power that corresponds to
the normative reason to value is essential to the property of being good. But whether the power to
attract positively charged particles is essential to the property of beingnegatively charged is amatter
of controversy in metaphysics of science. While a dispositional essentialist might say that this
power is indeed essential to this property (e.g., Bird, 2007), someone who appeals to contingent

evaluative properties. EMN’s entailment claim is neutral with respect to this fundamentality claim (see Cosker-Rowland,
2019; McHugh &Way, 2016 for discussion of related views).
12 Though, this does not entail that the powers of a property must be essential to it. Some properties have such powers only
contingently. I shall discuss possible examples of this below.
13 This does not mean that the fact that there is a reason to value x entails that x is good. After all, properties like knowing
such that one has reason to value x and being such that an evil demon has provided one with a reason to value the demon
entail the existence of such reasons, but arguably these are not cases where some moral or evaluative property provides
subjects with these reasons. If we are to understand this reason-providing relation in terms of conferral of certain powers,
we can say that being good does not confer the relevant powers that correspond to these reasons. A further case concerns
the property of being a reason. This property entails the existence of a reason (its instantiation entails the existence of a
reason, namely itself), but it would be odd to say that this property provides such a reason. In the framework that is offered
here, this may be comparable to the property of being a power. While the instantiation of this property entails the existence
of a power, it would be odd to think that being a power confers on its bearers this power. These considerations suggest that
the relationship between a property and the reasons/powers it provides/confers cannot be understood asmere entailment.
Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for drawing my attention to these potential complications.
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6 BAYSAN

laws of nature to explain the relationship between properties and their powers may deny this
essentiality claim (e.g., Armstrong 1997). As far as the arguments of this paper are concerned,
we can remain neutral on this issue. As I shall show below, what is crucial is that, according to
EMN, while being good has this power essentially indeed, this is not true of all properties; some
properties have this power contingently. Second, the power to attract positively charged particles
is a causal power of a negatively charged particle, as the manifestation of such a power, when
it occurs, consists in a causal change. That is, the attraction relation that obtains between two
particles is a causal relation. This is not the case in the case of the power to justify a valuing
attitude. Since this is a central claim of EMN, I will explain this point inmore detail as we proceed.
Let us go back to our holiday resort that is a bearer of being good. Having presented EMN’s

account of normative reasons as powers, we can say that the holiday resort that is good has the
power to justify some valuing attitude toward it. Of course, our holiday resort is good thanks to its
descriptive properties: it is situated in an attractive holiday destination, it is not overcrowded by
tourists, it offers affordable deals, it has restaurants that serve delicious meals, it offers a range of
activities for families with children, and so on.We can say that, thanks to the cluster of descriptive
properties that I have just listed, our holiday resort is pleasant. Given these, it might be tempting
to think that if there is a property that does any reason-providing here, it must be the property
of being pleasant. In fact, when Scanlon (1998) introduces this example of a good holiday resort,
his aim is to defend his “buck-passing” theory of value according to which being good provides no
reason at all, as the reason-providing “buck” is passed to descriptive properties:

[B]eing [good] is not a property that provides us with reasons. Rather, to call some-
thing [good] is to say that it has other properties that provide reasons for behaving in
certain ways with regard to it. . . . [N]atural properties provide a complete explanation
of the reasons we have for reacting in these ways to things that are good or valuable.
It is not clear what further work could be done by special reason-providing proper-
ties of goodness and value, and even less clear how these properties could provide
reasons. (pp. 96–97, emphasis added)

According to EMN, while there is some truth in this passage, we ought to reject Scanlon’s over-
all position as presented here. What is true is the positive thesis that natural properties, such as
being pleasant, provide us with reasons to value their bearers; what is false is the negative thesis
that being good does not provide such a reason.14 One way of accepting Scanlon’s positive thesis
and rejecting his negative thesis at the same time would be by identifying being good with being
pleasant. But given the irreducibility claim of non-naturalism, there should be a different way of
achieving this result. This is where EMN offers an interesting option.
Although it makes sense to think that both being good and being pleasant are properties that

provide us with reason to value their bearers, there is a difference between how these two proper-
ties do these things, and EMN is in an excellent position to explain this difference. As I suggested
above, in the case of being good, there is an essential link between something’s being good and
the pro tanto reason to value it; being good has this power essentially. But this is not true of being
pleasant (or any other descriptive property). Although it is true that when something is pleasant,

14 See Schroeder (2009) for further discussion, especially on this positive/negative distinction, and Johnson King (2019) for
a compelling treatment of why Scanlon’s positive thesis does not entail his negative thesis. Johnson King notes that when
there is a metaphysical hierarchy between two properties—when one property depends on the other, for example—both
properties can be seen as providing a given reason without competing with each other.
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BAYSAN 7

there is indeed reason to value it, its being pleasant does not, simply by itself, entail that there is
such a reason—not even a pro tanto one. This entailment holds only if we accept the additional
claim that being pleasant is a “good-making property.”
Given these considerations, that being pleasant confers the relevant power can be said to be con-

