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Chapterr 12 

Thee problem of moral dilemmas solved 

12.11 The main aim 

Ass we have seen, Williams has set the agenda of the moral dilemma debate. 

Hee has done this by creating problems for ethical theories such as moral 

realism,, the standard system of deontic logic and utilitarianism as he argues 

thatt they are inconsistent with the possibility of moral dilemmas. That 

Williamss has set the agenda of the moral dilemma debate in this way is 

shownn by the fact that a great deal of the debate revolves around these 

problems.. In particular, people argue for and against the possibility of moral 

dilemmas.. In the first chapter of this thesis, I have indicated that each of the 

problemss Williams poses is an instance of a more general problem. This is 

that,, on the face of it, moral experience and ethical theory contradict each 

otherr over the possibility of moral dilemmas. That is to say, moral 

dilemmass are a common feature of our moral experience, whereas ethical 

theoryy shows that moral dilemmas are impossible. This is -in a nutshell-

whatt one may call the problem of moral dilemmas. In this, last, chapter of 

thee thesis I wish to spell out, by way of conclusion, how we have solved this 

problem. . 

Admittedly,, it is not obvious that there is an issue here. For most people, 

includingg most philosophers, believe that there are moral dilemmas. One 

reasonn for this is surely that there seem to be many examples of moral 

dilemmas.. We can divide these examples into three sorts. Firstly, there are 
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classicc examples of moral dilemmas. They include Sophie's choice, Sartre's 

casee and Agamemnon's predicament. Secondly, areas of applied ethics such 

ass medical ethics are apparently full of moral dilemmas. Think of 

euthanasia,, for example. Thirdly, there are ordinary cases of moral 

dilemmas.. The most familiar one is the case of the conflicting promises. 

Youu have promised him to do this and her to do that. And, as it happens, 

youu cannot do both. 

Ass most people believe that there are moral dilemmas, the question 

arisess whether there really is such a thing as the problem of moral 

dilemmas.. Why can ethical theory not be rejected out of hand if it is 

inconsistentt with the possibility of moral dilemmas? To show that there is 

ann issue here, we need a plausible argument against the possibility of moral 

dilemmas.. It does not suffice to give an argument based on a particular 

ethicall theory, except perhaps for people who hold that theory. If, for 

example,, utilitarianism conflicts with the possibility of moral dilemmas, 

thiss speaks against utilitarianism rather than against the possibility of moral 

dilemmas,, as even utilitarians might agree. The argument we need does not 

relyy on one single ethical theory. Instead, it combines a series of different 

arguments.. Moreover, these arguments all possess some plausibility. It 

shouldd not be possible to ignore them altogether. Finally, the reason these 

argumentss can be combined and possess some plausibility is that they have a 

commonn characteristic. The argument that meets these desiderata is a 

masterr argument. 

Suchh an argument against the possibility of moral dilemmas was 

providedd in chapter 7. This argument consists of five different arguments, 

twoo from internalism and three from deontic logic. The characteristic these 

argumentss have in common that unites and enforces them is a certain 

conceptt of ought. According to this concept, if A ought to be done, doing B is 

impermissible,, and, moreover, doing A is itself permissible. On this concept 

off ought, it is impossible that there are moral dilemmas as standardly 

defined.. That is, it is impossible that there are situations in which the agent 

oughtt to do A and ought to do B, while he cannot do both A and B. For this 

impliess that doing A is permissible and impermissible and that doing B is 

permissiblee and impermissible, which are contradictions. 

Onee could say that the main aim of this thesis has been to solve the 

problemm of moral dilemmas. This problem is that, apparently, moral 

experiencee shows that moral dilemmas are simply a fact of life, while ethical 
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theoryy generally resists the idea that there can be moral dilemmas. The 

problemm gets its bite as we realise that, amongst other things, the threat is 

thatt either we abandon our conviction that there are moral dilemmas or we 

jettisonn the logic of practical reasoning. 

