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Positivism, Legal Validity, and the Separation of Law and Morals∗∗∗∗ 
 
GIORGIO PINO 

 
 
Abstract. The essay discusses the import of the separability thesis both for legal positivism and for 
contemporary legal practice. First, the place of the separability thesis in legal positivism will be explored, 
distinguishing between “standard positivism” and “post-Hartian positivism”. Then we will consider various 
kinds of relations between law and morality that are worth of jurisprudential interest, and will explore, from a 
positivist point of view, what kind of relations between law and morality must be rejected, what kind of such 
relations should be taken into account, and what kind of such relations are indeed of no import at all. The upshot 
of this analysis consists in highlighting the distinction between two different dimensions of legal validity 
(formal validity and material validity respectively), and in pointing out that the positivist separability thesis can 
apply to formal validity only; on the contrary, when the ascertainment of material validity is at stake, some form 
of moral reasoning may well be involved (and, here and now, necessarily is involved). The essay concludes 
with some brief remarks on the persisting importance of the positivist jurisprudential project.  

 
 

What is the actual significance, for contemporary positivistic theory, of the “separability 
thesis” – the thesis of the non-necessary connection between law and morality?  

As is very well known, the separability thesis is unanimously regarded as the hallmark 
of legal positivism, one of its central tenets and most important methodological 
commitment.1 Still, were one to consider more closely the actual standing of the separability 
thesis in legal positivistic jurisprudence, one would notice the following interesting data:  

(i) For a certain period in the history of legal positivism (i.e., during what I will shortly 
call the age of “standard positivism”) the separability thesis has gone basically 
unchallenged:2 it was unquestioningly subscribed by all legal positivists without the need of 
any important qualification, specification, or reservation. So much so, that standard 
positivism is sometimes identified, rightly or wrongly, with the separability thesis tout court.3 
On the contrary, during the last thirty years the separability thesis has become one of the 
most debated and contested topics among legal positivists4 (while being of course still 
fiercely contested also by anti-positivists: see Dworkin 1986; Alexy 2010).  

                                                 
∗ Earlier versions of this essay were presented at the workshop on “Post-Positivism and the Law”, Edinburgh 
Law School (May 2011), where I have especially benefited from comments by Claudio Michelon, Gianluigi 
Palombella, Paolo Sandro, and Neil Walker; and at a Jurisprudence seminar at the European University 
Institute, Florence (December 2012), where I have greatly profited from comments from the audience, and from 
perceptive observations by Dennis Patterson and Giovanni Sartor. I am also indebted to Bruno Celano, Giulio 
Itzcovich, Matthew Kramer, Dimitrios Kyritsis, Aldo Schiavello, and an anonymous referee, for extremely 
helpful written comments. 
1 Hart 1958; MacCormick 1981; Coleman 1982; Leiter 1998, 122; Marmor 2001, 71: “There are many versions 
of legal positivism but all of them subscribe to the so-called separability thesis.” 
2 Unchallenged, that is, within the positivistic camp. Of course, the separability thesis was deeply disputed by 
anti-positivists. See for instance Radbruch 2006; Fuller 1958; 1964.  
3 See Hart 1961, 185-6 (“here we shall take Legal Positivism to mean the simple contention that it is in no sense 
a necessary truth that laws reproduce or satisfy certain demands of morality”). See also Green 2005, 570: “the 
denial of a necessary satisfaction relation […] was Hart’s compact definition of legal positivism” (emphasis in 
the original).  
4 Contrast Lyons 1982, 64 (“the meaning of the separation thesis […] may seem perfectly clear, and this may 
explain why the doctrine has received little systematic attention”), with Green 2005, 570 (“no other position in 
general jurisprudence has received as much attention in the last 25 years”), and Schauer 1998, 66 (“Although all 
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(ii ) While the original import of the separability thesis was ethical-political as well as 
scientific in character, the more recent positivistic treatment of the separability thesis is 
mainly a conceptual one: the thesis is now considered as a conceptual truth as far as 
positivistic theories of law are concerned, or it is regarded as part of a purely conceptual 
inquiry into the nature of law.5  

(iii ) While originally legal positivists used to proclaim the separability thesis in its most 
wide and generic terms, more recently legal positivists have recognized that the separability 
thesis is, as it stands, irremediably ambiguous: if taken at face value, it could mean many 
different things, some of them important, some others trivial, yet some others utterly false.6 
Accordingly, some legal positivists have tried to articulate the general separability thesis in 
some much more specific requirements, and have claimed that only some of these really 
belong to the positivistic enterprise.7 

(iv) There seems to be some discomfort, even in the positivistic camp, towards the 
overwhelmingly conceptual treatment that the separability thesis has received in the 
contemporary positivistic debate – namely, the debate that runs along the inclusive/exclusive 
positivism divide. The conceptual turn in the positivistic debate has been considered – even 
by those legal theorists that are broadly sympathetic with the positivist project – as 
exceedingly subtle, dry, and remote from the normative and empirical concerns that used to 
drive legal positivism since its foundation.8 Such discomfort has led some positivists to try to 
make sense of the internecine positivistic debate by proposing a (more) precise definition of 
some of the jurisprudential concepts at stake,9 while others have tried to explain away the 
apparent disagreement between positivists over the meaning of the separability thesis (Priel 
2005; Poscher 2009), and still others have ended up with repudiating the separability thesis 
itself (Coleman 2007).     

The essay will try to assess the actual import of the separability thesis both for legal 
positivism and for contemporary legal practice, and will proceed as follows. First (§ 1), I will 
explore the place of the separability thesis in legal positivism. To this regard, I will try first to 
capture something that can be plausibly described as “standard positivism” (a set of 
theoretical tenets that identify the standard view in legal positivism: § 1.1), and then I will 
consider the ways in which (and the reasons why) standard positivism has been subsequently 
questioned by positivists themselves (§ 1.2). Then (§ 2), I will explore more deeply the issue 
of the relations between law and morality, by assessing various kinds of relations between 
law and morality that are worth of jurisprudential interest (§ 2.1), and by exploring, from a 
positivist point of view, what kind of relations between law and morality must be rejected, 

                                                                                                                                                       
versions of legal positivism insist on the conceptual separation of law and morality, the nature of that separation 
is simultaneously obscure and contested in much of the positivist literature”). 
5 This conceptual turn in the separability thesis, and in legal positivism generally, is aptly discussed in 
Tamanaha 2007; see also Schauer 2011.  
6 Contrast Hart’s quote supra, fn 3, as well as Waldron 1999, 165 (“Positivism denies any necessary connection 
between law and morality”), with Gardner 2001, 223 (“This thesis [viz., that there is no necessary connection 
between law and morality] is absurd and no legal philosopher of note has ever endorsed it as it stands.”). 
7 See, for instance, Lyons 1982; Green 2003, 2008; Marauta 2004; Coleman 2007, 582.   
8 Waldron 2002, 381; Allen 2003; Bix 2005, 38 (“the defenders of legal positivism may have become too clever 
for their own good”); Tamanaha 2007; Schauer 2011, 470 (“The question is not whether conceptual legal 
positivism is true. Rather, it is whether the question to which conceptual legal positivism is the answer is the 
most important question to be asked about the law”).  
9 See Waluchow 2009 (distinguishing four different concepts of validity that seem to be at play in the 
inclusive/exclusive positivism debate).  
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what kind of such relations should be taken into account, and what kind of such relations are 
indeed of no import at all – though they may carry a general philosophical, political, or 
sociological interest (§ 2.2). The upshot of this analysis will consist in highlighting the 
distinction between two different dimensions of legal validity (formal validity and material 
validity respectively), and in pointing out that the positivist separability thesis can apply to 
formal validity only; on the contrary, when the ascertainment of material validity is at stake, 
some form of moral reasoning may well be involved (and, I’ll suggest, here and now 
necessarily is involved) involved (§ 2.3). I conclude with some brief remarks on the 
persisting importance of the positivist jurisprudential project (§ 3). Indeed, this essay 
assumes and defends the general plausibility of a positivistic jurisprudential stance. My aim 
here, anyway, is not to defend a priori a positivist stance, at all costs. Rather, I am just 
interested in grasping, through the looking-glass of the positivist separation thesis debate, an 
important aspect of contemporary legal practice.  

