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Goodness without God is Good Enough: 
 Pragmatic naturalism and Willam Lane Craig’s moral argument 

Landon Austin Mitchell  
 

Throughout the mid-twentieth century, logical positivism dominated analytic 
philosophy. According to logical positivism,  the only cognitively meaningful 
propositions are either empirically verifiable or tautologies. Logical positivism’s grip 
over analytic philosophy led some philosophers to adopt theological noncognitivism, 
which holds that propositions involving religious language (e.g. “God exists”) are 
cognitively meaningless. As a result of the downfall of logical positivism in the later 
twentieth century, analytic philosophy of religion was once again considered a 
cognitively meaningful area of inquiry. 

Subsequently, contemporary theistic philosophers have largely attempted to 
demonstrate the existence of God by appealing to rational arguments rather than faith 
or divine revelation. For instance, theistic philosophers have offered so-called 
arguments from morality, which infer the existence of God from some aspect or feature 
of ethics. Generally, theistic philosophers formulate arguments from morality as a 
modus tollens inference: if God does not exist, an important feature, F, of ethics, would 
be illusory. Since F is not illusory, God exists (2009:2). 

Notable for his popularity in Christian apologetics, William Lane Craig (2009: 3) 
has advanced a version of the moral argument that hinges upon the notions of moral 
value, moral duty, and moral accountability. Craig challenges naturalists to vindicate 
these notions in the absence of God. As part of his challenge, Craig explicitly defends 
two conditional statements: “First, if theism is true, then we have a sound foundation 
for morality. Secondly, if atheism is true, then we lack a sound foundation for morality.” 
(2009:30) 

While Craig does not offer the following formulation verbatim, his argument is 
fairly characterized as a modus tollens inference consisting of three premises: 
 
(1) If God does not exist, then morality lacks a sound foundation. (If p, then q) 
(2) Morality does not lack a sound foundation. (~q) 
(3) God exists. (~p) 

 
As we can see, Craig’s argument explicitly introduces two concepts: morality, 

and whatever its sound foundation may be. By “morality,” Craig refers to three features 
of ethical life: moral duty, moral accountability, and moral value. According to Craig, 
“moral accountability” means that “the moral choices we make in this life are infused 
with an eternal significance,” whereas “moral duty” means that “we have certain moral 
obligations regardless of whether we think so or not.” Finally, to say that there are 
moral values means that there is such a thing as right and wrong. For Craig, these 
moral values must also be objective (i.e. true whether or not anyone believes them to 
be so.)   (2009:31) 

For the purposes of my paper, I will focus exclusively on moral values, 
bracketing Craig’s contention that moral accountability and duty would be illusory 
under naturalism. Craig’s criterion for moral accountability is question-begging. For 
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Craig, the eternal significance of our moral choices hinges on them being punished or 
rewarded in the afterlife. Since the traditional naturalist account does not involve an 
afterlife, naturalists should not feel compelled to meet Craig’s criterion for moral 
accountability. As Craig himself says, “nontheist moral philosophers will tend to deny 
the necessity of the third component because atheism so obviously fails to provide any 
ultimate moral accountability for one’s actions.” (2009:168) 

In addition to bracketing Craig’s discussion of moral accountability, I will also 
bracket his discussion of moral duty. By emphasizing the issue of naturalistic moral 
value, an ontological question about what exists, we arrive at what Craig himself calls 
“the central question of morality.” the sound foundation of moral values. Since the 
rules of logical inference allow us to “separate” conjuncts from their conjunctions 
without losing any truth value, we can now derive the following argument: 
 
(1) If God does not exist, then moral value lacks a sound foundation. (If p, then q) 
(2) Moral value does not lack a sound foundation. (~q) 
(3) God exists. (~p) 
 