InIn chapter 1, I have explained how we would try to solve the problem of 

morall dilemmas. For this, I have formulated a programme with a couple of 

do'ss and don'ts. Note that to solve this problem we have to reach 

conclusionss about moral experience and ethical theory. We have to know to 

whatt extent moral experience is right that there are moral dilemmas and to 

whatt extent ethical theory is right that moral dilemmas are impossible. In 

vieww of this, my programme was as follows. On the one hand, I have 

thoughtt it important to investigate whether there are moral dilemmas 

withoutt letting ourselves be influenced too much by ethical theory. So we 

weree not allowed to reason from the supposed truth of, say, utilitarianism to 

thee impossibility of moral dilemmas. On the other hand, I did want to get 

ethicall theory involved from the beginning. That is why in chapters 3 and 4 

wee have discussed views on conflict in a way that does justice to the 

particularr ethical theories they are embedded in. The result of this 

programmee was that the first half of the thesis -chapters 2 to 7- was devoted 

too the question whether we should redescribe the experience of moral 

dilemmass under pressure of ethical theory. The second half of the thesis 

-chapterss 7 to 11- was concerned with the question whether ethical theory 

hass to be abandoned in the face of the possibility of moral dilemmas. 

12.22 The possibility of moral dilemmas 

Lett me summarise the argument in chapters 2 to 7. In these chapters we 

havee worked towards the conclusion that there are moral dilemmas. How 

didd we reach this conclusion? A crucial step in the argument has been to 

analysee moral dilemmas, that is to break them down. The rationale behind 

thiss is that moral dilemmas are extreme cases. To understand moral 

dilemmass we have to understand what they are extreme cases of. As we saw, 

morall dilemmas are extreme cases of conflict. Basically, they are situations 

inn which the agent has reason to do A and reason to do B, while he cannot 

doo A as well as B. This raises the question as to why moral dilemmas are 
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extremee cases of conflict. The answer I gave is that this is due to 

incommensurabilityy of values. This means that, even though they are not 

equallyy strong, neither reason is stronger than the other. 

Thiss led us to discuss conflicts first. We are faced with the challenge that 

ethicall theory says that moral dilemmas are, amongst other things, logically 

impossible.. Is this because they are cases of conflict? One might think this, 

havingg considered the logic of conflicts of beliefs. A conflict of beliefs is a 

situationn in which one believes that A and believes that B, while A and B 

cannott be both the case. This implies that at least one belief is false. 

Accordingg to the logic of conflicts of beliefs, it is impossible to have the true 

beliefss that A and that B if A and B cannot be both the case. Thus, there 

cannott be genuine conflicts of beliefs. Can the conflicts moral dilemmas 

consistt of be genuine? We have seen that they can. For what is conflicting in 

aa conflict of reasons for action is not beliefs about reasons, not even reasons 

themselves.. The conflict in such a conflict consists in the fact that the 

actionss the agent has reason to do are alternatives: he can do either action, 

butt not both. As a consequence, the logic of conflicts of reasons differs from 

thee logic of conflicts of beliefs. Of course, it is possible that the agent cannot 

performm all actions jointly that he can perform severally. This happens all 

thee time. Hence, moral dilemmas are not logically impossible because they 

containn conflicts. 

Itt is only to be expected that the logical possibility of genuine conflict is 

actuahsed.. This is because of the tension between agent-neutral and agent-

relativee reasons inherent in the moral life. Often, we have an agent-relative 

reasonn to refrain from doing what we have an agent-neutral reason to do. 

Thiss expectation is fulfilled indeed. Or so I have argued. Retrospectively, we 

cann say that my argument has a negative and a positive part. The negative 

partt creates room for the view that there are genuine conflicts. This is done 

byy showing that alternative views on conflict apply to other types of 

situationss than genuine conflicts. These views can be divided into two 

kinds.. The first kind of view tries to explain genuine conflicts away. There 

aree different ways to do this. We have considered the silencing view 

(McDowell),, the rationalist view (Donagan) and the pragmatist view (Hare). 

Thee punchline is thus that there is a type of situation that each of them is 

truee of. However, they are all false for genuine conflicts. For example, the 

silencingg view has a niche where there is an absolute deontological 
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constraintt on an action that one has no reason to perform. But such 

situationss are not genuine conflicts. 

Thee second kind of alternative view on conflicts, which is called feature 

theory,, is actually congenial to my own view. We can regard both views as 

tryingg to express Sir W. D. Ross' intuition that in the face of conflicts of 

dutiess a distinction has to be made between prima facie and actual duties. 

Accordingg to feature theory, conflicts consist of two features of an action, 

onee that detracts from its value and another that adds to its value, while the 

solutionn of a conflict is the action that adds to the value of the world. Ross' 

intuitionn is captured in a distinction between negative features and oughts. 