 
 

1. Legal Positivism and the Separation of Law and Morals 
 
In talking about legal positivism, one is forced to make a preliminary point about the use of 
labels to describe philosophical movements. Theory-labelling is a tricky business. To be sure, 
labels are useful tools to refer to jurisprudential trends, but they can be misleading in so far as 
they are taken to convey the idea that there is a uniform trend or even a group of scholars out 
there – a “school” – united by a uniform and consistent research program, by the use of the 
same technical (epistemological, theoretical) tools, and by widely shared solutions to a set of 
problems. 

Now, a putative unified account of “legal positivism” would be patently false. Legal 
positivism is not (at any rate, it is not now) anything resembling a school. Rather, it is an 
array of theses, of theoretical questions perceived of as important, and of theoretical concepts 
and methods of inquiry agreed upon by positivists only at a fairly high level of abstraction.10  

Here I will assume that legal positivism is the conjunction of two theses: the social 
facts thesis (the law is something that is created by means of human acts, something whose 
existence is a matter of social facts), and the separability thesis.11 As will become clear from 
the discussion in the following two sections, both theses can assume a number of forms – 
they can be interpreted in a number of ways.  

 
 

1.1. Standard Positivism  
 

                                                 
10 See Raz 2007, 319 (“theories belong to a tradition by their frame of reference, sense of what is problematic 
and what is not, and by similar historical features which do not presuppose that they all share a central credo”). 
On the lack, or very low degree, of theoretical unity within the positivist field, see MacCormick 1978, 240; 
Waluchow 1998. See also Summers 1968, 16, and Tarello 1974, 88 (both arguing for a rejection of the “legal 
positivism” label altogether, as devoid of any precise meaning), and Finnis 2003, 127 (“there’s no such thing as 
positivism”).  
11 Definitions of legal positivism along similar lines are offered e.g. by Ross 1961; Nino 1980, 520; 
MacCormick 1981; Coleman 1982; Lyons 1984, 722; Coleman and Leiter 1996, 243; Leiter 2001, 122; 2010; 
Kramer 2004, 11; Villa 2009. 
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I will use “standard positivism” to describe the version of legal positivism that has flourished 
across Europe for a few decades in mid-20th century (say, between the 1940s and the 1960s), 
and that has had as its torchbearers such scholars as H.L.A. Hart, Hans Kelsen, Norberto 
Bobbio, and Alf Ross. 

As we have seen, standard positivism embraced a very broad definition of the 
separability thesis. But what was the thesis intended to mean? It is reasonable to assume that 
for standard positivism the separability thesis was first and foremost a thesis about legal 
validity:12 a legally valid rule does not lose its legal standing if it fails to conform to some 
moral requirement – and conversely, a moral requirement cannot per se qualify as a legally 
valid norm, absent any social practice to give it effect as a legal standard (Hart 1958, 55).  

But in standard positivism the separability thesis also had a wider reach, far beyond the 
scope of legal validity. To understand this, it must be remembered that standard positivism 
was driven by a strong demystifying attitude towards the law (Hart 1973; Leiter 2009) – an 
attitude it inherited from the founders themselves of legal positivism (John Austin and, most 
notably to this concern, Jeremy Bentham). Central to this demystifying project, was the idea 
that the law does not deserve unqualified moral respect – on the contrary, the law is thought 
of as always open to moral criticism (Hart 1958, 74-75; 1967, 118; Lyons 1993, ix-x); and 
this required breaking several possible ties between law and morality, it required denying 
necessary connections between law and morality across the board. Accordingly, Hart, for 
example, states that many different relations between law and morality are of course 
acknowledgeable, but he then insists that they are not necessary in character: they are all 
contingent.13 Finally, Hart reiterates the separability thesis also in prescriptive contexts (as 
opposed to theoretical ones), for instance when he counters the claim of the legal 
enforcement of morals (Hart 1963).  

Other positivists (mainly on the Continent: Hans Kelsen, Alf Ross, and Norberto 
Bobbio) insisted on the separability of law and morality as the by-product of both the factual 
character of law, and of the possibility – indeed, the requirement – that law constituted the 
object of scientific knowledge. This peculiar aspect of the intellectual enterprise of legal 
positivism is sometimes called “methodological positivism”.14 Inspired by neo-positivism 
and logical empiricism, many Continental positivists contended that legal knowledge, in 
order to qualify as a kind of scientific knowledge (legal science), would have to be 
configured as knowledge of facts (law-making facts) only. Whatever else that would have 
required, legal positivists held for sure that this epistemological stance would banish moral 
values (not from the law itself, but) from the domain of legal knowledge: since moral values 
are not apt for scientific ascertainment, they are not the proper object of any scientific 
knowledge, and so they have no room in a scientific knowledge of the law.15 Note that this 
too amounted to a demystifying enterprise about the law. The main difference between the 
Bentham-Hart positivist line and the Kelsen-Bobbio-Ross one, is that the former is primarily 

                                                 
12 See Kelsen 1945, 113-4; Hart 1961, 185-6. But see Green 2008, 1056 (rejecting the idea that the separability 
thesis is, for Hart, a thesis about legal validity). 
13 Hart 1958; 1961, ch 9; 1983, 6-12; 1994, 259. To be sure, Hart concedes that two such connections are indeed 
necessary: the minimum content of natural law (a “natural necessity”), and the “germ of justice” connection 
(due to the fact that legal rules are general in their formulation and application). 
14 This definition is owed to Bobbio 2011; see also Perry 1996; Pino 1999; Bulygin 2006.  
15 Such a connection between the separability thesis and the epistemological commitments of this stream of 
legal positivism is hinted at by Coleman 1989, 67. See also Raz 1983, 202 (referring to Kelsen’s emotivist 
theory of ethics as his reason for keeping “scientific” legal theory free from moral considerations). 
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interested in explaining the nature of law (or at least some of its important features), while 
the latter is primarily moved by an epistemological-methodological aim – the aim of making 
legal knowledge possible.16  

Of course, the difference between the two approaches turns out to be less a distinction 
in fields of enquiry than a distinction in emphasis and degree.17 Moreover, both approaches 
were ultimately moved by the same kind of political and pedagogical aims: this is evident in 
some of the arguments Hart adduces to substantiate his adherence to the separability thesis 
(1958, 72-78; 1961, 210-211). I am not saying that the separability thesis was, to Hart, only a 
matter of political preference: Hart certainly considered it as a self-standing philosophical 
position, since it contributes to our proper understanding of what the law is. But, at the same 
time, Hart held for sure that the separability thesis could be defended also on political 
grounds, since it would yield beneficial political and social effects.18 And even the apparently 
arid “methodological” positivist strand often emphasised also the practical import of making 
legal knowledge a kind of science, since at the very least it would have amounted to making 
legal knowledge a honest, candid, not manipulative, intellectual enterprise, by keeping at bay 
any fallacious confusion between “is” and “ought” in the first place.19 

The foregoing discussion suggests, I think, that there are many different ways to make 
sense of the separability thesis.20 And standard legal positivism appears to be committed, at 
once, both to a narrow and to a wider – indeed, an all-encompassing – interpretation of the 
separability thesis. The narrow interpretation is related to legal validity only, which, for 
better or worse, is the main concern of legal positivism.21 The wider interpretation replicates 
the idea of a contingent connection – indeed, sometimes even of a necessary separation – 
between law and morality in many other contexts: descriptive legal theory, scientific 
knowledge of the law, absence of a general duty to obey the law, etc. And all this is meant to 
further the philosophical as well as the (broadly understood) political agenda carried on by 
many legal positivists, such as favouring the demystification of the law, fostering its open 
moral criticism, and keeping it as far as possible neutral between contested moral values (the 
enforcement of morals).  

