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Abstract 
Normative theories of sport attempt to unpick the issues of value and sport, and how sport fits into the concept of a good life and just society. Normative theories provide a framework and understanding of what good sport looks like, which values should be prioritized, and what types of rules are more or less important. This includes questions about how fairness manifests itself in sport, what the rules of eligibility for competition should be, and how rule-breaking should be considered and punished. Debates on the value of sport usually center on whether sport is valuable because it helps in achieving or facilitating other values, or whether it is of value in itself. This represents the debate between external and internal perspectives of sport. An externalist will argue that the value of sport is found merely in the way that sport reflects the values that are held in society and culture as a whole. An internalist however, maintains that there are inherent values particular to sport itself that are not merely instrumental to attaining other external goods. This article outlines the key normative theories of sport, highlights the different approaches to the value of sport and provides a framework in determining how sport ought to be played. They can be categorized as formalist, conventionalist, broad internalist, pluralist, pragmatic and discourse approaches to sport. 
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Normative Theory 
Normative theories of sport are essentially about the value of sport or why sport matters and how it can form part of a good life. Questions about value are essentially questions about priorities: what is important and what matters most. When individuals decide that it is better to be kind rather than honest (in the case of telling a white lie to avoid hurting someone’s feelings), or prioritize equality over freedom (in order to give opportunities to those that are disadvantaged at birth), they are making a value judgement. The branch of philosophy that studies value (also called axiology) encompasses both questions of ethics and aesthetics; what is morally good or bad, as well as what is beautiful or how things affect sensory perception. The study of value is concerned with what is good and right, and how to determine worth or priority. 
Although values are based on judgements about what is of most importance, there is some debate over whether they are subjective or objective. Those who argue it is subjective see value as a matter of personal taste that is beyond the scope for disagreement. This view holds that if Jalen values playing sport over going to their grandmother’s funeral, it as inarguable as Robin’s preference for vanilla over chocolate ice-cream. Disagreement over which is the best ice-cream flavor is just something that individuals have to accept – it is a subjective judgement. Subjective value then is merely a matter of preference. The contrary position is that value can be objectively determined by reference to an external authority such as God, or by recourse to biological or evolutionary facts, or even by the concept of rationality in that individuals must be consistent with the way they hold and order their values. An objective view of value maintains that value is not just individual personal preference such as whether one prefers the color blue to green, but rather can be determined by external criteria. This seems a much more plausible way of understanding value as it reflects the way that issues of value, ethics and aesthetics are discussed; there are few instances which seem to be genuinely subjective preferences outside the realm of objective criteria. Even in the case of ice-cream there are flavors that would be considered repulsive, such as the taste of feces. However, the fact that an objective standard of value has never been agreed upon indicates that there is still space for some element of personal, subjective or non-rational value. In the normative theories outlined below, there is disagreement over how much of what is considered right or good in sport is dependent on subjective preferences, and how much can be rooted in objective criteria. 
Normative value is prescriptive in the sense that it provides a guide to attitudes and behaviour. The term ‘normative power’ is also used, in the extent to which an activity, for instance sport, can shape lives for the better. This is the way Governments and policy makers generally advocate the instrumental value of sport; in that (for example) it reduces crime, creates healthier and therefore economically active populations, or teaches children to follow rules. In contrast to this, is the view that sport as a practice is has no moral power and is neither praiseworthy nor blameworthy in the effect it has on other things. 
In any evaluation of normative theory of sport, it is important to recognize that the concept of sport itself is contested. Whilst most people would point to, what might be called, paradigmatic examples of sport – those activities that seem to best exemplify sport, such as football, tennis, or the Oxford-Cambridge boat race – there are always borderline cases. These are activities that are sometimes considered sport, in certain contexts, or by certain people or cultures, for example, mountain climbing, chess, parkour, a kick around in the park with friends, or a swim for charity. The concept of sport overlaps with other concepts such as ‘game’, ‘play’, ‘recreation’ and ‘leisure’ and as such, it can sometimes be difficult to discern between these different activities. That there are contested cases of sport matters when it comes to normative theories, as often proponents of these theories make unstated assumptions about what constitutes sport which then they use to underpin what they wish to argue about its value. This is a point made by Graham McFee (2004) in his institutional theory of sport, where he notes that any theory of sport needs to acknowledge the multitude of different ways sporting type activities are practiced and conceived, and how our applications of the term ‘sport’ can change from context to context. He argues that settling on a simple, analytic definition of sport that does not contain exceptions is a mistaken aspiration. Recognizing the conceptual disagreement around what constitutes sport in the first place is perhaps, in part, where some of our disagreement about what constitutes the right way to play it, lies. 
