
DISAGREEING WITH CULTURAL RELATIVISM

Below I bring up common arguments for Cultural Relativism and then provide So many cultures disagree about so many
different things.

For any moral outlook, to sincerely hold that outlook seems incompatible with regarding it as merely one
among a number of outlooks, each different, but not better than others. Needless to say, the statement caused
some controversy since many members of the AAA did not agree with the position it laid out. The Argument
from Cultural Diversity Textbooks often suggest that relativists argue from the plain fact that different cultures
have different moral belief systems to a relativistic view of morality; but this is an oversimplification. Since
the meaning of each act differs, we should not infer that the values of the two societies are necessarily in
conflict. In this sense, conceptual relativism is often characterized as a metaphysical doctrine rather than as
variant of epistemic or cultural relativism. Moral judgments, say the critics of objectivism, have an irreducible
evaluative component. And in both cases, it is not possible to demonstrate logically the superiority of one
standpoint over the other. In another community, the people may sincerely believe that we inhabit a
sphere-like universe attached to the back of a giant tortoise. More recently, Michael Ruse, has defended an
updated version of Hume, arguing that we are conditioned by evolution to hold fast to certain moral beliefs,
regardless of the evidence for or against them; consequently, we should not view such beliefs as rationally
justified. The difference is, rather, at the meta-ethical level in their view of the status of moral judgments and
the kind of justification they allow. If, on the other hand, relativism is true, then this principle of tolerance
does not express a trans-cultural obligation binding on everyone; it merely expresses the values associated
with a particular moral standpoint. However, if we assume that the opposing moral claims of different moral
communities can each be true, then if your judgment is true for you , what could get you alter it? The
objection is that if we say beliefs and actions are right or wrong only relative to a specific moral standpoint, it
then becomes possible to justify almost anything. This is a normative universalism. Most forms of ethical
non-cognitivism, like moral relativism, have been fueled by acceptance of a fact-value gap. This is in my view
the most damning implication of such a thesis from an ethical and political point of view. Slavery was
objectively right in ancient Greece and Rome, and even in the US not so long ago. One reason for thinking
that a relativistic view of morality might foster tolerance is that it will also incline us to be more self-critical.
The first thing we need to notice is that at the heart of Cultural Relativism there is a certain form of argument.
Catalogues the different types of relativism, including moral relativism, along with the main arguments for
and against each type. The relativistically inclined, however, argue that to think of logic as singular, a priori,
and universal speaks of a philosophical prejudice and does not sit well with a naturalistic and scientific
attitude. Indeed, many of its leading contemporary champions from Franz Boas to Clifford Gertz have been
anthropologists. Convergence will tend to eliminate diversity and we have no grounds for thinking that this
has happened. The strongest and most persistent charge leveled against all types of relativism, but global
alethic relativism in particular, is the accusation of self-refutation. The Callatians were horrified and told
Darius not even to mention such a dreadful thing. The normative relativist requirement of tolerance apparently
can only be taken seriously by those who have no sincere moral convictions and commitments. It enables them
to absolve themselves of cultural constraints and limitations in general without ever having to overcome any
of them in particular. Fieldwork in Familiar Places. There is no longer any perspective, and it becomes
literally impossible to argue that anything a culture does is right or wrong. Another objection is that many
apparent moral differences between cultures are not really fundamental disagreements about questions of
valueâ€”that is, disagreements that would persist even if both parties were in full agreement about all the
pertinent facts. Benedict, in fact, takes the argument a step further, arguing that the relativistic outlook she
champions can be positively beneficial in helping to combat bigotry, racism, chauvinism and other forms of
prejudice. This leads to imperialism, conflict and maybe even worse: genocide. One may countenance and
save cultural differences and diversity without resorting to cultural relativism. If someone believes that it is
wrong to hate people who differ from us, relativism tells that person that that belief is true for her ; but
equally, if someone believes in persecuting others, then relativism tells her that this belief is also true for her.
A few centuries later, Sextus Empiricus appears to have embraced a form of moral relativism, partly on the
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basis of the diversity of laws and conventions, and partly as a consequence of his Pyrrhonian skepticism that
sought to eschew dogmatism. But suppose we ask why the Eskimos do this. The men often had more than one
wife, and they would share their wives with guests, lending them for the night as a sign of hospitality. But
there is an important second reason as well. How are we to determine what the ethical beliefs of the prevailing
culture are? For how can the mere absence of somethingâ€”in this case, an objective and universally binding
moral codeâ€”explain the phenomenon in question? Relativism Ignores Diversity Within a Culture When
relativists say that the truth of moral claims and the rightness of actions is relative to the norms and values of
the culture in which they occur, they seem to assume that members of that culture will generally agree about
the moral framework which they supposedly share. Classic early version of moral relativism by an
anthropologist. Since there are disagreements among different cultures, we cannot assume that these truths are
developed by one particular group of people.