Oddly enough, however, from all this the critics of legal positivism have managed to 
derive the patently false picture, indeed a caricature, that according to legal positivism there 

                                                 
16 For a good comparison between the Anglo-American and the European-continental approaches to standard 
positivism, see Jori 1983.   
17 According to Bix 2005, 29-31, for instance, the origins themselves of legal positivism (Austin, Bentham, and 
even Hobbes) are better described as an effort to provide the tools for a “scientific” study of the law. See also 
Tamanaha 2007, 3.  
18 See Marmor 2006, 684: “[Hart] thought that legal positivism, as a general theory about the nature of law, is 
basically descriptive and morally neutral. However, Hart also believed that a general, public, recognition of the 
of the truth of P, would free us from romanticizing myths, and thus enable a more critical attitude to law, that is 
not just theoretically correct but also morally-politically beneficial”; and Green 2005, 577. See also Lyons 1984, 
730-733 (arguing that the endorsement of the positivist separability thesis can only be justified on moral 
grounds). 
19 “Scientific neutrality has become [...] our way of taking part in political struggle” (Bobbio 2000, 418, my 
translation).  
20 As L. Green rightly remarks, “the problem is not that there is no real issue here; it is that there are too many 
and that the separability thesis [in Hart’s version] tried to solve them all at once” (Green 2005, 570); see also 
Hart 1961, 185; Lyons 1982, 64; Greenawalt 1996, 11; Waluchow 1998b.   
21 See Nino 1980, 250; Kramer 2004, 152 (stating that legal positivism is a theory about the nature of law-
ascertainment in every society).  
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is no connection whatsoever between law and morality, and that positivists are not interested 
in any kind of relations between law and morality, or in normative questions generally.22  

 
 

1.2. Post-Hartian Positivism 
 

In the previous section I have identified standard positivism by means of the conjunction of 
the social facts thesis and the separability thesis. The shift from standard positivism to post-
Hartian positivism is captured by a peculiar treatment of both theses. (I will generally define 
as “post-Hartian” almost all the varieties of legal positivism that emerged after the heydays 
of standard positivism – say, from the late 1970s onwards.) Post-Hartian positivism retains 
the social facts thesis (in some of its declinations), but is inclined to demise the separability 
thesis, or to weaken it considerably. Thus, while for Hart this thesis amounted to a definition 
of legal positivism itself, post-Hartian positivism does not regard any more the separability 
thesis as a reliable dividing line between positivism and non-positivism.23 To be sure, the 
standard positivist stance on the separability thesis (the idea that all significant relations 
between law and morality are just contingent in character) has not entirely disappeared from 
the positivistic landscape. Some positivists still attach considerable theoretical and normative 
import to the idea that all or most of the possible relations between law and morality are 
indeed contingent only.24 Nevertheless, it is a fact that the majority of positivists seem now in 
the business of critically reviewing the separability thesis as it used to appear in its original, 
all-encompassing interpretation, and of severing it from what is now assumed to be the (real) 
core tenet of legal positivism.  

The reasons for this shift are at least two-fold. One set of reasons is the need to defend 
legal positivism from the penetrating criticism mounted by Ronald Dworkin since the 
publication of his essay The Model of Rules in 1967, that was mainly grounded on the 
supposedly unsatisfactory account provided by legal positivism of some relations between 
law and morality. Dworkin seems to have struck the right chords, and as a consequence many 
positivists have made considerable efforts at reconsidering the separability thesis, either in 
order to incorporate Dworkin’s criticism in a positivist framework, or to explain it away. 
Another set of reasons for reframing the separability thesis and some of its corollaries deals 
with the growing attention paid by legal positivists to the model of State (the “constitutional 
State”) prevalent in many contemporary democracies in the second half of 20th century. Such 
a model of State  is defined inter alia by the presence of a written constitution, enshrining a 
number of fundamental rights and moral principles (equality, dignity, freedom, etc.). In other 
words, in the constitutional State there is a “Bill of Rights” that works as a material 
constraint on the validity of statutes and legal norms generally. The presence of Bills of 
Rights operating also as content-based tests of legal validity in many contemporary legal 
systems has forced many positivists to take into account the presence of moral principles in 

                                                 
22 To have a sense of the absurdity of this caricature, suffice it to take a glance at Hart’s contributions to such 
topics as the legal enforcement of morals and the foundations and limits of punishment in criminal law, and at 
Kelsen’s and Bobbio’s works on democracy. 
23 See Raz 2003, 167-168; Coleman 2007; 2011, 11-33.  
24 The clearest example of a standing defence of the standard positivist approach to the separability thesis is 
Kramer 2004. See also Ferrajoli 1989, chs 15-16; Chiassoni 2005.  
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the law and the way they affect legal validity – which is at least a prima facie challenge to 
the separability thesis.25  

In post-Hartian positivism, thus, the separability thesis is either weakened, or 
abandoned, or reformulated in an openly prescriptive way. 26 At the same time, the social 
facts thesis becomes more and more the real signature of legal positivism.27  

More precisely, so-called Inclusive positivism reframes the separability thesis as a mere 
logical or conceptual possibility: it claims that it is conceptually possible – that it is at least 
conceivable – that a legal system exists in which morality is not a criterion of legal validity 
(the separability thesis becomes tantamount to “conceptual possibility of separation” between 
law and morality: Coleman 1982, 141, 143; Himma 2002, 136) – admittedly, a rather trivial 
thesis, one that nobody would ever dare to deny (Coleman 2001, 151, 152-153; Schauer and 
Wise 1997, 1087).  

So-called Exclusive positivism, in turn, retains – indeed, strengthens – the separation 
thesis only as long as the identification of law is concerned, excluding that morality can ever 
figure among the criteria of validity. According to Exclusive positivism, thus, the separability 
thesis is conflated with, or included into, the social fact thesis (now understood as “the 
sources thesis”). According to Exclusive positivists, in the identification of valid laws, law 
and morality are necessarily separated. Moreover, while standard positivism applied the 
separability thesis to many different issues (apart from the one of the sheer identification of 
law), Exclusive positivists are ready to acknowledge that there are indeed many necessary 
relations between law and morality, worthy of jurisprudential scrutiny.28 Accordingly, many 
Exclusive positivists are eager to state clearly that the separability thesis (“there is no 
necessary connection between law and morality”) is, as it stands, false.29  

Finally, a third strand in post-Hartian positivism consists in the reformulation of the 
separability thesis in a prescriptive way (“prescriptive”, or “normative”, positivism):30 the 
individuation, interpretation and application of the law should be as much as possible free 
from moral considerations. Here the relevant positivistic claim is not conceptual or 
theoretical any more, but rather ethical-political in character:31 it is the claim that it is a good 
thing, for reasons having to do with legal certainty, respect for personal autonomy, and 
democratic legitimacy, that the decisions of those who are in charge to apply the law be made 
without resorting to moral considerations (and the same goes, to some extent, also with 
regard to the attitude of the law-subjects); and, to make this state of affairs at least possible, 
laws should be drafted in such a way that their individuation and application does not call for 
the exercise of moral judgment.  

                                                 
25 This kind of argument in favour of the revision of standard positivism is well exemplified, for instance, in 
Waluchow 1994, 6-7, and ch 5; Moreso 2001, 38; Villa 2009, 111, 115-6. 
26 See, along similar lines, Kramer 1994, 149-150; Moreso 2004a. 
27 Raz 1979, 37-8; Coleman 2001, 75 (“no claim is more central to legal positivism”; see also 152, 153, 161); 
2007; Himma 2002, 126 (“the most fundamental of positivism’s core commitments”).  
28 See the many instances of necessary relations between law and morality listed by Raz 2003; Gardner 2001; 
Endicott 2005; Green 2008. Leiter 2001, 162-3, refers to this as an “emerging minor industry” in legal theory. 
29 Raz 1985, 227: “the separability thesis is […] implausible. […] it is very likely that there is some necessary 
connection between law and morality, that every legal system in force has some moral merit or does some 
moral good even if it is also the cause of a great deal of moral evil”. See also Gardner 2001, 223; Green 2008.  
30 For an overview, see Celano 2010. This approach can be found (with some minor variants) in Scarpelli 1965; 
MacCormick 1985; Campbell 1996; Waldron 1999a; 1999b; 2001. Normative positivism has its roots in the 
very historical origins of positivism, namely in the work of Jeremy Bentham: see Postema 1989a, esp. 328-336.  
31 “Normative positivism is itself a moral claim” (Waldron 1999b, 167). 
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2. Law and Morality: Disentangling the Issues 
 

Let’s take stock. I have characterized standard legal positivism as the idea that law is a matter 
of social fact (positive positivism, social fact thesis), and that legal validity is not necessarily 
dependent on moral value (negative positivism, separability thesis). Standard positivism has 
undergone considerable criticism, from positivists and anti-positivists alike. The main point 
of contention has been the separability thesis. Post-Hartian positivism, thus, has either 
reformulated the separability thesis into an extremely weak, and in the end trivial, thesis, or 
has retained it as a thesis on legal validity only (the identification of valid law on purely 
factual basis), while refuting it in any other possible context – or still, has transformed it into 
an openly prescriptive stance.   