tingent on the truth of the claim that being pleasant is a good-making property. According to EMN,
this claim expresses a bridge principle that links a natural property (being pleasant) to an evalu-
ative property (being good).15 More generally, normative bridge principles are lawlike principles
that link descriptive properties to normative properties.16 While the idea of a normative bridge
principle is compatible with views on which the content of such a principle expresses a meta-
physically necessary truth, according to EMN, these are metaphysically contingent truths. This, I
propose, is howwe canmake sense of the claim thatwhile both properties provide uswith reasons,
there is an important difference between how they do so, entailing that while being good has this
reason-providing power essentially, being pleasant does so only contingently on what happens to
be the correct normative bridge principles in a given world. This means that while the relevant
power is strictly speaking a power of both properties, there is an important difference between
the power profiles of these properties with respect to this power. Hence, we have an illustration
of EMN’s theses of Lawlike Dependence and Distinct Power Profiles.17
I have talked about the essential reason-providing feature of being good as a power. If you think

that a power must always be a causal power, you will think that the view I am proposing is
incompatible with non-naturalism. As per the noncausality criterion explained in Section 2, for
a metaethical theory to be non-naturalist, it must not deem moral properties to be causal. And if
being good turns out to be a property that has some causal power essentially according to EMN,
thenEMNcannotmeet this criterion. But this is exactlywhy theNoncausal Powers thesis is crucial
to EMN. In our example, the power that being good confers on its bearers—the power to justify a
valuing attitude—is a noncausal power.
A noncausal power is a powerwhosemanifestation does not consist in a causal change.18 Recall

that the power that being negatively charged confers on its bearers, that is, the power to attract
positively charged particles, was a causal power because its manifestation (i.e., the instantiation
of an attraction relation between two particles) consists in a causal change. Noncausal powers
that are essentially linked to moral properties are powers whose manifestations consist in the
obtaining of some normative facts. When the noncausal power that corresponds to the normative
reason to have a valuing attitude is manifested, this manifestation consists in the justification of
a valuing attitude (and that a valuing attitude is justified is a noncausal fact). This is how EMN

15 Suppose it is also true that being loved by the gods is a good-making property. If this were the case, this would also express
a bridge principle, which wouldmean that being loved by the gods also confers such reason-providing powers contingently.
16 As far as the arguments of this paper are concerned, I remain neutral on the question of how and whether these laws
metaphysically explain their instances. See Berker (2019) for some puzzles about such principles and their explanatory
roles (or lack thereof).
17 In an earlier version of this paper, I expressed the point about the distinct power profiles of these properties in terms of
the “novelty” of the powers of being good. As an anonymous reviewer correctly pointed out, it is misleading to take these
powers to be novel compared to the powers of being pleasant. After all, both properties do have this power; it is just that
one property has it essentially, while the other does so contingently. What this shows is that the power profiles of these
two properties are importantly different, even if this power figures in both profiles.
18 See Lowe (2013, pp. 157–161) who proposes examples of noncausal powers in this sense—though he does not consider
moral properties and their normative powers as examples of noncausal powers. I suspend judgment on the plausibility of
Lowe’s own examples.
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8 BAYSAN

meets the noncausality criterion because EMNconstrues being good—and allmoral properties—in
terms of their noncausal powers.19
To clarify further, the noncausal nature of these powers concerns their manifestations, not

the manners in which they are conferred. This is not because the conferral relation is a causal
relation—it is not. In fact, the conferral relation (between a property, bearers of that property, and
the powers in question) is not a causal relation even when the powers in question are causal pow-
ers. That is, a property’s instantiation does not typically cause its bearers to acquire the powers in
its power profile, even when these are causal powers. So, while the conferral relation is indeed a
noncausal relation, this is not a distinctive claim of EMN; virtually all accounts of power confer-
ral must take this idea on board. For example, those who take properties to be powers should
simply replace the conferral relation with identity; those who take properties to be clusters of
powers should replace it with, or understand it in terms of, something along the lines of par-
tial constitution; those who think that properties confer powers insofar as there are nomological
necessitation relations between having a given property and some powermust take this relation to
be something like categorical basing; those who think that properties of an object ground its pow-
ers (or, conversely, the powers of it ground its properties) should take this relation to be grounding
(or, conversely, being grounded in). I take it that one of these views—or a suitable modification
thereof—will be the correct account ofwhat it is for a property to confer some power on its bearers.
Since EMN is not a distinctive view about the conferral relation, and its distinctive noncausality
claim concerns the noncausal nature of the manifestations of the relevant powers, I set aside this
more general question of how to understand the conferral relation.20
Moving on from a good holiday resort to ethically more interesting examples, think about

virtues and aretaic properties. Take your best example of a virtuous person. Insofar as this per-
son is virtuous, this fact entails that there is at least a pro tanto reason to admire her, to (want to)
be like her, and so on. It is essential to being virtuous that one’s being virtuous entails that there are
such reasons. Expressed in terms of a claim about noncausal powers, we can say that a virtuous
person possesses the power to justify, or perhaps even require, admiring her, wanting to be like her,
and so on. Next, consider deontic properties. An action’s being wrong entails that one ought not
to do it, which is to say that one has a very strong, pro tanto, moral reason not to do it. As such,
it is essential to being wrong that actions that have this property entail that such reasons exist.
Expressed in terms of noncausal powers, we can say that a wrong action possesses the power to
require one to condemn it or the power to justify blame.21