In order to meet Craig’s challenge, a number of moves are available to the 
naturalist. The naturalist can deny that theism offers a sound basis for moral values, or 
the naturalist can deny that atheism cannot provide a sound basis for moral values. 
Alternatively, the naturalist could ‘bite the bullet’ and admit that moral values are 
illusory, a move that Craig characterizes as the “Madhouse” option (2009:45). While all 
of these options have received treatment in the literature, I will take up Craig’s 
challenge by denying the first premise and affirming that naturalism can provide a 
sound basis for moral values. In my paper, I will vindicate the plausibility of naturalistic 
moral value using the epistemological and metaethical tools offered by Philip Kitcher’s 
pragmatic naturalism. According to Kitcher, pragmatic naturalism is naturalistic in that 
it refuses to invoke mysterious entities, or “spooks,” in order to explain any features of 
ethical practice. (2011:3) Furthermore, it is pragmatic in the sense that it relies on a 
Deweyan-Jamesian approach to ethics; Kitcher adopts Dewey’s view of ethics as 
“growing out of the human social situation,” while co-opting James’ conception of 
ethical truth. (2011:3)  By reading Kitcher against Craig, I aim to show that naturalistic 
explanations of moral value are just as plausible as theistic explanations 

In order to read Kitcher against Craig, one must understand Kitcher’s pragmatic 
naturalism. Understanding pragmatic naturalism begins with an “analytical history” of 
the evolution of ethics. Within the framework of pragmatic naturalism, Kitcher seeks to 
understand the nature of ethical truth. Since Kitcher’s analytic history begins with our 
earliest ancestors living in small communities, there is a dearth of archeological 
evidence from the bygone era. As a result, Kitcher offers a “how possibly” explanation 
as opposed to a “how actually” explanation—we must understand analytical history as 
an explanation of how ethical evolution might have occurred given the existing 
evidence, just as one might try to explain the evolution of the cell under Darwinian 
evolution. (2011:12) 

While Kitcher’s analytical history is extensive, I will summarize it in four main 
stages. First, human beings formed small communities of hunter-gatherers. As a 
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consequence of living together in progressively larger communities, their desires began 
to conflict with each other. For instance, a mother’s desire to eat food might conflict 
with her desire to feed her children. Secondly, since evolution equipped our early 
ancestors with the capacity for affective states—basic altruistic emotional 
reactions—they sought to remedy the conflict that opposing desires could inflict on 
their community. In other words, our ancestors needed a solution to the problem of 
altruism failure—the failure to act in a psychologically altruistic way. Thirdly, in order to 
remedy the problem of altruism failure, our ancestors fashioned ethics, a tool whose 
original function would be to remedy these altruism failures. Fourthly, through a 
process of functional generation in which each attempt to remedy altruism failures 
introduces further functional conflict (e.g. the invocation of supernatural entities to 
govern people’s solitary behavior made ethical discourse less democratic), the original 
function of ethics gradually evolved into the complex social and legal institutions that 
we see today. Since whatever furthers or hinders human cooperation is a matter of 
fact, pragmatic naturalism can recognize that ethics emerges out of the human social 
situation without reducing it to arbitrariness. 

One might ask why we should feel rationally compelled to accept Kitcher’s 
functional account of ethics. While Kitcher offers a myriad of arguments in favor of his 
functional account, the actual truth value of pragmatic naturalism is not salient here. As 
Craig notes, the key contention here is whether or not theism, if true, could provide a 
sound foundation for moral values, or if atheism, if true, could provide a sound 
foundation for moral values. In order to defeat Craig’s argument, I will only aim to show 
that if true, Kitcher’s functional account provides just as sound of an explanation of 
moral value as Craig’s theistic account. 

Having explicated Kitcher’s pragmatic naturalism, we can turn to the issue of 
whether or not it can provide just as sound of an explanation of moral value as Craig’s 
theistic account. Strikingly, rather than meeting the exact terms of Craig’s challenge, 
the pragmatic naturalist must modify Craig’s conception of moral value altogether, for 
Craig’s conception is rooted in a correspondence theory of truth that Kitcher strongly 
rejects. In general, a correspondence theory of truth views a proposition as true when it 
corresponds or “matches up” to an external state of affairs. In Kitcher’s formulation of 
the correspondence theory, “E is wrong” is a true ethical statement when “E” picks out 
an event and “wrong” refers to a class of events in which E is included. (2011:190) On 
the correspondence theory of truth, truth precedes whatever processes we use to 
obtain it; we employ some kind of epistemological tool in order to know pre-existing 
facts about reality. In this way, a correspondence theory of truth posits “external 
constraints” that our inquiries must be consistent with. Kitcher elucidates the notion of 
external constraints by drawing examples from the natural sciences: “Röntgen could 
not ignore the fluorescence on the screen.” (2011:181)  