Againstt feature theory I have argued, again, that there are such situations, 

butt that they are not genuine conflicts. For characteristic of genuine conflicts 

iss that they are constituted by (pro tanto) reasons. That is why we need what 

cann be called reasons theory. On this theory, Ross' intuition is incorporated 

inn a distinction between what we have reason to do and what we have most 

reasonn to do. To be precise, this distinction represents the general structure 

off practical reasoning in conflicts of reasons. For our discussion of moral 

dilemmas,, we need a particular instance of the distinction. This is because 

theree are weak and strong reasons. Some reasons merely call for, wThile 

otherss require action. Moral dilemmas, if they are truly dilemmatic, consist 

off strong reasons, of reasons that require. So the distinction we need is 

betweenn reasons that require, or requirements as I have also called them, 

andd oughts. 

Thee positive part of my argument for the existence of genuine conflict 

claimss that there are phenomena that can only be explained and justified if 

theree are genuine conflicts. Special attention has been given to the emotion 

forr which Williams has coined the term 'agent-regret'. This is a feeling of 

regrett towards one's own past actions, even though one has done the right 

thing.. My first point was that there are situations in which this emotion is 

naturall and that the right explanation of this is that one has failed to fulfil a 

requirement.. This means that these situations involve requirements for 

incompatiblee actions, one because of which one did the right thing and 

anotherr because of which one feels agent-regret. In other words, it means 

thatt there are genuine conflicts. My second point was that there are 

situationss in which agent-regret is rational and that the right justification of 

thiss is that one has not met a requirement. This implies that these situations 

aree genuine conflicts. First of all, there is a requirement in virtue of which 
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onee has done the right thing. But there also is an unfulfilled requirement 

thatt makes it rational to have agent-regret. Hence, these situations contain 

requirementss for mutually exclusive actions. 

Too recapitulate, I am explaining how we have worked towards the 

conclusionn that there are moral dilemmas. We are halfway now. For we 

havee arrived at the conclusion that there are genuine conflicts. Remember 

thatt moral dilemmas are genuine conflicts that labour under 

incommensurabilityy of values. What remains to be shown is how we 

arrivedd at the conclusion that incommensurability of values renders 

genuinee conflicts moral dilemmas indeed. We have distinguished between 

twoo not ions of incommensurabi l i ty . On the first no t ion , 

incommensurabilityy merely is pluralism of values. Pluralism turned out 

nott to make genuine conflicts moral dilemmas. A plurality of values is not 

evenn required for genuine conflicts in which agent-regret is natural and 

rational.. On the second notion, however, incommensurability means 

incomparabilityy of values. That is to say, in case of a genuine conflict of 

incommensurablee values one reason is not stronger than the other, even 

thoughh they are not equally strong either. Incomparability looked as if it 

couldd turn genuine conflicts into moral dilemmas. So we confronted 

ourselvess with the question whether incommensurable, i.e. incomparable, 

valuess exist. The answer was affirmative. At the least, incommensurable 

valuess are values that are central to one's life. They are borne by things that 

aree constitutive of one's (moral) well-being. That is why I have named them 

c o n s t i t u t i v ee i n c o m m e n s u r a b i l i t i e s . N o w , c o n s t i t u t i v e 

incommensurabilitiess are incomparable to each other. Further, these agent-

relativee values can be incomparable to agent-neutral values if the latter are 

alsoo exceptionally important. 

Thiss brought us to the issue why genuine conflicts in which the agent has 

too choose between constitutive incommensurabilities are moral dilemmas. 

Thiss issue was settled on the basis of my theory of the solution of conflict. 

Thiss theory is comparativist. In order to solve a genuine conflict, it is 

necessaryy to compare the importance of the values involved. Therefore, if a 

conflictt concerns incomparable values it cannot be solved. In other words, a 

justifiedd choice in genuine conflicts rests on, amongst other things, the 

comparativee importance of the values involved. Thus, with a choice 

betweenn incomparables, choice inevitably lacks justification. This, then, is 

whatt it means for a genuine conflict suffering from incommensurability of 



241 1 

valuess to be a moral dilemma. It is unsolvable; whatever the choice, it 

cannott be fully justified. 

12.33 The master  argument 

Lett us consider our research results so far in the light of the problem of 

morall dilemmas. Drawing on theoretical as well as experiental 

considerations,, we have reached the conclusion that the experience of moral 

dilemmass should be done justice to. This entails that we should reject as a 

solutionn of the problem of moral dilemmas that the appearance of moral 

dilemmass is altogether illusory. It may seem then that up to here we have 

nott been solving the problem of moral dilemmas at all. Rather, that the 

experiencee of moral dilemmas should be done justice to intensifies the 

problem.. The impression may be that we really have to abandon ethical 

theoryy insofar as it is inconsistent with the possibility of moral dilemmas. 