Formalism and the Logical Incompatibility Thesis 
Formalists argue that the formal (written) rules of sport are paramount and therefore the value of sport is contained purely within these rules. Under formalism, the most important normative value is that of rule-following; beyond that, there is no obligation. What counts as a sport, and to play it properly and fairly is wholly contained within its rules. 
One needs to go back to Bernard Suits’ (1978) definition of game-playing in order to understand this theory in more detail. As an analytic philosopher, Suits believed that concepts could be formally defined by recourse to necessary and sufficient conditions. One of these conditions was the ‘lusory attitude’ in that a player voluntarily accepts to abide by of the rules of the game. As this is a necessary condition of gameplaying, Suits argued that if a player does not hold the lusory attitude, then she is not playing a game (it may, on all accounts, look like a very similar activity, but it is not, de facto, game-playing). It logically follows from this position, that it is impossible for a player to win a game if they have broken the rules. This position is known as the logical incompatibility thesis and can be expressed in the following argument: 
P1: To play a game is an attempt to reach a specified end by accepting the rules that define that game. 
P2: To cheat is to not accept the rules of the game. 
C1: Therefore, to cheat is to not play the game. 
P3: One can only win a game by playing it. 
C2: Therefore, one cannot win by cheating. 
For example, the game of darts requires that players stand 2.37m away from the dart board. If a player decides to walk up to the board and push their darts in to a particular section then they are not playing the game of darts. Equally, if they attach a homing device to the dart so that it always lands on the desired score regardless of skill, then again, they are not playing the game of darts. Winning and cheating are, according to this argument, logically incompatible. This account is also known as the formalist position as it maintains that a game is defined by its formal (constitutive) rules. It is summarized by William Morgan (1987: 1): 
According to formalism, the various derivative notions of a game are to be defined exclusively in terms of its formal rules. What it means to engage in a game, to count as a legitimate instance of a game, to qualify as a bona fide action of a game, and to win a game is to act in accordance with the appropriate rules of the game. All instances and actions that fall outside the rules of the game, therefore, do not count as legitimate instances or actions of a game. 
A core problem with this position is that it entails acceptance of Suits’ definition of game-playing, and the belief that it can be defined through necessary and sufficient conditions. For those, like Wittgenstein who prompted Suits’ work in this area, if concepts are seen as more ethereal and culturally or contextually determined, then there is no logical reason to accept the formalism as a theory of sport.  
Critics point to three further problems with formalism. In real life, players are always committing infractions of rules (often unintentionally) yet are still considered to be playing the game. Indeed, the very existence of rules to restart games when infractions occur (regulative rules) acknowledges this. For instance, if a player accidently steps inside a prohibited area in netball, they are penalized by having the ball awarded to the opposing team. The regulative and restorative rules enable the game to continue despite the infraction of a constitutive rule. If the formalist position was correct, in that these ‘cheating’ players are not playing the game, then there would be no need for regulative or restorative rules. Indeed, MacRae (2020) argues that whilst the formalist position may work in the case of some games, such as chess, it does not apply in the case of most sports. The difference between chess and hockey, for example, is that chess can be defined by the Perfect Control Condition whereby there is no need for regulative or restorative rules; either a move is valid or invalid and the rules are sufficient to cover all playing possibilities, thus the game is played under perfectly controlled conditions. In hockey and other sports premised on physical skills however, the conditions for play are not perfect - mistakes and infractions can be made – therefore regulative rules are required to maintain the game. 
A second criticism, argued by D’Agostino (1981), is that rather than being logically incompatible, cheating logically entails the playing of the game. The concept of cheating only makes sense if the person who is cheating is considered part the game. They may not be playing the game fairly or with due respect but the fact that cheaters can be penalized and are morally condemned, suggests that all parties involved – players, officials and spectators alike – still recognize that the game is going on, albeit with a deliberate attempt at undermining it. 