Craig’s reliance on a correspondence theory of truth emerges through his 
conception of what constitutes a “sound foundation” for moral value.  By a “sound 
foundation” for moral value, Craig intends to refer to a kind of ontological foundation 
for it, on which the objective rightness and wrongness of normative statements can be 
plausibly based. In “Theism, Atheism, and the Explanation of Moral Value,” Mark 
Murphy offers logical truth conditions for Craig’s notion of an ontological foundation. 
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According to Murphy, to say that an entity x is grounded in some other entity y is to 
say that y is a more basic feature of reality than x is, and that y explains x’s existence 
(2009:121). For Murphy, the claim that god provides an ontological grounding for 
morality is a kind of informative identification—moral values are identified with certain 
attributes of god, and are therefore ontologically grounded in god. (2009:127)  In “This 
Most Gruesome of Guests,” Craig accepts Murphy’s more precise formulation of 
ontological grounding: “Murphy...is correct in stating that the sort of grounding I have 
in mind for moral values and duties is what he calls ‘informative identification’.” 
(2009:168) 

For Craig, God provides a foundation for objective moral values by virtue of his 
“holy and loving nature,'' (2009:30) a nature that follows from Craig’s conception of 
God as the “great conceivable being” (2009:168) Since god is maximally great, he must 
be infinitely holy and loving, providing a barometer by which all other goodness is 
measured. Craig expounds on god’s holy and loving nature with an analogy to the 
meter stick: “just as the meter was once defined paradigmatically by the length of an 
iridium bar housed in the Bureau of des Poids et des Mesures in Paris, so moral values 
are determined by the paradigm of God’s holy and loving nature.” (2009:169) If 
objective moral values are rooted in God's nature, and God is an eternal and necessary 
being, then it follows that in Craig's view, whatever truths there are about moral values 
exist prior to our epistemological inquiries. Humanity, perhaps through some kind of 
god-given cognitive faculties, discovers these pre-existing ethical truths as external 
constraints, much like Röntgen’s discovery of electromagnetism. 

In contrast, Kitcher’s pragmatic epistemology reverses the relationship between 
truth and process as it is found in correspondence theories of truth. In doing so, 
Kitcher entirely undermines the terms of Craig’s challenge. Instead of viewing 
knowledge as a way of accessing pre-existing truths about the world, Kitcher 
advances a functional account of ethical truth that focuses on “what we aim at in 
various areas of inquiry.” (2011:192)  According to Kitcher, “a thing has a function F if 
and only if that thing is present because someone wanted something to do F and the 
thing was introduced into that context to satisfy that function.” (2011:218) Kitcher’s 
definition of a function gives meaning to Dewey’s view of ethics as “growing out of the 
human social situation.” (2011:3) In true pragmatic fashion, Kitcher contends that 
ethics emerged from humanity’s need to fulfill an original social function—the truth of 
ethics is grounded in its usefulness for human ends. In Kitcher's view, ethics was 
originally fashioned in order to remedy altruism failures in early human societies. 
Kitcher’s functional account of ethical truth draws from a Jamesian conception of truth. 
As James said in his 1909 lectures on pragmatism, “truth happens to an idea.” In the 
language of pragmatic naturalism, ideas become true when they are proven to remedy 
altruism failures. 

Strictly speaking, I could end my paper having shown that Craig’s criteria for 
moral value are based on an untenable correspondence theory of truth. However, even 



5 

though Kitcher may not accept that moral value must be objective in Craig’s sense, 
pragmatism naturalism relies on the notion that humanity has moral value. Since Craig 
contends that  “..from a naturalistic perspective we are just animals, relatively 
advanced primates, and animals are not moral beings.” (2009:176), pragmatic 
naturalism must account for humanity’s moral value in light of Craig’s arguments. 

 Against naturalistic ethics, Craig reasons that if the naturalist assigns moral 
value to humanity, then “we are entitled to ask for some explanation of this peculiarity, 
especially in light of how different moral properties, especially prescriptive properties, 
would be from typical physical properties.” (2009:176) While Craig does not explicitly 
state so, it’s reasonable to assume the intended argument here is that since naturalists 
posit that “the only things that exist are the things postulated by our best scientific 
theories” (2009:176), and science is “morally neutral” (2009:176), the naturalist cannot 
account for prescriptive properties. 