19 This in itself does not entail that moral properties do not have causal powers in addition to their noncausal powers.
Rather, this is an account of the noncausal nature ofmoral properties. In any case, this is not an argument for the thesis that
moral properties are not causally efficacious. Rather, I am taking the thesis that moral properties are noncausal properties
as a commitment of non-naturalism and explaining how this commitment makes sense within the framework of EMN.
For recent discussion of arguments for this commitment, see Baron et al. (2021), Baysan (2024), and Powers (forthcoming).
20 See Baysan (2018) for further discussion of the conferral relation.
21 Sometimes, an action’s wrongness consists in the failure to do something. Assuming that failures are absences, how
should we understand this in terms of powers—given the assumption that an absence is not the kind of thing that can
possess a power? In response, the important thing to acknowledge is that “powers theorists” have offered various solutions
to the puzzle of power attributions to absences, as comprehensively discussed byMumford and Anjum (2011, pp. 143–148).
Unsurprisingly, Mumford and Anjum’s focus is on causal powers, but their analysis of power attributions to absences
is applicable to noncausal powers. One option is to take absences as real beings and point out that there is nothing spe-
cial about an absence’s possession of some property or power. Another option is to leave absences as non-being but hold
that non-being can have powers. A metaphysically more conservative approach is to hold that the absence of something
typically corresponds to the presence of some other thing, and power attributions to absences should be understood in
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BAYSAN 9

Although a virtuous person would be virtuous because of her descriptive qualities and these
properties also provide normative reasons, according to EMN, they do so only thanks to the
normative bridge principles that link these descriptive properties to being virtuous. Arguably, it
is a task for first-order normative ethics to identify these normative bridge principles, and we
can read theories in virtue ethics as accounts of what these bridge principles are (and how to
find them). Similarly, a wrong action will be wrong because of having some descriptive wrong-
making property, and this is determined bywhat happens to be the correct criterion of right/wrong
action. According to EMN, specifications of these are the contents of correct normative bridge
principles.22
As a metaethical theory (and not a theory in first-order ethics), for EMN, the details of the nor-

mative profiles of these properties (i.e., the specific contents of their power profiles) are not as
important as their structural features. One such structural feature, as I have already explained,
concerns the fact the powers in question are powers whose manifestations do not consist in
causal changes. The justification and requirement relations that correspond to the manifesta-
tions of these powers are normative relations, and they are not causal relations—or so should
any non-naturalist hold. We can express this by using the “making it the case” locution, which,
arguably, corresponds to some noncausal determination relation like grounding. So, we can say
that justifying x ismaking it the case that x is justified, and requiring y ismaking it the case that y is
required.
Another important structural feature of these powers concerns their dispositional nature. I sug-

gested above that the existence of a power does not entail that it must be manifested. My proposal
is that this illustrates the pro tanto nature of the reasons in question. For example, while it may
be prima facie wrong to break a promise (let us suppose), and as such, a promise-breaking action
might have the power to require or justify moral criticism, this power may exist unmanifested in
at least two different ways. First, suppose I fail to keep my promise to meet you for lunch today by
remaining in my office. While a promise is broken here—and as such, my remaining in my office
possesses the power to justify criticism—as it happens, I am not able to meet you because I am
being physically restrained by a bully, which makes it impossible for me to leave my office. This
is structurally similar to a case where a negatively charged particle is not in the vicinity of a pos-
itively charged particle, so its power to attract a positively charged particle is not even triggered,
hence remains unmanifested. Second, suppose again that I fail to keep my promise to meet you
for lunch. But this time, on my way to our lunch date I see someone who is in desperate need for
help, and I chose to help her, eventually missing our date. Again, a promise is broken, and in this
case, my ability to keep this promise is not taken away from me by some bully. But the presence
of a new duty (i.e., the duty to help) interferes with what I ought to do. Again, while my failure to
be present at our lunch date does possess the power to justify or require some criticism, it is intu-
itive to think that this power is not manifested; its manifestation has been interfered with thanks
to the presence of a duty which has overridden my duty to keep my promise. This is structurally

terms of power attributions to such things (combinedwith the absence of counteracting powers). For example, the absence
of water may be said to have the power to dehydrate a long-distance runner. On this metaphysically more conservative
option, strictly speaking, this would not be true. Instead, the correct analysis of this power attribution should be along
the following lines: dehydration is already a natural occurrence in the runner’s body, and the fact that our runner fails to
consume water means that nothing exercises a counteracting power to hydrate her body. Since there are solutions to the
problem of power attributions to absences along these lines, I will not deal with this issue in any more detail here.
22 Is EMN incompatible with moral particularism? Not necessarily, but this much seems true: if moral particularism is
correct, then we cannot codify these principles as exceptionless and easily expressible generalizations.
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10 BAYSAN

analogous to a case where a negatively charged particle is indeed in the vicinity of a positively
charged particle (so the power to attract is triggered), but it fails to attract the positively charged
particle because some other particle is exerting a stronger repulsive force (so the power remains
unmanifested).23
I have already explained how EMNmeets the noncausality criterion through several examples.

Now let me now briefly explain how it meets the sui-genericity criterion. Although EMN meets
this criterion, it does so via a slightly indirect route. Let’s go back to the example of being good.
Strictly speaking, being good is not a property of its own kind, as there are properties just like it,
such as having value—if we think of this as a determinable property and being good as one of its
determinates. Likewise, it is continuous with being bad, which is another determinate of the same
determinable. Moreover, there are properties that are not evaluative properties, but are normative
properties more generally (such as aretaic properties and deontic properties), and in a way, being
good and other evaluative properties are continuous with such properties. In accordance with
Distinct Power Profiles and Noncausal Powers, (i) what is common to these properties is that they
all have their noncausal powers to provide us with normative reasons essentially, and (ii) this
is not true of any descriptive property.24 Therefore, normative properties are sui generis in being
different in kind from descriptive properties. I will revisit the sui-genericity criterion in Section 5
in the context of the JTD intuition and what is known as the “Open Question Argument.”