The third criticism is provided by authors such as McFee (2004) who note that the (official) rules of a game are often modified in order to make the game more equal, more challenging or easier, and yet doing so is still to play the game. McFee uses the example of providing a queen advantage in chess, but there are countless other examples of modified games, for instance, agreeing to uncontested scrums in rugby, or playing on a slightly smaller than (officially) allowed pitch in football. The point that McFee makes is that a formalist approach to defining sport will always leave ambiguous cases, since many real-life instances of game playing do not abide by all the official constitutive rules. Games are adapted and modified according to the context yet the game that is defined by its more formal, constitutive rules is still the one that is being played. 
One way of responding to these criticisms is to argue that there is scope for rule-breaking within formalism since if a rule is broken and a penalty is given, it is still a formal rule, albeit a conditional one. If the player does not accept the ruling, i.e. they commit an infraction and do not accept the conditional rule that forms the penalty, it is then that the game becomes unplayable, not before. This thus supports the formalist position that a player who does not abide by the rules (including the conditional rules awarding penalties) is not therefore playing the game. 
Although formalism is a normative theory of sport, there are few scholars who advocate it as a sufficient account of sports’ value. As such, formalism may have been used as a straw man to promote other theories than being a genuinely held position by philosophers of sport. One of the main concerns with formalism is it seems to abstract the definition of a game out of its usual context; it removes sport from the part of human culture and society in which it is situated. Whereas the formalist approach argues that sport is an amoral concept in which its only normative value is to play by the formal rules, whatever we agree those to be, non-formalists maintain that good sport is much more than merely the tacit or voluntary acceptance of the constitutive rules; it requires an additional normative value, in respect of its internal goods or its ethos. 
Conventionalism and the ‘Ethos of Games’ 
These criticisms of formalism being unable to account for the way in which sport is actually played led to a theory of sport known as conventionalism. Conventionalism recognizes that whilst the formal rules may help to define the game, they are not sufficient, and that ‘unwritten’ rules, or conventions also play a part. Conventions are ways of functioning in a social world whereby there is a tacit assumption about the shared and consistent meaning of actions and as such, an expectation about how others will act. In the philosophy of sport, one of the first proponents was Fred D’Agostino (1981) who noted that the formalist account of sport was clearly not the reality of sporting competition in the real world. He went as far to suggest that players and officials ‘conspire’ to ignore the rules of games in many instances, and cites the example of basketball to illustrate. According to the formal rules, basketball is a non-contact sport but, despite this, significant body contact has become conventionally tolerated. In contrast to the formalist Platonic (idealist) account, D’Agostino takes a realist approach to how sport is actually practiced. He argues, “In short, the unofficial, implicit, empirically determinable conventions which govern official interpretations of the formal rules of basketball constitute the ethos of American professional basketball.” (1981: 15) 
William Morgan is arguably one of the most voluble advocates of conventionalism in sport. Whilst he acknowledges the internal values that can be found within sport, Morgan (2020) argues that what is considered valuable or good within sport is dependent on the culture and context within which it is practiced. Such a view demonstrates how different conceptions of good sport, from the amateur ethos of the British in the early 20th century, to the North American ethos of professionalism, can exist at the same time, with little ability to reconcile between them. 
Conventionalism seems to have much more normative power than formalism: rather than merely responding to a person who deliberately breaks the rules as someone who does not understand what it is to play a game and therefore someone who is logically confused, conventionalists are able to make moral judgements about that person and their actions. This is reflected in our use and application of terms such as ‘sportsmanship’, ‘fair play’ and ‘gamesmanship’ in sport. Good sportsmanship are actions that are not specified in the formal rules of a sport, but rather are actions that are considered to treat the sport, and those involved in it, with due respect and worth. When we use the term ‘sportsmanship’ for example, we are suggesting that there is a set of cultural expectations about how the sport should be played, and how we should behave towards one another, that goes beyond the formal rules. To be a ‘good sport’ is to play sport with a particular attitude and to identify and uphold its spirit and ethos. In this sense, conventionalists recognize that there is a morally right - as opposed to the formalist, legally right – way to play the sport. 