While he does not explicitly mention Hume, Craig’s argument seems to rely on 
Hume’s distinction between descriptive and prescriptive statements; according to 
Hume’s distinction, descriptive statements describe the way that the world is, while 
normative statements describe the way the world ought to be. For example, 
“Unjustified killing is wrong” constitutes a normative statement, while “People kill other 
people” constitutes a descriptive statement. In claiming that science is “morally 
neutral,” Craig seems to be implying that scientific statements belong to the domain of 
descriptive statements, and therefore, a naturalist who bases their ontology on science 
has no way to account prescriptive properties. 

By reversing the traditional relationship between truth and process, Kitcher 
overcomes, Kitcher can show that pragmatic naturalism’s inferences do not involve the 
kind of inferences that would be traditionally ruled out by Hume’s distinction. Instead of 
asking whether or not arguments of a particular form are capable of yielding valid 
normative conclusions, Kitcher reformulates the question to ask whether or not we 
have reliable processes for determining whether or not a particular normative 
statement is ethical or not (2011:258). If processes, rather than arguments, are the 
basis of sound normative judgments, then Kitcher can escape the dilemma by showing 
that the ethical judgements of pragmatic naturalism arise from reliable processes. For 
example, our early ancestors might have come to a particular ethical judgment by a 
process of diagnosing a particular altruism failure, jointly discussing it in a democratic 
fashion, and proposing a solution. Once they notice what kinds of solutions are actually 
successful, these solutions are categorized as “good,” entailing that each normative 
statement has a relevant descriptive counterpart. According to Kitcher, once we view 
ethics as a form of social technology whose function is to remedy altruism failures, “the 
mystery that worried Hume disappears.” (2011:262) 

Furthermore, Craig argues that under a naturalistic account, asserting that 
human beings have any special moral value beyond those of other animals, such as 
caribou or lizards— is a form of speciesism, an unjustified bias in favor of one's own 
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species. Of course, even if Craig was correct, he hasn’t demonstrated that naturalism 
is incompatible with humanity having moral value. Rather, he would only have proven 
that naturalism is incompatible with the special moral value of humanity. According to 
Craig, naturalism entails that humans are nothing more than animals, and “animals are 
not moral beings” (2009:176). However, by rejecting Craig’s contention that animals 
are not moral beings, the naturalist could assert that even though humans have no 
special moral value, they have the same kind of moral value as animals. 

Furthermore, it is not arbitrary to ascribe humanity some kind of special moral 
status beyond other animals. Kitcher extensively argues that human beings have a 
propensity to psychological altruism that is not found in any other animal. While other 
animals engage in biological altruism to increase their reproductive success, or 
behavioral altruism in order to increase their own well-being later, only humans act in a 
psychologically altruistic manner—after perceiving the desires of a beneficiary, we can 
change ours to more closely match theirs, causing us to act differently than we would if 
we were by ourselves. Once early humans formed social situations that required them 
to remedy altruism failures, their capacity for psychological altruism made them 
uniquely situated to participate in the ethical project. (2011:22) 

The question of whether or not human beings are capable of genuine altruism is 
controversial, and Kitcher spends a great deal of capital addressing it. However, for the 
purposes of this paper, whether or not human beings truly have a propensity to 
psychological altruism isn’t germaine. The central question here is: from a naturalistic 
viewpoint, if human beings have a propensity towards psychological altruism, does 
that give them a non-arbitrary moral value beyond that of animals? 

Craig argues that on naturalism, any attempt to ground the moral value of 
altruism is ultimately arbitrary. For instance, if the naturalist says that we should be 
altruistic because it promotes human flourishing, then the naturalist’s move raises the 
question of why human flourishing carries greater moral weight than the flourishing of 
any other species. As Craig puts it, an action such as rape “may not be biologically or 
socially advantageous...but on the atheistic view there’s nothing really wrong about 
raping someone.” (2009:32)  If evolutionary history was rewound to its very beginning, 
Craig argues, then humanity may have evolved to be like the worker bee, “thinking it a 
sacred duty to kill their brothers.” (2009:178). For this reason, Craig sides with 
Murphy’s assertion that “we can conceive of possible worlds in which moral values do 
not supervene on states conducive to human flourishing.” (2009:178) Craig concludes 
that if we can conceive of possible worlds in which moral values do not suprevene on 
states conducive to human flourishing, then indexing moral value with human 
flourishing is an arbitrary move; however, if indexing moral value with human flourishing 
is an arbitrary move, our “herd morality” has no objective basis under naturalism. 
Under naturalism, says Craig, “the rapist who chooses to flout the herd morality is 
doing nothing more serious than acting unfashionably.” (2009:32) 

 Craig’s argument, if true, would be devastating for pragmatic naturalism. While 
the pragmatic naturalist can easily dispense with Craig’s notion of moral accountability, 
Kitcher bases the ethical project in remedying altruism failures between humans. 
According to Craig’s argument, however, naturalism entails that altruism has no moral 
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value. Thus, Kitcher must contend with the moral skeptic who asks “Why should I care 
about the ethical project? Why not act purely in my own self-interest?” 