Soo we have to reject the master argument and everything it stands for: 

appealingg versions of internalism, the standard system of deontic logic and 

ourr concept of ought. 

However,, this impression is mistaken. For in chapter 7 we have 

discoveredd that we can do justice to the experience of moral dilemmas by 

redescribingg it in such a way that it escapes the master argument. Recall that 

thiss argument starts from the standard definition of moral dilemmas: a 

morall dilemma is a situation in which the agent ought to do A and ought to 

doo B, while he cannot do both A and B. However, we have found that this 

definitionn of moral dilemmas is wrong. Note that we have not defined 

morall dilemmas yet. We just have it that a moral dilemma is constituted by 

incommensurable,, thus undefeated, reasons. And there is nothing 

contradictoryy about having undefeated reasons for alternative actions. 

What,, did we decide, is the right definition of moral dilemmas? We have 

madee a distinction between three approaches to moral dilemmas: the no 

categoriess approach, the traditional categories approach and the new 

categoriess approach. Each approach brings its own definitions of moral 

dilemmass along. For example, the traditional categories approach offers the 

choicee between the two shapes definition, which is an improvement on the 

standardd definition, the prohibition dilemma definition and the disjunctive 

oughtought definition. To decide between these definitions, we have imposed two 
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constraintss on a definition of moral dilemmas. The first constraint is given 

byy the master argument, in particular by the concept of ought underlying it. 

Itt should not be possible to elicit contradictions from a definition of moral 

dilemmas.. The second constraint is that a definition of moral dilemmas 

makess clear that due to incommensurability of values moral dilemmas are 

unsolvable.. It has to show that the agent is going to do wrong in the sense 

thatt he cannot fully justify his behaviour. 

Wee have decided that none of the definitions of the no categories and the 

traditionall categories approach meets both these constraints. Accordingly, 

mvv own new categories approach and the concomitant definition must be 

correct.. On this definition, a moral dilemma is still a situation in w'hich the 

agentt ought to do A and ought to do B, while he cannot do A as well as B, as 

onn the standard definition. However, here 'ought' is not understood in the 

traditionall way, but in a new way. Traditionally, if the agent does not do 

whatt he ought to do, his act is wrong in the sense that it is completely 

unjustified.. But in a moral dilemma his act is wrong in the sense that it 

cannott be fully justified. My definition of moral dilemmas meets both 

constraintss formulated above. Firstly, the master argument cannot make 

contradictionss out of this definition as the argument uses the traditional 

conceptt of ought. Secondly, my definition expresses the right sense of 

wrongdoingg in a moral dilemma: lack (not the absence) of justification. 

Thiss discussion of the definition of moral dilemmas brought us to the 

conclusionn that ethical theory can, in principle, allow for the possibility of 

morall dilemmas. Everyone can agree that it is impossible that there are true 

contradictionss in ethics. We have just seen that it does not follow from the 

possibilityy of moral dilemmas that there are. How did this get us closer to 

thee solution of the problem of moral dilemmas? We have drawn two 

conclusionss so far. The first is that the experience of moral dilemmas should 

bee done justice to. This conclusion may have seemed the end of ethical 

theorv.. However, it was not. For we have redefined moral dilemmas in 

suchh a way that ethical theory can, in principle, accept the possibility of 

morall dilemmas. This is the second conclusion we have come to. Thus, 

insteadd of ethical theory, moral experience has had to do a concession: it had 

too be redescnbed. But this concession is marginal because the new definition 

off moral dilemmas captures everything it needs to. 

Onee might think that, with these two conclusions, we have solved the 

problemm of moral dilemmas. After all, we can preserve the logic of practical 
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reasoningg while retaining the belief that there are moral dilemmas. 

However,, there is more to the problem of moral dilemmas than the 

apparentt conflict between the master argument, on the one hand, and a 

wealthh of examples of moral dilemmas, on the other hand. As we have 

seen,, Williams also uses the possibility of moral dilemmas as ammunition 

againstt particular ethical theories such as moral realism and utilitarianism. 