From the discussion in the previous sections it appears that the separation thesis elicits 
two main sources of unease: it can prove exceedingly generic and ambiguous, and (at least in 
one of its possible declinations) it does not fit with a quite normal fact of legal practice in 
contemporary constitutional States – the use of moral argument by courts, especially when 
assessing the conformity of statutes to the provisions of a Bill of Rights. I for one join these 
concerns, and in this second part of the essay I will try to assess them both.  

More precisely, in the following section I will provide a tentative list of various 
possible relations between law and morality,32 while in § 2.2 I will try to assess a) what 
relations between law and morality cannot, to my mind, be allowed for by legal positivism; 
b) what relations between law and morality should be accounted for by legal positivism, 
either because they are important, or because they are trivially true; and c) what relations 
between law and morality have no conceptual bearing on legal positivism (there need not be 
any specifically positivist stance on the matter), even if they can indeed raise some 
jurisprudential interest on their own right: they do not fall within the scope of a positivist 
theoretical inquiry, even if legal positivism has no reason to deny their existence.  

Two caveats are in place here. First, I will loosely talk of “relations” between law and 
morality, while leaving it an open question whether such relations are necessary and 
conceptual in character, or contingent and empirical only. My point is that, at least for some 
types of relation between law and morality, it is far more important to understand if and how 
a relation in fact obtains, and what its implications are, rather than legislating that such a 
relation is necessary rather than contingent.33  

Second, it is common to distinguish between critical or ideal morality on the one hand, 
and positive morality on the other hand. The separability thesis is supposed to apply to both 
(Green 2008, 1042). Be that as it may, while I am confident that, in the following discussion, 
the context will make it apparent what kind of morality I will be referring to in each case, I 
will assume that in many instances of relation between law and morality the distinction 
would prove of very little moment. 

 
 

                                                 
32 In this I will in part join, and take advantage of, the efforts already made by other positivists: see supra, fn 7. 
My tentative list is far from complete, though: see Moore 2012.  
33 See Barberis 2010, 220 (arguing that contingent connections between law and morality can be as interesting 
and important as the necessary ones). Moreover, “not all necessary truths are important truths” (Green 2008, 
1043); see also Schauer 2011, 469. 
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2.1. A Hitchhiker’s Guide to the Law-and-Morality Galaxy 
 

Here is a list of some conceivable relations between law and morality. 
  
R1) Relations pertaining to the identification of law.  
This seems to be the most prominent sense in which legal positivism claims that law and 
morality are separable (standard positivism, Inclusive positivism), or that are necessarily 
separated (Exclusive positivism), and this is coherent with the general spirit of the positivist 
enterprise as an inquiry into the conditions of the identification of law. On reflection, though, 
the issue of the identification of law turns out to be ambiguous. “Identifying the law” can 
mean different things: it can refer to the question if in a certain society there actually is law – 
as opposed to mere social customs, religious practices, and the like; or, it can refer to the 
question if certain law-making facts have occurred, i.e. the question if something counts as a 
legal source; or still, it can refer to the question of the identification of the content of those 
law-making facts, to the meaning of legal norms (what does the law say?).  

Accordingly, as far as the identification of the law is concerned, the question of 
possible relations between law and morality is open to the following three different 
interpretations:34 

 
R1a) The identification of the concept of law (the question quid ius?).  
By concept of law I a mean a set of properties that a social institution must possess in order 
to count as law. The law of a society is, thus, the institution that satisfies the test of having 
those properties. Accordingly, those who believe that there is a necessary connection 
between law and morality at the conceptual level would claim that the definition itself of law 
includes reference to morality or to moral values, such as justice, equality and so on (i.e., one 
of the necessary properties of the concept of law is a moral property). Those who claim that 
there is no necessary connection between morality and the concept of law, on the other hand, 
assume that the concept of law can – or even must – be defined in purely factual terms.  

 
R1b) The identification of the sources of law.  
I define the sources of law as the set of facts that are regarded, in a certain social context, as 
law-making facts.35 By extension, in those societies where law making-facts usually consist 
in procedures that end up in the production of an authoritative (legal) text, “sources of law” 
can refer also to the texts so produced. Accordingly, for instance in the strict sense 
“legislation” (understood as a procedure according to which a legislative assembly is 
empowered to produce statutes or bills) is a source of law. And, by extension, the statutes 
thereby produced are also sources of law. Now, the claim of a necessary connection between 
law and morality in the identification of legal sources could mean either that morality 
necessarily counts as a legal source (as some strong natural law conception could claim), or 
that moral arguments are necessarily needed in order to identify legal sources, or some of 
them – in other words, that morality necessarily affects the identification of otherwise factual 

                                                 
34 A similar three-fold distinction of identification relations between law and morality is drawn by Barberis 
2010, 216-220.  
35 It should be apparent that I am not using “sources of law” in a Razian sense. Raz’s use of this expression is, 
by his own admission, “a somewhat technical sense” (Raz 1979, 47), i.e. a sense that is slightly adjusted to the 
purposes of his own legal philosophy. Raz includes into the concept of a legal source also the facts that 
contribute to the ascertainment of the content of a law. 
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sources.36 On the contrary, the thesis of the separation claims that legal sources consist only 
in empirically ascertainable facts; morality can be a source of law only contingently, if the 
rule of recognition of the system allows for (or even mandates) this possibility. 

 
R1c) The identification of legal norms (the question quid iuris?).  
By a legal norm I mean, paradigmatically, the meaning that is carried by an autoritative legal 
text. So, while legal texts are sources of law (in the expanded sense discussed above), legal 
norms are the content of those texts – are what legal texts say. Legal interpretation is the act 
of inferring a meaning from a legal text. Accordingly, I will call this kind of possible 
relations between law and morality interpretive relations37 (an inquiry into the question of 
possible or necessary relations between law and morality in the identification of legal norms 
is tantamount to an inquiry into the possible or necessary relations between law and morality 
in legal interpretation). 

 Now, the defender of a necessary interpretative connection between law and morality 
will claim that interpretation (in the broad sense that I have sketched here) will always entail 
the use of moral argument. On the contrary, the defender of the necessary interpretative 
separation will contend that it is not necessary that such a relation occurs, or that this is 
necessarily not the case.  

 
R2) Methodological, or epistemological, relations.  
Methodological relations affect the issue of the study of law, of the construction of a theory 
of law. Is the law a kind of thing that can be studied (explained, understood) without resort 
whatsoever to moral considerations? Is a morally pure theory of law possible? The thesis of 
the necessary methodological connection, then, will argue that moral values always affect, 
influence and guide the task of legal-theory construction (Finnis 1980, ch 1; Dworkin 1986; 
Perry 1996). The thesis of the necessary non connection will argue that legal-theory 
construction is never morally committed and is always morally neutral (though it can allow 
for the presence of other evaluative, non-moral considerations). 

 
R3) Justificatory relations.38  
Justificatory relations concern the problem of political obligation and of law’s normativity: is 
there an autonomous obligation to obey the law (is law’s normativity necessarily built into 
the nature of law, so to say)? Or does such an obligation (if there ever is one) derive from a 
source that is external, as it were, to the law? Does the law as such provide reasons for 
action, or do the reasons to comply with the law necessarily come from other domains 
(morality, prudence, self-interest, etc.)? I consider these questions to refer not only to the 
citizens’ (purported) obligation to obey the law, but also to the law-applying institutions’ 
(purported) duty to apply the law.  

So, according to the thesis of the necessary justificatory relation between law and 
morality, there is always a moral duty to obey the law (such a position is described as 
“ideological positivism” by Bobbio 2011, and as “legalism” by Green 2008, 1058). 
According to the thesis of the contingent  justificatory relation between law and morality, 
one has a moral duty to obey the law only if and when  the law contingently happens to have 
                                                 
36 This seems to be the main thrust in Dworkin’s argument from theoretical disagreement (Dworkin 1986). 
37 I borrow the phrase “interpretive relation” from Nino 1994, ch 3.  
38 The phrase “justificatory relation” is also borrowed from Nino 1994, ch 2, but my use slightly differs from 
Nino’s. 
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moral value. Finally, the thesis of the justificatory autonomy of law and morality would hold 
that the law is an autonomous source of genuine obligations: legal obligation and moral 
obligation are two distinct kinds of obligations, each one of them endowed with its own 
specific kind of normativity.  