4 EMERGENCE INMETAPHYSICS AND EMERGENCE IN
METAETHICS

In contemporary metaphysics, emergence is often understood as a phenomenon in which some
entity is both dependent on some other entity or entities (base-level entities), and somehow
autonomous from such base-level entity or entities.25 But the kind of autonomy in question is
often understood as causal autonomy,26 where this is explained in terms of the distinct nature
of the power profile of the dependent entity. According to an influential account of this concept,
a property P is emergent, in the relevant sense, when P depends on some base-level properties
Q1-Qn, and P confers on its bearers some causal powers that meet some distinctiveness criterion
(Wilson, 2015, 2021, and elsewhere). This might lead one to be suspicious of the account proposed
in this paper: if this is what we mean by “emergence,” it is dubious that the phenomenon that
EMN identifies as emergence could be emergence, given the putative noncausal nature of the
relevant properties. So, the first challenge for EMN is to make sense of its target phenomenon as
emergence.

23 An alternative explanation could appeal to the conditional nature of some powers, that is, the fact that the possession of
a power may be conditional on the instantiation of properties other than the power-conferring property in question. I set
this alternative explanation aside.
24 The closest that a descriptive property comes to having such noncausal powers essentially is when its instances provide
us with normative reasons to believe that it is instantiated. When something is red, there is a normative reason to believe
that something (de re) is red. But I do not think that this is essential to the property of being red, as this normative reason
exists only if it is true that one ought to believe what is the case, and this is another normative bridge principle, linking a
normative property (expressed by “ought to believe”) and a descriptive property (expressed by “what is the case”).
25 See, among others, O’Connor (1994), Barnes (2012), and Wilson (2015, 2021).
26 See, especially, Wilson (2015, 2021, and elsewhere) on the causal aspect of emergence.
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BAYSAN 11

In contemporary metaethics, the concept of emergence, at least in the relevant sense, is rarely
invoked. One notable exception is Stringer (2018, 2021), who defends what he calls “ethical emer-
gentism.” Similarly to the main tenets of EMN, Stringer maintains that moral properties are
emergent properties in the sense that they depend on, and are distinct from, base-level descrip-
tive properties. But Stringer defends his ethical emergentism as part of what he calls “emergentist
ethical naturalism,” which combines the metaethical claim of ethical emergentism with a gen-
eral commitment to metaphysical naturalism, which results in a form of naturalistmoral realism.
Therefore, the second challenge for EMN is to justify how emergence can be understood along
non-naturalist lines by clarifying its difference from Stringer’s emergentist ethical naturalism.
In this section, I will show how EMN can meet these two challenges.

4.1 Metaphysical emergence and noncausal powers

In response to the first challenge, we should acknowledge that the autonomous features of these
properties in the context of emergence for Wilson (and others) concern their powers, which hap-
pen to be causal powers. I say “happen to be,” as I think what is crucial is that they stand in for the
roles these properties play, and given that in the relevant discussions of emergence, these prop-
erties are “broadly scientific” and hence natural properties, the roles they play are causal roles.
When it comes to causal powers, Wilson (2021) elaborates as follows:

[T]alk of powers is simply shorthand for talk of what causal contributions posses-
sion of a given a property makes (or can make, relative to the same laws of nature)
to an entity’s bringing about an effect, when in circumstances. That properties are
associated with actual or potential causal contributions (‘powers’) reflects the uncon-
troversial fact that what entities do (can do, relative to the same laws of nature)
depends on how they are (what properties they have). (p. 32)27

There is of course no point in pretending that Wilson is talking about a noncausal phenomenon
here. She is explicitly talking in terms of powers as actual or potential causal contributions that
properties make. But based on this, we can legitimately paraphrase this as saying that specifying
the causal powers of a property P is specifying the causal roles that P plays. If we can think of some
noncausal roles that a property can play, we can thenmake sense of the idea of a noncausal power
too. In fact, when we remove the causal terms in Wilson’s quote above, what we end up with is a
gloss on how powers, more generally, are related to properties that confer them on their bearers:
that properties are associated with powers reflects the uncontroversial fact that what an entity can
do depends on what properties it has. If everything that P can do is causal, of course, the powers of
P will all be causal powers (i.e., their manifestations must consist in causal changes). But if there
are any noncausal things that P can do, it makes perfect sense to think of the relevant powers of a
property to be noncausal (i.e., their manifestations do not consist in causal changes).
As a well-explored analogy, think about numbers.What kinds of things that a number can do—

or what kinds of thing you can do to a number—depends on what properties it has. If a number
has the property of being prime, then it can be divided by only twonumbers. Being divisible by only
two numbers is not a causal feature of a number, yet that this feature applies to a number is part