Craig’s argument only seems to address the plausibility of the objective moral 
value of altruism under a form of naturalism that is strictly sociobiological, according to 
which behaviors like altruism are nothing more than a byproduct of evolution. Craig 
quotes from Michael Ruse to illustrate this position: “The position of the modern 
evolutionist...is that humans have an awareness of morality...because such an 
awareness is of biological worth. Morality is a biological adaptation no less than are 
hands and feet and teeth….Considered as a rationally justifiable set of claims about an 
objective something, ethics is illusory.” (2009:32) As Craig puts it, “... altruistic behavior 
is merely the result of evolutionary conditioning that helps to perpetuate the species. A 
firefighter rushing into a burning building to rescue people in danger or a policeman 
who sacrifices his life to save those of his comrades does nothing more praiseworthy, 
morally speaking, than an ant that sacrifices itself for the sake of the ant heap.” On this 
basis, Craig says that on a naturalistic view, “we should resist the sociobiological 
pressures to such self-destructive activity and choose instead to act in our own 
self-interest.” (2009:33) Craig concludes that “for the humanist, there isn’t any basis for 
that [objective morality] because moral values are simply the by-product of 
sociocultural evolution…” (2009:38) 

Kitcher’s methodology increases the plausibility of naturalistic ethics by 
expanding the possibilities of what it might look like, contra Craig. In a rather glaring 
oversight, Craig fails to consider the ethical implications of a naturalistic standpoint 
that embraces, as Kitcher phrases it, “the inventory of the world allowed by the totality 
of bodies of well-grounded knowledge,” “running from anthropology and art history to 
zoology.” (2011:3). While Craig thinks that naturalism only accepts “ things postulated 
by our best scientific theories,” Kitcher envisions pragmatic naturalism as an 
interdisciplinary enterprise. Craig rejoins that “[he] does not mean to suggest that 
naturalistic accounts must be committed to a strong program of sociobiological 
explanation.” (2009:176) While it is true, strictly speaking, that the soundness of Craig’s 
argument does not necessarily rely on undermining a strongly sociobiological form of 
naturalism, my point remains detrimental to Craig’s argument in that Craig’s only 
arguments against naturalistic ethics are against strongly sociological formulations of 
it. Absent of any arguments against non-sociological forms of naturalism, Craig’s 
argument—for all intents and purposes—assumes that naturalistic accounts must be 
sociobiological; otherwise, his second conditional statement would be 
unsubstantiated. 

Kitcher departs from the standard sociobiological account by denying that our 
ethical statements and concepts, such as altruism, are mere byproducts of evolution. 
Instead, Kitcher argues that cultural evolution plays a role in the development of the 
ethical project. While Craig believes in faculties such as “moral intuition,” Kitcher finds 
no place for these abstract forms of ethical reasoning in the entire history of ethical 
progress. Instead, Kitcher believes that ethical progress is  “framed” within a particular 
culture and the empirical data they have access to. For instance, Margaret Fuller 
argued that women should have increased access to education so that they can better 
fulfill their “traditional” roles as wives and mothers; any apparent case of “moral 
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intuition” is actually a byproduct of “societal inoculation”: “society has connected 
affective states with cognitions and volitions marking at certain judgements as ethical 
rather than idiosyncratic.” For Kitcher, society and culture play an integral role in the 
development of moral progress; the Greeks abandoned the ethic of heroic courage 
because of changes in military technology, not because they came up onto some kind 
of external constraint or intuitive realization. 