 
R4) Functional relations.  
The law may be the instrument, the necessary condition for the existence, maintenance and 
flourishing of any society; and if the existence, maintenance and flourishing of a society is 
considered a morally valuable state of affairs, then a kind of necessary relation between law 
and morality obtains. Or, the law may provide other important services to morality: it may 
make some generic and perhaps controversial moral requirements more determinate, more 
precise, more publicly accessible, easier to protect, and so on. Now, if the law invariably 
renders these kind of services to morality, then a kind of necessary connection takes place 
(note that this necessary connection would take place even if the law, in addition to these 
services, produces also some evil – or even great evil, for that matter).   

 
R5) Causal relations.  
Since positive law is normally produced by means of deliberate acts of human beings, it is 
quite obvious that the content of the law reflects its authors’ moral expectations: the law 
normally grapples with the moral issues widely perceived in society – or so perceived by the 
legal authority, or even by a ruling élite. I do not know of any serious attempt (nor any 
attempt generally) to question that this kind of relation necessary occurs. This is an empirical 
claim, even if at an extremely abstract level – a “natural necessity”, as Hart would have it 
(Hart 1961, 199).  

 
R6) Psychological relations.  
The fact that the law consistently makes some act obligatory, permissible, or forbidden, may 
as a matter of fact engender the belief (even only at a subliminal level) that those acts are also 
morally obligatory, permissible, or forbidden. Law, in other words, may have the effect of 
influencing and moulding the prevalent mentality and attitudes of the social group it is 
addressed to, the positive morality of the relevant society.  

 
R7) Content relations.  
At least in part, law and morality refer to the same things (they regulate the same acts), their 
respective scopes partially overlap. This happens, for instance, when the law forbids some 
acts that also morality happens to forbid (murder, theft), or when the law requires acts that 
also morality requires (the duty to take care of one’s children). True, the law does not cover 
every morally relevant issue, and conversely, not everything that there is in the law does have 
a (direct at least) moral relevance. Nevertheless, it is also true – trivially true – that the law 
disciplines many things that also have moral relevance.   

 
R8) Structural relations.  
It is possible that the formal and structural features of the law, or some of them, are capable 
of engendering morally valuable consequences. Thus, for instance, the general character of 
legal rules may bring about some “embryonic” form of justice – everyone to whom a certain 
legal rule applies is treated in the same way (formal justice). Or, the promulgation and public 
character that normally attaches to legal rules gives fair notice to the addressees, and thus 
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ensures at least a minimal degree of respect for of personal autonomy and human dignity 
(Celano 2012). Or, the very existence of law-applying institutions, that are in charge with the 
authoritative solution of controversies, may produce a stabilizing effect on social relations, it 
may prevent uncertainty in certain relations to endure ad infinitum, and so on. If all these 
things are conceived of as necessary, and not just possible, consequences of the way the law 
is, then the relevant relation between law and morality becomes a necessary one.  

 
R9) Incorporation relations.  
Sometimes the law requires its addressees (private citizens or, more likely, law-applying 
institutions) to make moral evaluations. This can happen either when a moral value or 
principle is encapsulated in the very wording of a legal text (“equality”, “dignity”, 
“freedom”), or when the law instructs the law-applying organ to make a certain kind of 
substantive evaluation (“reasonableness”, “best interest of the child”, “undue restrictions”, 
“unfair terms”), or when the law refers explicitly to the discretion of the law-applying organ. 
The thesis of the necessary connection would claim that in such cases law and morality are 
not distinguishable – more precisely, that in such cases morality becomes part of the law.  

More precisely, there are two ways of vindicating a necessary relation between law and 
morality by way of incorporation. On one possible interpretation of the incorporation thesis, 
such connections cannot fail to obtain, albeit sometimes only implicitly (it is necessarily the 
case that the law includes, even if implicitly, such references to morality); as a consequence, 
the relevant connection between law and morality would be both necessary and inevitable. 
On another possible interpretation, such references to morality are contingent in nature: thus, 
the connection between law and morality would be a necessary one only if and when the 
relevant conditions explicitly obtain, but that such conditions obtain is itself a contingent 
matter. The necessary non connection (separation thesis) would maintain that when the law 
makes such references to morality, it is in fact instructing the law-applying organs to reach 
“outside” the law, in the separate domain of morality.  

 
R10) Evaluative relations.  
Law is a kind of thing that (like some other things, but unlike many other things) is apt for 
moral evaluation; laws are the proper object of moral scrutiny, criticism, assessment in terms 
of justice and injustice etc. This “evaluative” feature of law is thought sometimes to highlight 
some kind of necessary relation between law and morality.  

 
R11) Semantic relations. 
Law and morality seem to share the same deontic terminology: rights, duties, obligations. Do 
these words have the same meaning in both domains? Do this overlap in vocabulary bring to 
light a necessary connection between law and morality? 

 
 

2.2. The Many Relations between Law and Morality, and What Legal Positivism 
Can(not) Do about Them  

 
The survey of possible relations between law and morality in the previous section paves the 
way for a better assessment of the real significance, here and now, of the separability thesis 
for legal positivism.  
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Legal positivism is conceptually committed to subscribing only to one kind of 
necessary separation between law and morality, i.e. the one bearing on the identification of 
legal sources as described in R1b). Legal positivism requires, as a key feature of its own 
theoretical account of the nature of law, that the sources of law are only social (human) facts. 
This is usually understood to be a thesis on (or a definition of) the criteria of legal validity.39 
This is certainly true but, as we will see shortly (§ 2.3), this is far from exhausting the whole 
concept of legal validity: the thesis of the separation of law and morality, in the relevant 
sense, bears on the definition of legally valid sources, not on the definition of legally valid 
norms. And legal positivism, as I will try to reinterpret and defend it here, is emphatically not 
committed to an exclusively formal conception of legal validity.40 Legal positivism 
conceptually prevents morality to become per se a legal source, even if it does not rule out at 
all the possibility that moral contents become law in virtue of some kind of social (factual) 
recognition.    

At the same time, legal positivism is not committed to an exclusively factual definition 
of the concept of law (R1a). In other words, the separability thesis is not thought of by legal 
positivists as affecting the whole concept of law: rather, it is placed only at the level of the 
identification of valid law (Raz 2007). Recasting the separability (or even the necessary 
separation) thesis as a thesis on the concept of law, and not on the identification of law, is 
instead a recurring rhetorical move by anti-positivists, aimed at showing the putative overall 
implausibility of legal positivism.41 If this is correct, it means that, as far as a more vast 
inquiry into the concept, or the nature, of law is concerned, legal positivists are not bound to 
rule out the possibility that many other connections between law and morals can emerge – for 
instance, when inquiring into what makes the law valuable (if it is valuable), what makes it 
binding (if it is binding), and what its functions are. Even Hart, as we have seen (supra, § 
1.1), when engaged in an inquiry into the concept of law generally (as opposed to the 
problem of the identification of valid law), envisions a kind of necessary connection between 
law and morality – namely, the “minimal content of natural law”.  

Once these points are clearly stated, we can move on to consider the positivist attitude 
towards other possible relations between law and morality. The next few pages of this section 
will be devoted to highlighting the three following points:  

a) Legal positivism does not in fact ignore these relations between law and morality. 

                                                 
39 As I have already pointed out supra, fn 12, in standard positivism the separability thesis bears on the concept 
of legal validity in the first place. The persisting importance of this declination of the separability thesis for 
legal positivism is attested, among others, by Lyons 1977, 418; Coleman and Leiter 1996, 243; Shiner 1996, 
436, 438; Gardner 2001, 223; Leiter 2001, 163 (who considers this interpretation “obvious”); 2010; Marmor 
2001; 2006, 689, 691; 2011, § 1; Moreso 2001; Himma 2002, 135; 2009a, 97; Green 2003; Bulygin 2006, ch 2. 
Contra, Coleman 2011, 8-9 (arguing for the independence of the separability thesis from the concept of legal 
validity).  
40 See for instance Bustamante 2008, who holds legal positivism guilty of being committed to a merely formal 
concept of validity. However even Hart, who repeatedly identified “validity” with “enactment”, nonetheless 
allowed for the possibility that legal validity is affected by content-based considerations: see Hart 1958; 1961, 
204; 1994, 250. See Pino 2011. Further examples of full-fledged legal positivists who account extensively for 
material validity are at least Ferrajoli 1989; Guastini 1994.  
41 See for instance Füßer 1996; Alexy 2010. For critical assessment, see Patterson 2012. It is true nonetheless 
that some positivists are guilty of concurring in this misrepresentation. See for instance some ambiguity 
between the identification of (valid) law and the identification of the concept of law in Bobbio 1996, 134-136; 
Hart 1983, 12. 
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b) On the other hand, legal positivism does not command one single position on each 
one of these relations: a positivist may even assume, without contradiction, that some of them 
are indeed necessary.  

c) Finally, there is indeed a form of relation between law and morality that (here and 
now, in the context of contemporary constitutional States) seems to be inevitable, and which 
perhaps deserves more attention to be paid by legal positivism.  