27 I replaced the term “feature” with “property” in this passage, as properties are standard examples of features inWilson’s
use of these terms.
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12 BAYSAN

of the role that the property of being prime plays within number theory.28 Therefore, we already
have the conceptual resources to make sense of noncausal roles properties play. From this, it is a
very small step to think of these roles as powers, which gives us the right to think of noncausal
powers as powers (just as causal powers are powers!).
Having legitimized the concept of a noncausal power, it should already be clear that it is consis-

tent with the general tenets of non-naturalism that moral properties have such noncausal powers.
I have argued above that instantiations ofmoral properties entail the existence of pro tanto norma-
tive reasons, which is reasonably a noncausal role they play, as their instantiations confer on their
bearers the power to make it the case that something is justified or required (which are noncausal
relations).
This does not contradict anything Wilson says about the phenomena she focuses on. After all,

Wilson (2021) is explicit that she is giving an account of “broadly scientific” properties (pp. 15, 26,
and elsewhere), and such properties are clearly natural properties. But this shows that once we
articulate emergence in terms of powers more generally (rather than in terms of causal powers
only), we get a general framework that can be applied to other kinds of properties too—not just to
broadly scientific properties. I think this should be a welcome result to anyone who is interested
in the possibility of emergence.
Additionally, if we do not express the main tenets of emergentism in metaphysics in strictly

causal terms,29 EMN’s understanding of moral properties aligns with other important character-
izations of emergence too. In addition to dependence and autonomy, two (related) characteristic
features of emergence are bruteness and nondeducibility. With respect to bruteness, Alexander
(1920) famously notes that “the existence of emergent qualities . . . is something to be noted . . .
under the compulsion of brute empirical fact. . . to be acceptedwith the ‘natural piety’ of the inves-
tigator” (p. 46). So, the instantiation of an emergent property P does not admit of an explanation
purely in terms of the base-level properties Q1-Qn that underlie P. Only with the additional fact
that Q1-Qn serve as an emergence base for P, can we explain the instantiation of P in terms of Q1-
Qn, and this additional fact—the fact of emergence itself—does not have an explanation. Broad
(1925) calls these additional facts “emergence laws,” as they are laws that explain the emergence
of P from Q1-Qn. Broad maintains that these laws are not explained by further facts. It is in this
sense that bruteness is linked to nondeducibility. From the knowledge of Q1-Qn, we can infer that
P is instantiated only after acquiring the knowledge that there is a law that links Q1-Qn to P.
Bruteness and nondeducibility are controversial features of emergence, especially when it

comes to putative examples of emergent properties from broadly scientific domains.30 An attrac-
tive feature of EMN is that the ethical counterparts of these bruteness and nondeducibility claims
are more intuitive and much less controversial. Consider Hume’s Law, that is, that one cannot
derive an “ought” from an “is,” or more generally, that one cannot deduce a normative con-
clusion from entirely non-normative premises. Given that EMN takes base-level properties to
be descriptive properties that bring about moral properties only with the addition of normative
bridge principles, EMN can give a metaphysical explanation of Hume’s Law (or an explanation of
the metaphysical counterpart of Hume’s Law) in a way that is structurally identical to how Broad
explains the nondeducibility of an emergent property from its base-level properties only. From
the mere fact that something is pleasant, we cannot deduce that it is good, or that there is (even

28 See Baron et al. (2021) for further discussion.
29 This is something that Noordhof (2003) recommends.
30 See, among others, Kim (1999) and Taylor (2015).
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BAYSAN 13

a pro tanto) reason to value it. However, if we add to the explanans the thesis that being pleasant
is a good-making property, such deduction becomes possible. This also illustrates the bruteness
of emergence. Since we can explain that something is good by citing its base-level properties and
the relevant normative bridge principles, the fact that it is good is not brute. However, the relevant
normative bridge principle itself—that being pleasant is a good-making property—is brute. If the
question is: “Why is being pleasant a good-making property?,” EMN’s official answer is: “It just is.”
One interesting disanalogy is that, in the case of emergence of broadly scientific properties,

brute emergence laws are discovered by broadly empirical means, meaning that the kind of
knowledge we have of these laws is also broadly empirical. However, for EMN, this is not the
case, as the fact that fundamental normative facts are empirically knowable is a characteristically
naturalist claim (as discussed in Section 2). But this disanalogy does not pose any problem for
understanding EMN along emergentist lines. This is something we should expect given that
emergentists have traditionally appealed to emergence to explain broadly scientific phenomena,
and the knowledge of such phenomena is supposed to be broadly empirical knowledge. Then,
what is the source of the knowledge of the normative bridge principles according to EMN?While
I cannot go into any details about this here, EMN has the same resources as other non-naturalists
in explaining moral knowledge, namely in terms of moral intuition, a priori knowledge, or
self-evidence.31 Relatedly, they can say that it is intuitive, or a priori, or self-evident that being
pleasant is a good-making property.

4.2 EMN versus Stringer’s emergentist ethical naturalism

What I said in Subsection 4.1 should be sufficient to respond to the second challenge. However, it
will be instructive to address this issue more explicitly by comparing EMNwith Stringer’s ethical
emergentism. In his own words, here is how Stringer understands emergence:
A property P, of a thing, T, is an emergent property of T just in case the following conditions

obtain:

1. P is a real, objective property of T.
2. There is some set of T’s more ontologically fundamental (“lower-level”) properties, B, such

that P is both asymmetrically dependent on and determined by B.
3. P is sui generis compared to B.
4. P is ontologically irreducible to B.
5. P is causally efficacious.
6. P cannot be theoretically predicted from B.
7. It is inexplicable why P arises from B.
8. P cannot be theoretically deduced from B (Stringer, 2018, p. 345).