Thee two conclusions we have reached so far are therefore only two thirds of 

thee solution of the problem of moral dilemmas. For a complete solution, we 

havee to arrive at a conclusion about where the possibility of moral 

dilemmass leaves particular ethical theories. Obviously, we could not 

considerr all possible theories. We have only assessed theories that I regard as 

initiallyy plausible as each reflects an intuition that every ethical theory 

shouldd incorporate. Furthermore, there was no need to question whether 

thesee theories can accept all properties of moral dilemmas. We could largely 

confinee ourselves to the question whether a theory could recognise genuine 

conflicts.. For often this turned out to be an insurmountable problem. If so, 

wee did not always bother to ask whether the theory under consideration 

wouldd also fail to acknowledge incommensurability of values, for example. 

12.44 Particular  ethical theories 

Inn chapters 8 to 11, we have divided the territory of ethical theory into meta-

ethics,, normative ethics and applied ethics. The first question we have 

discussedd is whether, as Williams claims, moral realism is inconsistent with 

thee possibility of moral dilemmas. This question has special meaning to me. 

Thiss is because of the subsidiary aim of this thesis. The main aim is, of 

course,, to solve the problem of moral dilemmas. But there is a subsidiary 

aim.. This is to develop a form of ethical intuitionism concerning moral 

dilemmas.. The point is that this theory has a realist feel to it. It is worth 

emphasisingg that I have not committed myself to intuitionism. To be sure, I 

havee used elements of this theory such as a particular account of the 

distinctionn between agent-neutral and agent-relative reasons. However, 

intuitionistss do not have the monopoly on this distinction or any of the 

otherr elements used. Also, even though some types of ethical theory cannot 

endorsee my view on moral dilemmas, it is not only intuitionism that can. 

Yet,, I do recommend this theory. For the Aristotelian kind of take on ethics 
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itt exemplifies seems to me to sit particularly well with the possibility of 

morall dilemmas. 

Returningg to Williams' claim that the possibility of moral dilemmas 

constitutess an argument against realism, we have found that this claim is 

basedd on misconceptions about moral dilemmas. In fact, Williams gestures 

att two arguments. The first is that cognitivists must assimilate moral 

conflictss to conflicts of beliefs. Consequently, on their view moral conflicts 

cannott be genuine. The flaw in this argument is that, as we have already 

seen,, conflicts of reasons and conflicts of beliefs are completely different 

kindss of situations. Williams' second argument is that realists will picture 

morall dilemmas as situations with two shapes. However, moral reality is 

monomorphicc This argument is flawed because we have decided that 

morall dilemmas are shapeless. Having defended intuitionism in this way, I 

attackedd the diametrically opposed view. This is the non-cognitivist, or at 

leastt Humean, view that reasons derive from the agent's actual desires. First 

off all, I launched the phenomenological argument for anti-Humeanism, 

accompaniedd by the claim that moral dilemmas are the phenomena par 

excellenceexcellence to figure in this argument. Secondly, I pointed out that a result of 

thee Humean view on reasons is that they are like headless chickens with 

regardd to the identification of situations as genuine conflicts. They call 

situationss conflicts that are not and cannot call situations conflicts that are. 

Thirdly,, I argued that there is something in the nature of desires that 

preventss Humeans from acknowledging genuine conflicts and 

incommensurabilityy of values at all. 

Thee next question was whether utilitarians and Kantians can recognise 

morall dilemmas, in particular genuine conflicts. Utilitarianism and 

Kantianismm were introduced as the most important representatives of 

monismm in the theory of reasons. This is the view that the reason why 

actionss ought to be done is always the same consideration. In case of 

utilitarianism,, this consideration is maximisation of utility. Throughout 

thiss thesis I have made a point of insisting that to recognise genuine 

conflictss you need our reasons theory. You need to make our distinction 

betweenn requirements and oughts. Characteristic of this distinction is the 

relationshipp of independence between requirements and oughts. In spite of 

beingg defeated in the competition to become oughts, requirements may 

remainn on the scene. That is, the agent is still subjected to them. 
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Soo the question became whether utilitarians and Kantians can keep 

defeatedd requirements on the scene. We went at great lengths to try to show 

thatt they could, even though the appearances were against them. At the end 

off the day, we had to confirm that they could not, however. We started with 

singlee level forms of utilitarianism and Kantianism. We verified that on 

thesee theories requirements leave the scene in defeat. Yet, we made some 

progresss by establishing that utilitarians as well as Kantians can leave 

dilemmaticc traps and gaps. We continued with two level forms of 

utilitarianismm and Kantianism. The best we got was a theory that gave 

practicall reasoning the required layer-cake structure. However, this was 

actuallyy worthless as the distinction that brought that structure about was 

utterlyy distinct from "our distinction". 