Let’s begin with the interpretative relation between law and morality (R1c). Positivists 
are largely inclined to think that such relation is in fact important and pervasive, due to the 
fact that the law (being a human artefact) has limits and defects, and so legal interpretation 
can easily require the exercise of discretion by law-applying institutions, i.e. a form of 
judgement that is not firmly guided by existing law, and is influenced by substantive and also 
moral considerations – even if they do not always venture into considering this as a necessary 
relation.42 Evaluative and even moral judgements can affect legal interpretation in many 
ways. For instance, this can happen when the same legal text can be interpreted in many 
alternative ways, and the interpreter, as a consequence, is faced with a choice between the 
many possible meanings (i.e., the many possible norms) expressed by the legal text. Or, the 
interpreter may have to look for the relevant legal norm by means of some complex 
interpretive and argumentative procedure, such as analogy, or the “extraction” of general 
principles from a series of rules, other principles, and precedents. Or, the interpreter may be 
required to solve such problems as conflicts of legal norms, gaps, defeasibility, the balancing 
of competing principles, and so on.43 All this operations, I submit, require the interpreter to 
embark in a substantive evaluative argument – sometimes, even in a moral argument. At an 
even deeper level, moreover, the interpreter has to choose among the many different styles 
and techniques of legal interpretation that are available to him in the context of a certain legal 
culture (for instance, the choice between a textualist and a “living tree” approach in 
constitutional interpretation), and again this choice is itself a matter of substantive ethical-
political preferences, one that is guided by such factors as fidelity to democratic values, or 
stability and certainty in legal decisions, reasonableness, justice for the specific case at hand, 
and so on. All this shows that, in the context of legal interpretation, there is a standing 
possibility of plural intersections between legal and moral arguments. I shall have something 
more to say on this topic shortly (§ 2.3). 

The same happens with the methodological relation between law and morality (R2). 
While many legal positivists claim that legal theory is a morally neutral enterprise (without 
being entirely value-free), some other legal positivists are ready to allow that legal theory is 
itself guided or influenced by moral and political values (as long as the legal theorist is not in 
the business of commending or justifying the law).44  

                                                 
42 A necessary relation between law and morality in the context of legal interpretation is envisaged for instance 
by Lyons 1982, 65; Scarpelli 1989, esp. 470-471; Raz 1993; Nino 1994, ch 3; Greenawalt 1996, 13-19; Marmor 
2001, 72; Gardner 2001; Diciotti 2003; Waldron 2008, 2009. Hart’s position on the topic is more nuanced: 
while in Hart 1994 he claims that the interpretative relation is not a necessary one (since interpretation can be 
affected by different kinds of evaluation, not only moral ones), in Hart 1961, 204-205, he seems to allow for 
necessary interpretative relations between law and morality, but does not deem them important after all.  
43 Some good examples of such norm-creating procedures by means of interpretation are provided by Guastini 
1986. 
44 Raz 1983, 209: “the [positivist] doctrine of the nature of law yields a test for identifying law the use of which 
requires no resort to moral or any other evaluative argument. But it does not follow that one can defend the 
doctrine of the nature of law itself without using evaluative (though not necessarily moral) arguments”. On this 
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As far as the justificatory relation (R3) is concerned, from a positivist point of view the 
law is not endowed with intrinsic moral legitimacy – it is just a set of social facts. Since facts 
are just that – namely, facts – the factual existence of the law as such cannot be a conclusive 
argument (for some legal positivists, not even a prima facie argument) in favour of a 
purported obligation to obey the law.45 For most legal positivists, thus, the legitimacy of the 
law is an entirely “external” and contingent property of law, it depends only on law’s 
capacity to satisfy some independent moral requirement. Accordingly the normativity of law, 
far from being an immanent property of the law, is entirely parasitic on its contingent moral 
value, it ultimately rests on moral reasons.46 Legal positivism is thus conceptually committed 
to the thesis of the contingent justificatory connection between law and morality: as far as the 
justification of the obligation to obey the law is concerned (when such an obligation in fact 
there is), this cannot but rest on morality. True, some legal positivists do not want to rule out 
the conceptual possibility that law’s normativity is rooted in specifically legal, non-moral 
considerations, i.e. that law and morality are, in the justificatory sense, autonomous. But it is 
disputed if such conceptual moves are in fact coherent with the positivist jurisprudential 
enterprise.47  

Many positivists are not reluctant to grant the status of a necessary connection to causal 
relations (R5);

48 to content relations (R7);
49 and to evaluative relations (R10).

50 Many 
positivists believe that there is a psychological relation between law and morality (R6) 
(indeed this is but one of those cases in which asking if the relevant relation is necessary or 
only highly credible would be otiose); according to many positivists, the existence of such a 
relation – and the need to immunize the citizens against it – is exactly what makes a positivist 
attitude pragmatically and “pedagogically” preferable, because it educates citizens into 
thinking that there is no immanent normativity or sacred aura in the law, and so it better 
prepares them for the moral criticism of the law, and for resistance to unjust laws.51 As 
pointed out by Joseph Raz, “Legal positivists are more likely than natural lawyers or other 
non-positivists to affirm that sometimes courts have (moral) duties to disobey unjust laws” 
(Raz 2007, fn. 28). 

                                                                                                                                                       
topic, see the variety of views held by Green 1987; Waluchow 1994, 9-29; Coleman 2001, part III; Dickson 
2001; Kramer 2004, 158; Marmor, 2006; Leiter 2007. 
45 Hart 1961, 210 (“the certification of something as legally valid is not conclusive of the question of 
obedience”); Coleman 1989; Bix 1996; Leiter 2001, 163; Gardner 2001, 213 (arguing that the positivist social 
sources thesis is “normatively inert”); Schauer 1996 (legal positivists are “the leading proponents of the view 
that there is no moral obligation to obey the law”, 37, emphasis in the original); Green 2003 (“No legal 
positivist argues that the systemic validity of law establishes its moral validity, i.e. that it should be obeyed by 
subjects or applied by judges”). 
46 MacCormick 1978, 63-64, 139-140; Raz 1984a; 1998, 380-381; 2004, 189 (“in such cases [i.e., when one 
claims that the law has legitimacy] we cannot separate law from morality as two independent normative points 
of view, for the legal one derives what validity it has from morality”); Nino 1994, ch 3.  
47 See for instance Coleman 1996, 2001, who roots the idea that law produces genuine (i.e., non-moral) reasons 
for action on the concept of convention, or of “Shared Cooperative Activity” (for critical assessment, see Bix 
1996; Schauer 1998; Celano 2003; Cristiano and Sciaraffa 2003; Schiavello 2010). And Shapiro 2011, who 
grounds the normativity of law on the concept of “plan” (for critical assessment, see Celano 2013). 
48 Hart 1958; 1961, 185, 198; Ross 1961; Coleman 1982; Coleman and Leiter 1996, 243; Shiner 1996, 437. 
49 Hart 1961, 188, the “minimal content of natural law”; Greenawalt 1996, 11; Shiner 1996, 437; Raz 2003, 
168; Celano 2005. 
50 Lyons 1982, 68; Green 2003, § 4.2 (“necessarily, law is justice-apt”); 2008; Raz 2003, 178-180.  
51 Hart 1958, 53-54; 1961, 296; MacCormick 1981, 142; Schauer 1996. According to Tamanaha 2007, 12, this 
pragmatic benefit “has been a primary motivation for the [positivist] tradition throughout its existence”. 
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Some positivists claim, while others deny, that structural relations (R8),
52 and 

functional relations (R4)
53 between law and morality have the status of necessary relations. 