Critics of conventionalism, however, argue that as a theory of sport, it has limited normative power since all it can do is describe the way that sport is played (and the conventions that are followed). It does not provide any normative account on how sport ought to be played outside the conventions themselves. In essence, it falls foul of an ethical relativism since what is accepted, is accepted, and there is no mechanism to adjudicate whether the conventions are morally correct outside the practice itself. To propose a conventionalist theory of sport is to arguably fall into the category error of substituting an ‘is’ for an ‘ought’. A response to this criticism of ethical relativism comes from Ciomaga (2012) who argues that this conception of conventionalism is unjustifiably strong and therefore unreasonable. Instead, he advocates a conventionalism based upon empirical realism, in that, that there are empirical facts about what is important and valuable that would override any non-arbitrary convention. This conception of conventionalism is not an ‘anything goes’ ethical relativism, since conventions are only conventions as long as one could imagine a different convention taking its place. Ciomaga (2012) argues, 
“Arbitrariness offers the key to understanding the basic tenet of conventionalism… for conventionalists, the claim that a certain phenomenon is conventional means that it is possible to imagine an alternative convention that is equally acceptable, which is a reflection of the arbitrariness of conventions.” (413) 
Under this conception of conventionalism lies deeper moral principles such as protection of life, dignity, freedom and justice. This means that sport is founded on a deeper, non-arbitrary, non-conventional set of beliefs about what it is to live a good life and what responsibilities individuals have towards one another. An example of this can be illustrated by highlighting the difference between the conventions surrounding injury in sport. For instance, the conventions surrounding what happens after a player suffers a minor injury in sport can differ from culture to culture so when two different conventional cultures clash, the members of each culture can feel aggrieved. A famous example of this occurred in the case of a football match between Arsenal and Sheffield United in the late 1990s when a member of the Arsenal team, Nwankwo Kanu, misunderstood the nature of the opposing convention of ‘good sportsmanship’ and went on to score an unopposed goal (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bWr6qpD6Bv8). In contrast, and in support of Ciomaga’s conception of conventionalism, if a player’s life is at risk - as happened in the Euro2020 finals match between Denmark and Finland where a player collapsed gravely ill (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D7-qFKGBrVM), the game was immediately stopped, and only resumed many hours later after news that the player was conscious and recovering in hospital. The preservation of life becomes paramount in relation to other conventions in sport. This weaker form of conventionalism maintains that conventions occupy a space of possibilities within which different conventions can manifest, but still fall within certain limits. Whilst we can imagine different cultures having a different ethos around what happens if a player suffers a minor injury (clutching the ankle), one could not imagine a convention whereby a player’s whose heart had stopped on the pitch and whose life was hanging in the balance was not attended to and the game continued around him. This theory of sport provides an account of how different conceptions of sport can develop even if there is disagreement as to which is better.
Internalism and the Pursuit of Excellences 
The conventionalist approach to sport finds its value outside of sport itself; in the wider values that are part of broader society and community. On the conventionalist approach, sport can be practiced in a multitude of ways depending on what the wider community believes is important, and this is why there can be a clash of values and disagreement in how it should be played. As such, it can be seen as an externalist value of sport. In contrast, internalists argue that sport contains intrinsic value that is common to all cultures and communities. This view is generally called broad internalism. This theory is premised on the notion that sport’s internal value is concerned with developing excellence as is described in the following way by one of its main proponents, Robert Simon: 
“Broad internalism, then, is the view that in addition to the constitutive rules of sports, there are other resources connected closely – perhaps conceptually – to sport that are neither social conventions nor moral principles imported from outside. These resources can be used to adjudicate moral issues in sports and athletics.” (Simon, 2000: 7) 
This conception forms the basis of Simon’s definition of good sport as “the mutual quest for excellence” which Simon calls mutualism. This view suggests that good sport is a co-operative exercise between its participants in attempting to achieve the internal goods of sporting excellence. The internalist view of sport is further supported by John Russell (1999) who maintains that good sport is about maximizing the physical skills it tests. A good game of tennis, for example, is one in which the skills integral to tennis are maximized; thus, the demonstration of a variety of shots and serves. Such a conception of sport’s value then, as Simon and Russell note, provides a way of determining what should or should not be allowed and overcomes the criticism attached to conventionalism that it falls into descriptive relativism. In this, internalism is genuinely normative since it provides a guide as to what constitutes good sport. It also overcomes McFee’s (2004) criticism of formalism, in that there will always be a gap between the rule and its interpretation; for instance, whether a foul has or has not been committed. In his seminal paper, ‘Are rules all an umpire has to work with?’, Russell (1999) provides a solution to this conundrum in which he argues that it is the excellences in sport that should determine how the sport should be played, and how rules ought to be interpreted.  