While this is not the same characterization of emergence that I attributed to Wilson in Subsec-
tion 4.1 above, evidently it is an attempt to characterize the samemetaphysical relation. Using this
understanding of emergence, Stringer characterizes ethical emergentism as the view that moral
properties meet conditions (1)–(8) by being related to their base-level properties via an emergence
relation. If, as it happens, the world consists of only natural objects and their natural proper-
ties, and therefore the base-level properties in question are natural properties (which, according

31 See, among others, Ross (1930/2002), Huemer (2005), and Shafer-Landau (2006) relevant claims.
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14 BAYSAN

to Stringer, is a consequence of metaphysical naturalism more generally), then Stringer’s ethical
emergentism gives us emergentist ethical naturalism.
Stringer presents this view explicitly as form of realist, nonreductionist, synthetic/nonanalytic,

naturalist account of moral properties, which is continuous with the kind of view in metaethics
that has been defended by Cornell realists.32 Stringer’s condition (1) corresponds to the realist
element of the view: moral properties are real; (2)–(4) correspond to its nonreductionist element:
moral properties are distinct from base-level natural properties that they depend on33; (6)–(8) cor-
respond to its synthetic/nonanalytic element: moral properties cannot be defined or conceptually
analyzed in more basic natural terms; and, most importantly for our purposes, (5) underlies a
commitment to the causal nature of moral properties, which, in my view ensures that the overall
view cannot be non-naturalist.
As I said, according to Stringer, naturalism follows, not from (5) or any of the other claims

above, but from the fact that base-level properties that moral properties emerge from are natural
properties. But from the way I have laid out the terms of debate, Stringer’s condition (5), and to
some extent (2), will be sufficient to distinguish EMN from his emergentist ethical naturalism. I
have already explained why the causal nature of moral properties, which is ensured by Stringer’s
condition (5), is not compatiblewith non-naturalism that EMN is committed to. However, it is also
important to note that, given Stringer’s condition (2), as long as this takes the asymmetric determi-
nation relation to be ametaphysical necessitation relation—which is what Stringer thinks—EMN
will be clearly demarcated from emergentist ethical naturalism. After all, EMN is explicitly com-
mitted to the metaphysical contingency of the normative bridge principles that link base-level
descriptive properties to the moral properties they underlie.
Given that I have already argued that we can make sense of the idea of a noncausal power, and

moreover that we can understand emergence to be a broader phenomenon to cover noncausal
properties as well as broadly scientific properties, I do not need to argue again that EMN is an
emergentist theory in the relevant sense. But it is worth pointing out that, given this, we should
take EMN and Stringer’s emergentist ethical naturalism as rival emergentist views about moral
properties.
With this, I take it that EMN canmeet both challenges I presented at the beginning of Section 4:

it can be legitimately characterized as a form of emergentism, and it can be seen as a rival to an
interesting metaethical theory.

5 THEMETAETHICAL PLAUSIBILITY OF EMN

Hopefully, EMN strikes you as internally coherent and worthy of exploring further. In this
penultimate section, I want to show that it is also a plausible metaethical view.

5.1 The JTD intuition and the open question argument

Recall the point that some leading non-naturalists state thatmoral properties are JTD fromnatural
and other descriptive properties to be identical with them. I suggested that a good understanding

32 Sturgeon (1985), Boyd (1988), and Brink (1989).
33 So, for Stringer, the sui genericity of moral properties is not an indication of their non-naturalness; it is a consequence of
their irreducibility.
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BAYSAN 15

of non-naturalist realism shouldmake sense of this intuition. That is, it should be compatible with
an explanatory account of why the JTD intuition is so powerful.34
One way of spelling out the powerful sense in which it just seems true that moral properties

are JTD from descriptive properties is that attributing these properties to their bearers appears to
commit us to endorsing some standards that have authority over us, whereas this does not seem
to be the case for descriptive properties. For example, when we take φ-ing to be wrong, that is,
when we attribute to φ-ing the property of being wrong, we seem to be committing ourselves to
norms that require opposing, avoiding, condemning, or criticizing φ-ing. Descriptive properties
do not seem to have this binding feature.
While the content of this intuition could be false, what is important for my purposes here is

that EMN seems to make good sense of it. If moral properties have reason-providing powers (as
per Noncausal Powers) such that they entail the existence of pro tanto reasons, someone who
understands what it is for φ-ing to be wrong is in a position to understand that there is a pro
tanto reason to oppose, avoid, condemn, or criticize φ-ing. Since descriptive properties are not
like this (as per Distinct Power Profiles), this is not true of them. This difference can explain the
JTD intuition, at least for those who understand these properties along these lines. And obviously,
if these theses are true, then the content of the JTD intuition would also be true. (Of course, this is
not an argument for the content of the JTD intuition or EMN—otherwise it would be a viciously
circular one!)
How EMN makes sense of the JTD intuition is tightly related to how it can also make sense of

Moore’s (1903) Open Question Argument for non-naturalism. In a nutshell, the Open Question
Argument is that, for any descriptive property N, the question “this is N, but is it good?” is an
open question, entailing, according to Moore that being good cannot be a descriptive property.
Much has been written on the merits of this argument (or lack thereof), and it is fair to say that
the argument, in this form, does not have many adherents. That said, could there still be some
truth to Moore’s observations?
Following Scanlon (1998, p. 96) and Stratton-Lake (2002), I think it is possible to interpret