Thiss motivated us to believe that we have to be deontic pluralists, i.e. to 

takee the view that reasons are heterogeneous. There are two possibilities 

here.. We can be pluralists in the standard Rossian sense: reasons are 

supportedd by a limited amount of fundamental principles. Alternatively, we 

cann have a particularist style of pluralism. According to particularists, 

principless do not have a role to play in ethics, or at least they have no -in 

onee word- authority. For the development of inruitionism regarding moral 

dilemmas,, it is irrelevant what sort of pluralists we are. Both Rossian 

generalismm and particularism are intuitionist in origin. However, the 

intuitionismm that I feel most affinity with is particularist. Moreover, for the 

solutionn of the problem of moral dilemmas, the difference between these 

pluralismss may be relevant. This is because Rossian generalism is 

emphaticallyy designed to make our distinction, or at least the distinction 

betweenn prima facie and actual duties. As for particularism, it remains to be 

seenn whether it can keep defeated requirements on the scene. That is why I 

thoughtt up reasons why this may be impossible, only to reject them one by 

one. . 

Thee exercise in applied ethics we did concerned medical ethics, especially 

euthanasia.. This exercise illustrated the healthy tension between ethical 

theoryy and moral experience that permeates this thesis. The idea is that we 

shouldd not commit ourselves beforehand to either theory or experience. 

Instead,, we have to allow the two to interact with each other. The outcome 

off this process is, hopefully, a view on moral dilemmas that coheres with 

bothh theory and experience. The effect of this idea, which is the idea of a 

reflectivee equilibrium, was made explicit in the preamble of chapter 8. Our 



246 6 

exercisee in applied ethics illustrated this idea as follows. On the one hand, 

wee began with the fear that a study of real problems would show that there 

aree less moral dilemmas than one might have thought. That if we describe 

purportedd examples of moral dilemmas in a way that respects their nuances 

andd details, we would find that they are not moral dilemmas whatsoever. 

Too some extent, this fear turned out to be justified. The (practically) legal 

casee of euthanasia is presumably no moral dilemma, as we saw. However, 

wee also saw that some illegal cases are, or at least according to my theory of 

euthanasia.. On the other hand, discussion of euthanasia revealed the 

practicall relevance of the possibility of moral dilemmas. If a theory of 

euthanasiaa was not able to recognise that euthanasia may be a moral 

dilemma,, this was therefore a reason to abandon or, if possible, to revise it. 

Finally,, at various places in this thesis we touched upon a more 

fundamentall issue than that of moral dilemmas, viz. the relation between 

reasonss and values. This is clearest where we moved from 

incommensurabilityy of values to the shapelessness of moral dilemmas. It is 

fairr to say that we have assumed there that reasons are based on values. In 

thee previous chapter, I have defended this assumption. This, of course, to 

protectt my view on moral dilemmas from an attack from below. A desired 

side-effectt is that the intuitionism I am contributing to gets more body. To 

beginn with, I have defended the assumption that reasons are based on 

valuess by giving an argument for it. This is essentially that reasons are 

mundanee facts, e.g. that she is in pain. However, that she is in pain is not 

alwayss a reason to help her. To distinguish between facts that are reasons 

andd those that are not, we need values. That she is in pain is a reason (to 

helpp her) if it is bad that she is, and it is no reason if it is not. Furthermore, I 

havee argued that the assumption is uncontroversial as, theoretically, we can 

alll agree that reasons are based on values, irrespective of our particular 

ethicall theories -whether Humean or anti-Humean, consequentialist or 

deontologist,, and cognitivist or non-cognitivist. 

12.55 The end 

Too sum up, the main aim of this thesis has been to solve the problem of 

morall dilemmas. This is that, on the face of it, moral experience and ethical 

theorvv contradict each other over the possibility of moral dilemmas. That is 
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too say, moral dilemmas are a common feature of our moral experience, 

whereass ethical theory shows that moral dilemmas are impossible. The 

solutionn this thesis offers consists of three conclusions. Firstly, there are 

morall dilemmas. The experience of moral dilemmas should be done justice 

to.. Secondly,, ethical theory can, in principle, do this. There is nothing in the 

logicc of practical reasoning that prevents it, for example. Thirdly, some 

ethicall theories cannot allow for the possibility of moral dilemmas, 

however.. These theories include utilitarianism and Kantianism. 