Jon Pike (2019) too argues that sport’s value is found in attempting (and often failing) difficult actions and that conventionalism is insufficient to provide a philosophical account of value in sport. A correct account of sport needs to account for the possibility and, perhaps even, likelihood of failure. He argues that when individuals watch sport, they are watching people trying to do difficult things, they are not watching the rules that regulate these actions. In sport, the rules merely provide a framework for what is considered difficult action. This conception of sport perhaps explains why what is considered great sport achieves that fine balance of succeeding in actions that are theoretically possible but rarely achieved. Such a view is expanded by John William Devine (2022) in his ‘Excellence Principle’ which provides a normative framework for evaluating the internal excellences of sport and how they can be advanced or undermined. Such a framework provides a way of adjudicating between different instances of sport, and different conceptions of sport.
However, there are several objections to founding sport’s value on physical excellence alone, as it may lead to practices that in broader life are morally objectionable. For instance, it is possible to argue in favor of performance enhancing drugs that may have long term adverse health effects, on the basis that they will enhancing sporting ability in the short term. Similarly, it can condone abusive or toxic cultures if the primary focus is on sporting performance at the expense of athlete wellbeing. Furthermore, what is considered excellence of physical skill or action may inherently be discriminatory to certain groups, such as women and those with disabilities. If the value of sport is framed around the limits of human potential, such as how fast it is possible to run, or how high humans can jump, these limits are usually in reference to a particular conception of the human body. Critics of the sporting excellence perspective point out what is considered objectively good or excellent is often provided by those with a particular privileged position. Historically, this perspective was that of able-bodied men. This notion of the value of sport as a set of male values was commented upon by Tännsjö (2000) who advocated that sport should focus less on the (male) excellences of physical strength and speed and more on other (non-gendered) skills and abilities such as gracefulness, flexibility and creativity. Such a shift of emphasis may have started to develop with a rise in appreciation – evidenced by television audience figures and sponsorship opportunities – of women’s sport.
Pluralism, Pragmatism and Discourse Approaches to Sport 
Several theories have been proposed that attempt to bridge the gap between conventionalism and internalism. For example, in response to the criticism of internalism as being over-rationalistic and devoid of real-world value, Kretchmar (2015) proposed an internalist position that was rooted in human biology, notably, the human desire to test one’s physical limits and to compete or contest one’s abilities against others. At its simplest, such a view is persuasive if assumptions about the animal kingdom and competition for resources and mates can be correctly transferred to human interaction. Instead of a stag rutting against a rival to demonstrate its superiority, men (typically, sport has been a male enterprise) compete against each other in shows of strength and speed. But Kretchmar goes further than advocating a simple ‘survival of the fittest’ model and argues that there are other elements of sport that can be biologically grounded. In this, Kretchmar attempts to bring together a variety of internalist positions to produce a theory known as pluralistic internalism. His pluralist account is made up of six aspects: our need for stimulation; a desire for spontaneous play; a thirst for knowledge and understanding; a desire for meaning and narrative that enables us to make sense of our lives; a desire for self-expression and self-affirmation; and a desire for community and being-with-others. In this, sport is an arena whereby we can explore and test our natural inclinations and capacities. In bridging the gap between internalism and conventionalism, Kretchmar argues that his pluralistic position also extends the deep conventionalist view as founding the value of sport in our natural ontology provides a way of adjudicating different cultural interpretations of sport without falling into relativism.
 
A further way of resolving the critiques of conventionalism was advocated by Elcombe and Hardman (2020) who draw upon third-wave pragmatic theory. Pragmatism is a philosophical theory that recognizes that all approaches have limitations and deficiencies, and the best approach is the one that is most fruitful or effective in achieving one’s goals. Third-wave pragmatism, based on the concept of ‘transitionalism’, is intended as a way of resolving seemingly intractable dilemmas of values, such as the debate between inclusion and fairness in sport participation, whether along lines of age, ability or sex and gender or any other seemingly relevant category of distinction. Transitionalism assumes that whilst there are deeply attached conventions to structuring and organizing sport, it is also dynamic and open to changes and shifts in understandings and values. It therefore recognizes that these conversations and debates will continue indefinitely and it is a vain ambition to expect a final resolution on these issues. Pragmatic conventionalists do not attempt to reach an objective account of sport’s values but instead, remap the terrain within which these debates take place and recognize what individual communities’ value at any point in time may change in the future. Elcombe and Hardman provide examples of some recent ways in which sports governing bodies have attempted to better collate and understand the evidence behind certain debates in sport, and how they communicate their processes for decision making in relation to policy or rule changes; for instance, the debate over brain injury in contact sports, or performance advantages for DSD and trans athletes. This is not to say that this has always been done well or effectively, but there are some examples where greater engagement in the context and evidence behind these debates, has been undertaken. 