Moore’s reasoning here in terms the “essential normativity of value judgments”:

To say that evaluative judgments are normative is to say that they express conclusions
about what would be reasons for acting or responding in certain . . . ways. Natural
facts may provide the ground for such practical conclusions, but judging that these
natural facts obtain does not by itself involve explicitly drawing these conclusions. It
is for this reason, therefore, that questions as ‘This is N, but is it good?’ (where ‘N’
stands for some natural property) have an open feel. They have an open feel because
when we decide that something is good we conclude that we have reason to adopt
some pro-attitude towards it. But in judging simply that it has some natural property,
we have not yet concluded that we have reason to adopt such an attitude towards it.
(Stratton-Lake, 2002, p. xx)

If this is how we should understand the idea behind the Open Question Argument, EMN is
in an excellent position to make sense of this argument. According to EMN, moral properties
confer noncausal powers on their bearers essentially, which, as I have suggested, entails that
their instantiations entail the conferral of certain noncausal powers. However, EMN says that

34 Saying that this intuition is powerful does not amount to agreeing with the content of the intuition. Even some critics
of the JTD intuition admit that it is a powerful intuition (e.g., Copp, 2020).
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16 BAYSAN

descriptive properties do not entail the conferral of such powers, as their instantiations entail this
only in conjunction with certain normative bridge principles. So, to someone who is competent
about the concept of a particular moral property, attributing that property to a bearer will entail
that they are sensitive to normative reasons that are essentially linked to that property. But
descriptive properties do not have this feature, which can explain the “open feel” in question.

5.2 Moral supervenience

Non-naturalism is said to have a supervenience problem (see, e.g., McPherson, 2012).35 The prob-
lem, in a nutshell, is that themoral seems to supervene on the descriptive (in a sense to be specified
below), but either (i) such supervenience is strictly incompatible with the existence of irreducibly
nondescriptive moral properties as it implies a form of reduction (the reduction objection); or (ii)
it generates an unsatisfiable explanatory demand for non-naturalism by positing brute necessary
connections between metaphysically discontinuous entities (the bruteness objection). As we shall
see, a desirable feature of EMN is that it has the resources to solve the supervenience problem in
a straightforward and non-ad hoc way.
Both of these objections are premised on the supervenience of the moral on the descriptive. In

its most general sense, this is the claim that there can be no difference in the distribution of moral
properties without some difference in the distribution of descriptive properties. While there are
several different formulations of this supervenience claim in the literature and its proponents have
defended versions of it that differ in important details (e.g., its modal strength), both objections I
will discuss are built on the following version:

Moral Supervenience: For all possible worlds w and w*, if w and w* are exactly alike
with respect to the instantiation of descriptive properties, then w and w* are also
exactly alike with respect to the instantiation of moral properties.

The reduction objection, as powerfully presented by Streumer (2017) 36 is that, under cer-
tain assumptions about property identity, Moral Supervenience entails that moral properties are
reducible to descriptive properties. This is becauseMoral Supervenience entails that moral prop-
erties are metaphysically co-extensive with (highly disjunctive) descriptive properties. Assuming
that no two distinct properties are metaphysically co-extensive (a big assumption!), moral prop-
erties are identical with descriptive properties. So, if Moral Supervenience is true, then moral
properties must be descriptive properties, which, of course, entails that non-naturalism cannot
be true.
The bruteness objection is similar, but it relies on less controversial premises and it has a more

concessive conclusion. As articulated by McPherson (2012), if Moral Supervenience is true and
non-naturalism takes moral properties to be sui generis properties, distinct from the descriptive
properties that necessarily covary with them, then non-naturalism is committed to metaphysi-
cally necessary connections between metaphysically discontinuous entities, and there would be
nometaphysical explanation of these connections; they would be brute. According toMcPherson,

35 Arguments to the effect that non-naturalism is objectionable, or simply false, on the basis of a supervenience problem
have been raised by many, including Jackson (1998), Brown (2011), Streumer (2017), and others.
36 For other versions, see Jackson (1998) and Brown (2011). For an earlier version of the argument that applies to higher
level properties more generally, see Kim (1993).
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a view’s commitment to brute necessary connections betweenmetaphysically discontinuous enti-
ties counts significantly against the plausibility of a view, therefore, Moral Supervenience entails
that non-naturalism is, at the very least, very implausible.
There has been ample discussion of both objections, and there is near consensus that explain-

ingMoral Supervenience is at least a considerable challenge for non-naturalism.37 Very few have
been bold enough to argue that the most promising response to these problems is to rejectMoral
Supervenience.38 Those who attempt to rebut the reduction and bruteness objections by suggest-
ing that non-naturalists should simply rejectMoral Supervenience immediately face the response
that this is a very ad hoc solution. An interesting feature of EMN is that this way of solving the
supervenience problem is built into the very basic commitments of the view, therefore it is not an
ad hoc move for the proponent of EMN to respond to these objections by simply pointing out that
Moral Supervenience is false.
Recall Lawlike Dependence: moral properties depend on descriptive properties, but they are