Some positivists claim that incorporation relations (R9) make morality part of the law (and so 
engendering a kind of necessary relation, as soon as the incorporation obtains), while other 
positivists contend that even in such cases the two domains (the legal and the moral) are still 
conceptually separate and distinct.54 Some positivists acknowledge that semantic relations 
(R11) are evidence of a conceptual overlap between law and morality, but still maintain that 
this does not warrant the conclusion of an identity between legal and moral rights, duties, 
obligations.55  

 
 

2.3. The Real Challenge for Legal Positivism: Accounting for Material Validity 
 

To sum up, legal positivism is a theory of the identification of law, not a complete theory of 
the nature of law: it is not a theory of political obligation (the theory of the conditions of 
legitimate legal authority), nor a theory of legal interpretation, nor still a theory of what can 
make the law morally desirable56 – even if positivists are of course fully entitled, on their 
own terms, to produce theories on any such issue. Legal positivism does not per se rule out 
the possibility (or even the necessity, as the case may well be) of many relations between law 
and morality, and need not be (nor in fact is) indifferent to the moral relevance of both the 
law and legal theory.  

The last point I want to make here is that there is indeed a relation between law and 
morality that (here and now, in the context of contemporary constitutional States) is 
particularly evident, and which deserves perhaps more attention from legal positivism then it 
has received so far.57 

This point can be presented in the following way. As I have already noted, the positivist 
separability thesis is often framed as a thesis on the criteria of legal validity.58 The problem is 
                                                 
52 A necessary connection of this kind is claimed by Hart 1958, 81; 1961, 206-207; Greenawalt 1996, 11-13. 
Contra, Gardner 2000; Kramer 2004, ch 2; Green 2010.  
53 A necessary connection of this kind is claimed by Endicott 2005; Shapiro 2011, 213-4, 391 (the “moral aim 
thesis”); Raz 2004, 192. Contra, Chiassoni 2005, 219. 
54 The idea that the “incorporation” of moral principles makes them part of the law is already present in Kelsen 
1945, 132. This, of course, is also the hallmark of inclusive legal positivism; see Kramer 2007. Contra, Raz 
1993; Green 2003. 
55 Kramer 2004, 220-221, 235; Himma 2009b, 41-42. The idea that the semantic relation reveals a necessary 
connection between law and morality is defended by Coleman 2007, who also argues for its full compatibility 
with a positivist outlook. 
56 See Hartney 1994, 48 (“Legal positivism is simply a theory about what counts as law and nothing else: Only 
rules with social sources count as legal rules. […] Some theorists may be legal positivists because they are 
moral skeptics or utilitarians or political authoritarians or because they believe all laws are commands, but none 
of these theories are part of legal positivism”). See also Bix 2005, 31 (“Legal positivism is a theory about the 
nature of law, by its self-characterization a descriptive or conceptual theory. By its terms, legal positivism does 
not have consequences for how particular disputes are decided, how texts are interpreted or how institutions are 
organized”); Green 2003, § 4; Christiano and Sciaraffa 2003.  
57 I am emphatically not claiming that the relation I am going to talk about is absent in other institutional 
frameworks (e.g., legal systems without a written constitution or a Bill of Rights), nor that this relation cannot 
obtain also at the level of statutory law (as opposed to constitutional law). All I am implying is that in 
constitutional States this relation is particularly evident and utterly inevitable. For a more general argument 
along similar lines, one not limited to constitutional States, see Priel 2006.  
58 See supra, fns 12 and 39, and accompanying text.  
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that the concept of legal validity is ambiguous, and that, once the different dimensions of 
legal validity are duly examined, it is possible that the separability thesis does not fare 
equally well in respect to each of them.  

In order to be in a better position to grasp this point, let’s recall the distinction between 
legal sources (or legal texts) and legal norms (see supra, § 2.1). Legal validity can be – and 
usually is – predicated both of legal sources and of legal norms, but on closer inspection we 
should notice that cases we are using two different concepts, or dimensions, of validity.  

When legal sources (o legal texts) are concerned, the relevant dimension of legal 
validity is formal validity, i.e., the attainment of the formal/procedural conditions regarding 
the exercise of law-making power, according to which a certain text can be considered as a 
legal source. Formal validity usually coincides with a successful “enactment”, and it can be 
ascertained by means of a factual inquiry about the realization of the relevant law-making 
procedures.  

When legal norms are concerned, on the other hand, the relevant dimension of legal 
validity is material validity. Material validity obtains when a legal norm is coherent (or at 
least is not conflicting) with the relevant higher-rank legal norms.59 Plainly, material validity 
is not a matter of fact, but a matter of interpretation: it depends on the content, on the 
meaning of the relevant norms. More precisely, it requires interpreting both the norm whose 
validity is to be ascertained, and the (higher) norms that act as the parameter for the validity 
of the former. 

If this is correct, validity in the full sense, as it were, will comprise both a 
factual/formal dimension and a material/interpretative one. And this will be reflected, as in 
fact it usually is, in the different arguments that a court, including a Constitutional Court, will 
use when assessing the validity of a statute on merely formal grounds or on material grounds, 
respectively. In the former case, the assessment will be something like consulting a checklist 
of formal/procedural requirements that should be respected in the law-making procedure. 
(This is what Ronald Dworkin would call “test of pedigree”: Dworkin 1967, 17) In the latter 
case, the assessment will be interpretive and argumentative in character, it will require an 
evaluation in terms of consistency and coherence between the statutory provisions at stake 
and the relevant norms and principles of the constitution, as well as other argumentative 
operations such as giving a more precise meaning to vague constitutional clauses, balancing 
of conflicting constitutional principles, performing tests of proportionality and 
reasonableness, and so on.   

The interpretive operations involved in the ascertainment of material validity for sure 
require the interpreter to exercise some kind of evaluative, and sometimes moral, judgement, 
as it is common with legal interpretation generally (supra, § 2.2). But there is more to it than 
that, in fact. The constitutional norms that affect the material validity of other norms usually 
include moral principles, are “drafted in exceedingly abstract moral language”.60 They are 
phrased as principles, or evaluative standards, not as rules.61 And the interpretation of such 
constitutional clauses inevitably requires resorting to some form of moral reasoning, it 

                                                 
59 In the interest of space, I do not expand here on the relevant concept of “hierarchy of norms”. At any rate, the 
relation between constitutional norms and statutory norms is an obvious case in point. For further details on this 
topic see Guastini 1996; Pino 2008.  
60 Dworkin 1997, 7. Hart would call them “soft-positivist provisions” (Hart 1994, 254).  
61 The distinction between rules and principles is a notoriously problematic one. For our present purposes, 
suffice it to point out that “the explicit content of principles is value-oriented, whereas that of rules is action-
oriented” (Perry 1997, 788). 
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requires moral arguments. When a constitution includes references to such concepts as 
“equality”, “dignity”, “autonomy”, “freedom”, “cruel and inhuman”, and so on, the 
interpretation of these concepts requires the interpreter to engage in a form of moral 
reasoning, it requires using moral arguments.62  

Now, while in legal systems without a written, “rigid” 63 constitution, and without 
judicial review of legislation, the concept of material validity plays a limited role indeed (to 
wit, it does not apply to statutes, but it can apply to relations between statutes and lower-level 
norms such as bylaws, contracts, and judicial decisions), in the “constitutional State” model 
the importance of material validity becomes crucial: material validity is the basis itself of 
judicial review of legislation by contemporary constitutional courts. In constitutional States 
at least, statutes are fully valid if and only if a) they are duly enacted (formal validity), and b) 
they are coherent with the relevant substantive constitutional norms (material validity).  

What is the jurisprudential import of all this, as far as the positivist separability thesis is 
concerned? Here is a possibility: if in constitutional States legal validity counts also as 
material validity, and if there is an interpretative relation between law and morality (both in 
general, and specifically in the interpretation of morally laden constitutional clauses), then 
the conclusion immediately follows: the ascertainment of legal validity, in the guise of 
material validity, includes a necessary relation between law and morality. In the 
constitutional State, the ascertainment of material validity of legal norms, far from being a 
matter of fact, necessarily involves interpretation, and specifically some form of moral 
reasoning. 

This conclusion could of course be contested in a number of ways.64 Indeed, at least 
two considerations could counsel that the relevant relation between law and morality is 
merely contingent in character. 