A comparable normative approach to addressing intractable problems within sport has been provided through discourse ethics, from those such as López Frias (2021) who draws upon the ideas of Habermas. The difference between discourse ethics and pragmatism can be found in its ethical foundation. Habermasian discourse ethics is based upon abstract and universal principles of what is teleologically good rather than simply pragmatically, or functionally, good. It attempts to utilize the tools of discourse by which different perspectives can be respected but also evaluated in order to identify where disagreement and consensus lies. It is based upon the premise that humans are social and communicative beings who use language to foster cooperation and pursue goals. Habermasian ethics works on the assumption of the following: that participants recognize the universal foundation upon which discussion of contested norms are based (and the logic that entails from rational discussion); that all those affected have equal participation; that statements are subject to tests of truthfulness; and that the structure within which discussions take place guarantee non-coerciveness. The process of practical deliberation is the normative element since it provides a means to justify courses of action, practices or norms. It is the process of discourse between parties that enables agreements to be reached. López Frias provides the issue of anti-doping to illustrate how discourse ethics could be used to resolve disagreement, but up to now, has not been. He argues WADA has traditionally not been open to Habermasian principles since only those that already agree to the existing principles (against doping) are able to join the conversation; those that have alternative viewpoints are rejected. However, he suggests the more recently there has been a slight shift of position recently with WADA more willing to engage with all of those affected by its policies, including those who disagree with them. Although those engaged in the discourse may not agree on everything, or even reach a unitary perspective, they can reach a point whereby they agree what cooperation is required and accepted for their sport practice to take place. It is a way of grounding ethical decisions in abstract moral principles but recognizes that these principles are open to historical change and cultural context.
Although López Frias argues that discourse ethics is a way of bridging the gap between the broad internalism of Simon and the deep conventionalism of Morgan, this was rejected by Morgan (2002) on the basis that Habermas’s universalization principle presupposes that there are moral perspectives that can be abstractly formulated and universally shared. Morgan argues if decontextualized principles need context, then why not start from the contextual practices in the first place and do away with the abstract formulation of these principles. 
Conclusion 
As has been noted, there are several different normative theories in sport. The main point of disagreement is over whether the values of sport are found in sport itself and are fixed, (such as, the ability to kick a ball with spin into the top corner of a net) or whether they are dependent on the changeable priorities of wider communities (such as, whether athletes should be allowed to use a particular method to improve their performance). Although there are major points of disagreement between scholars on where the emphasis and priorities should lie, in reality, most accept that sport cannot be wholly separated from the external world, and the values upheld within it. Although broad internalism focuses on the internal excellences of sport, it is not as pure as some of its advocates (and critics) suggest. For instance, one its the main advocates, Robert Simon, still rests his position on the external values of fairness, liberty and equality, hence why his theory is broadly internalist rather than solely internalist. This is also why there are few, if any, proponents of Formalism as a normative theory, in which ‘anything goes’ in sport as long as it is within the (arbitrary) rules. Similarly, whilst the notion of sporting excellence makes sense as a value inherent to sport itself – in that there we are able to make judgements about who is better or worse in performing particular sporting skills – it is insufficient on its own. Sport is a human practice that is performed as part of a broader culture and has value as part of different human communities. Whilst there may be shared values across cultures, such as the notion of fair play and sportsmanship, what these values look like in practice, may differ. It is also a reason why some practices within sport are morally contentious when compared with practices outside, such as the harm arising from contact sports or the issues of equity and fairness when it comes to categorization. Ultimately, the question of sport as a moral practice is related to broader metaethical questions about the meaning and significance of moral concepts and their relation to wider epistemological and ontological questions about truth and the nature of reality. 
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