necessitated by these descriptive properties only with the addition of normative bridge princi-
ples, which are metaphysically contingent. (If they were not metaphysically contingent, they
would not have been required to supplement base-level properties to bring about the rele-
vant moral properties.) Given this metaphysical contingency, Moral Supervenience cannot be
true: two worlds that are exactly alike with respect to the instantiation of descriptive proper-
ties could differ with respect to the instantiation of some moral properties because two worlds
may differ with respect to the normative bridge principles that explain the normative patterns
in those worlds.39 While it is presumably not true in the actual world that being loved by the
gods is a good-making property, it may very well be true in some merely metaphysically possible
world.
Now, as an emergentist, the proponent of EMN thinks that although metaphysically contin-

gent, relevant bridge principles are still lawlike. We already saw that in discussions of emergence
in metaphysics of science, counterparts of these principles are known as emergence laws, and
as such, they are meant to be among the laws of nature of a given world. For EMN, although
lawlike, normative bridge principles cannot be among the laws of nature of a given world.
Following Hattiangadi (2018) and Rosen (2020), the proponent of EMN can take these princi-
ples to have their own kind of modality. Accordingly, these bridge principles would be true as a
matter of “normative necessity.” This is an intuitively plausible option, as it suggests that it is a
normative necessity that, for example, if something is pleasant, then it is good; that is, in all worlds
in which the normative bridge principle that being pleasant is a good-making property holds, if
something is pleasant, then it is good. This would be analogous to saying that it is a nomologi-
cal necessity that negatively charged particles are disposed to attract positively charged particles,

37 See Shafer-Landau (2003, pp. 95–96) and Enoch (2011, Chap. 6.2.2.1) for non-naturalist responses which try to reconcile
Moral Supervenience with non-naturalism.
38 See Hattiangadi (2018) for arguments to the effect that non-naturalists can reject Moral Supervenience. See also Hills
(2009) for an earlier discussion, and Rosen (2020) for a direct argument against Moral Supervenience. (See also Rosen,
2017.)
39 In a recent paper, Bedke (2024) argues that the contingency of moral principles does not entail the failure of Moral
Supervenience because the contingency of moral principles entails descriptive differences across the relevant worlds. As
part of his argument, Bedke construesmoral principles as features that are akin to instances of grounding relations, which
are descriptive features of the worlds in which they are instantiated. Even if wewere to agree with Bedke on these points—
which is optional—EMNwould still have the same resources in responding to the reduction and bruteness worries. These
worries result from the alleged metaphysically necessary connection between moral and descriptive properties, which is
exactly what Lawlike Dependence rejects.
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18 BAYSAN

because all worlds in which, say, Coulomb’s Law, holds, all negatively charged particles have this
power.40
An attractive feature of this picture is that it still entails a form of supervenience: moral proper-

ties supervene on descriptive properties and normative bridge principles. So, those who think that
the idea that the moral supervenes on the descriptive is very intuitive can find something intu-
itive in this picture too. The moral supervenes on the descriptive, not as a matter of metaphysical
necessity, but as a matter of normative necessity:

NormativeMoral Supervenience: For all normatively possible worlds w and w* (where
w and w* are normatively possible because they are worlds in which the actual
normative bridge principles hold), if w and w* are exactly alike with respect to the
instantiation of descriptive properties, then w and w* are also exactly alike with
respect to the instantiation of moral properties.

Most importantly, the kind of supervenience in question does not entail that moral properties
are descriptive properties (even if the relevant assumptions about property identity that Streumer
and others make are to be accepted, as moral properties are not metaphysically co-extensive with
descriptive properties); so, the reduction objection can be rejected. Moreover, this picture does
not entail a brute metaphysically necessary connection between metaphysically discontinuous
entities, as the moral and the descriptive do not covary as a matter of metaphysical necessity;
so, the bruteness objection can also be rejected. Now, according to EMN, there is still bruteness:
the bruteness of normative bridge principles. But these bridge principles are not metaphysically
necessary. So, EMN does not posit brute necessary connections between metaphysically dis-
continuous entities. Thus, if EMN is true, then non-naturalism does not have a supervenience
problem.
Of course, that it is not an ad hoc move for a proponent of EMN to rejectMoral Supervenience

does not mean that thatMoral Supervenience is false, or that rejecting it does not come with con-
siderable plausibility costs.41 However, if EMN is the most plausible version of non-naturalism
(as I think it is), then rejecting Moral Supervenience is no more implausible than being a non-
naturalist. Moreover, despite the associated plausibility costs, this combination of views benefits
from the advantage of rebutting two prominent objections against non-naturalism. Very few non-
naturalists have recognized the merits of such an option and the dialectical advantage it provides,
and hopefully, it will be EMN’s legacy to change this fact.

6 CONCLUSION

I have presented an emergentist view about moral properties as a novel interpretation of non-
naturalism. This viewmakes important progress toward solving some of the outstanding problems
of non-naturalism, but it also contributes new ideas to theories of emergence inmetaphysicsmore
generally, especially the idea of a noncausal power. I have not argued for moral realism itself; but
given that I have offered ways of making sense of some of the more troubling claims and argu-
ments of non-naturalism, I cautiously conclude that to the extent that moral realism is plausible,
so is non-naturalism—at least in the form of EMN.

40 For qualms about the idea of normative necessity, see Lange (2018).
41 Thanks to an anonymous reviewer for highlighting this.
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