Most importantly, the process of cultural evolution, which drives moral progress, 
is not transmitted through Darwinian mechanisms. While a sociobiological approach to 
ethical codes like altruism would measure its success by “the extent to which people 
living in groups adopting that code leave descendents in subsequent 
generations,”(2011:109), Kitcher argues that leaving descendents in subsequent 
generations does not necessarily imply adherence to the ethical code: “greater 
success in leaving dependents may be offset by a propensity to desert the 
code.”(2011:109) Kitcher advances the following argument for this conclusion; Kitcher 
asks us to imagine two codes, E and F. In Kitcher’s scenario, people in societies that 
adhere to E leave, on average, three descendents for every two descendents left by the 
society that adheres to code F. According to Kitcher, if each society transmits its code 
“invariably,”  (2011:108) E will grow and F will not. However, if “⅙  of the descendents 
of people in E societies migrate to an F society, the propositions remain constant.” 
(2011:108) On this basis, Kitcher concludes that ““codes may have one sort of success 
(in biological reproduction) without having another (success in commanding 
adherents).” (2011:108) 

By working within the framework of pragmatic naturalism, Kitcher escapes the 
jaws of Craig’s rigid, sociobiological interpretation of naturalism. However, the moral 
skeptic’s fundamental question remains: why should one be rationally compelled to 
care about the ethical project? 

From the outset, Kitcher admits that there is no response that can truly silence 
the moral skeptic: “One thought is that, to be satisfactory, a response should silence 
the skeptic...plainly, that sets the standard of success very high.” (2011:271) Crucially, 
however, Kitcher can argue that his response to the skeptic is just as good as any 
other normative theory, including theism: “my main aim is to show that anything rivals 
can do, pragmatic naturalism can do just as well…”(2011:270) While pragmatism 
naturalism cannot silence the moral skeptic, neither can any other competing 
normative theory. Kitcher provides the example of Kant’s categorical imperative; 
according to Kant’s categorical imperative, “ethics expresses the requirements of pure 
practical reason: to deny the moral law reason generates is to fall into a mode of 
irrationality, in which one contradicts onself.” (2011:272) Kitcher argues that whatever 
we tell the moral skeptic about how irrational they are acting, we could always imagine 
them meeting us with a shrug and continuing with their irrational behavior: “If I reject 
these rules, I am hardly doing something similar to positing a statement and its 
negation—and even if I were, it’s not obvious that anything I care about would be 
compromised by doing so.” (2011:272) Whatever one’s normative theory is, “given the 
definition, you can always ask ‘Why should I act in a way that conforms to the 
definition?’” 
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Although the pragmatic naturalist (or their rivals) cannot silence the skeptic, they 
may be able to convince a less skeptical person on other grounds. Kitcher frames the 
question of “Why should I care about the ethical project?” in terms of the character 
Thrasymachus in Plato’s Republic. In Plato’s dialogue, Thrasymachus asserts that 
justice is the “interest of the stronger.” Much like Craig’s “Madhouse” option, 
Thrasymachus claims that justice consists of acquiring whatever he has enough power 
to. Thrasymachus, like Craig’s skeptic, realizes that it would be “stupid” to follow an 
altruistic moral code set by other people when he could just act in his own self-interest. 
What could Kitcher say to an egoistic skeptic like Thrasymachus?  

Kitcher could tell Thrasymachus that his egoistic desires are best accounted for 
under social, legal, and ethical codes that seek to remedy altruism failures. Since 
Kitcher’s ethical project takes the entirety of people’s endorsable desires into account, 
it must include Thrasymachus’ endorsable desires as well. If there is some kind of 
endorsable desire that Thrasymachus could only obtain by violating existing ethical 
codes, then the ethical system is dysfunctional, and Thrasymachus could be invited to 
help its progenitors alter the ethical code so that it better remedies altruism failures. In 
order to show that his needs are best met by the ethical project, Kitcher might also 
point out that the ethical project is the very project that allows Thrasymachus to have 
his egoistic desires in the first place. Without the legal institutions that evolved as a 
result of humanity’s constant struggle to remedy altruism failures, would there even be 
a powerful legislative minority for Thrasymachus to rail against? (2011:274) 

The tensions between science, religion, philosophy, and ethics have generated 
interest in academic philosophy and the public domain. By opening up ethical inquiry 
to all of the well-grounded disciplines of knowledge, Kitcher avoids the strictly 
sociobiological caricature of naturalistic ethics often painted by critics of naturalism. In 
doing so, Kitcher shows us how all of these bodies of knowledge can come together to 
provide a plausible and grounded naturalistic basis for ethics, one that puts humanity 
and its conditions at the center of ethical inquiry. 
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