The first consideration is that such a connection between law and morality does not 
always obtain – it obtains only in a specific institutional context, i.e. the constitutional State 
model. This consideration is somewhat immaterial, though. In fact, it could be easily replied 
that in such context the relevant connection is indeed a necessary one; and moreover, in most 
contemporary democracies this is exactly the prevailing institutional model. So there is 
nothing to be gained in dismissing the relevant relation between law and morality as a 
contingent relation only – it may well be contingent sub specie aeternitatis, but it is of the 
foremost importance here and now. Rigid constitutions incorporating Bills of Rights – or 
very similar institutional arrangements – are simply the way the law looks like now. As a 
consequence, the relation between law and morality thus triggered at the level of material 
validity is here to stay.  

The second consideration consists in attacking the premise that the moral principles 
encapsulated in the relevant constitutional clauses are really moral principles: rather, the 
objection goes, they are legal principles. Of course these principles “come from” morality. 

                                                 
62 Lyons 1982, 80-81; Waluchow 1994, ch V; Moreso 2001, 49; Alexander and Schauer 2007, 1591; Waldron 
2009, 72; 2010; Guastini 2011, 199-200. 
63 Idest, a constitution that cannot be validly amended by means of ordinary legislation.  
64 I do not engage directly, here, with the typical Exclusive positivist reply this line of argument: that of course 
the courts are here engaged in a form of moral reasoning, but this is reasoning according to the law (as opposed 
to reasoning about the law), and it is the exercise of a directed power of the courts to change the law (Raz 
1984c; Giudice 2008). But I think that Matthew Kramer has successfully shown that the exclusivist line of 
argument leads right into a very undesirable form of rule-skepticism (Kramer 2009). 
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But as soon as they are recognized by the law, they become simply that: law. I will call this 
“The King Midas argument”.65  

Now, it is not entirely clear what exactly the King Midas argument is supposed to 
mean. Sometimes it is taken to mean that the moral principles enshrined in a constitution are 
“legal” simply because they are formulated in a legal source – namely, in the constitution. 
Well, this is true, but it is also utterly trivial. More frequently, the King Midas argument is 
taken to mean that as soon as moral principles are written in a legal source such as a 
constitution, they shed their moral character, and take on a brand new “life” (i.e., a new 
meaning wholly determined by the law, by legal considerations only). But this is implausible. 
To be sure, a court’s use of a “constitutionalized” moral principle will usually be channelled 
in the technicalities of legal reasoning (respect for precedents, detection of analogies, 
relevance of the verbal formulation of the constitutional text, etc.). But, granted all that, it 
will still be the case that the law itself is not able to define exhaustively the meaning of the 
morally laden constitutional clauses – and this is why we put such clauses in a constitution in 
the first place: because we agree on a fairly general formulation of a certain moral value, but 
we want to leave open the possibility of applying that standard to unforeseen circumstances, 
of keeping on discussing its content, and to revise past interpretations of the moral value at 
stake as soon as the background societal conditions change.66 And all this requires recourse 
to moral argument in the interpretation of morally laden constitutional clauses, it requires 
engaging in substantive arguments about the meaning of the moral values encapsulated in the 
relevant constitutional norms, on their relations (intersections, conflicts, overlaps) with other 
moral values also recognized by the constitution, and so on; in short, it requires a kind of 
“moral reading”.  

Moreover, this moral reading cannot consist in merely detecting the way in which the 
moral values at stake are perceived within the relevant society (positive morality).67 There 
are many reasons why this cannot be so. First, in pluralistic societies it is quite implausible 
that there will be a single social conception of some moral value; more likely, there will be a 
majority view on the content of some moral value. Second, the point of including a certain 
right or moral principle into a constitution is to protect it against the majority; accordingly, 
interpreting constitutional clauses in a “majoritarian way” would run counter to the point of 
having constitutionally protected rights and principles in the first place (Marmor 2005, 160-
162; Waluchow 2008; Pino 2010, ch. 5). Third, the explicit formulation of morally laden 
constitutional clauses usually does not seem to refer the interpreter to the social 
understanding of those values – rather, they refer him to those values themselves, i.e., they 
require the interpreter to engage in a substantive argument about their meaning and import.68 

                                                 
65 I borrow this definition from Kelsen 1945, 161 (“just as everything King Midas touched turned into gold, 
everything to which the law refers becomes law, i.e. something legally existent”). Instances of this line of 
argument include Mazzarese 2002; Green 2003, § 3; Priel 2005, 682. Poscher 2009; Guastini 2011, 197-200.   
66 See Postema 1989b, 124: “ Rights claims do not close off argument, they invite it”. Waldron 1994, 539: 
“sometimes the point of a legal provision may be to start a discussion rather than settle it, and this may be 
particularly true of the constitutional provisions that aim at restricting and governing legislation”. Accordingly, 
transforming a moral standard into a list of rules extracted from judicial precedents would “detract from the sort 
of thoughtfulness that the standard initially seemed to invite. […] The result is a decline in the level of moral 
argument […] that the standard seemed to require” (Waldron 2010, 289). On “incompletely theorized 
agreements”, see Sunstein 1996, 35-61. 
67 This possibility is proposed by Moreso 2001, 49; Green 2003, § 3; Waldron 2010, 315. 
68 Accordingly it is not by chance, I submit, that even those theorists that suggest the recourse to some form of 
social morality in giving content to value laden constitutional clauses (see especially Moreso 2001, and 
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In short, then, though the interpretation of morally laden constitutional clauses is not 
some unrestrained moral reasoning, because it is affected also by various legal 
considerations, still it cannot be but a kind of moral reasoning.  

To conclude, the fusion of legal and moral reasoning, in the interpretation of 
constitutional clauses that enshrine moral principles, is inescapable. It does not call for a 
rejection of the positivist separation thesis across the board, but it drastically narrows its 
relevance to the determination of formal validity only. In the determination of material 
validity, a determination that is deeply dependent on interpretation (and most importantly on 
he interpretation of the relevant morally laden constitutional clauses), the separation thesis 
does not apply. Once this is duly acknowledged, legal positivists are not only entitled, but all 
the more required, to study and analyse this kind of relation between law and morality,69 i.e. 
the way in which moral considerations affect the legal reasoning aimed at establishing 
material validity of infra-constitutional legal norms – lest we rest content with leaving this 
matter in the terra incognita of unrestrained judicial discretion and of subjective uncontrolled 
value-judgments. 

 
 

3. So, Why Positivism? 
 
I will close this already too long essay with three sketchy concluding remarks about the 
compatibility of what I have been saying in the preceding section with legal positivism’s 
jurisprudential project. 

The first remark is that the moral evaluations elicited by morally laden constitutional 
clauses do not make the law entirely transparent to the realm of morality. The fact that a 
constitution includes morally laden provisions does not make the rest of the black-letter law 
useless: the law still makes a difference in the practical reasoning of its addressees. This is 
because on the one hand, as we have seen, the kind of moral reasoning at stake is usually 
contaminated also by legal considerations. And on the other hand, the moral evaluations 
required by constitutional clauses are quite specific in character as confronted to the whole 
range of the morally relevant considerations that can possibly affect a legal decision 
(Alexander and Schauer 2007, 1591; Waldron 2010, 295): accordingly, they do not require 
the interpreter to engage in an unrestrained, open-ended moral reasoning – they do not just 
ask the interpreter to leave aside the law and “do the right thing”.   

Second, the connection between law and morality in the context of material validity 
does not require the interpreter to necessarily pledge his moral commitment to the legal 
system, nor it requires that only those who are morally committed to the legal system at hand 
can assess the legal validity of its norms: for instance, the interpreter might assess the 
material validity of legal norms by deploying a detached moral argument only (a detached 
moral argument uses the same concepts and has the same structure – it uses the same 
premises and reaches the same conclusion – as a committed moral argument: Raz 1998, 388-
389). Nor does the presence of morally laden constitutional clauses preclude in any way the 
moral criticism of the law (Tamanaha 2007; Waluchow 2008, 89-90): even in the 
                                                                                                                                                       
Waldron 2010), end up with designing some form of moral-judicial reasoning that include a substantial role for 
the interpreter (“reasoned elaboration”) in extracting and recrafting the data that apparently emerge from social 
morality.  
69 Some attempts in this direction: Celano 2005; Waluchow 2007, 197-215; 2008; Pino 2010, ch 5; Waldron 
2010; Moreso 2012. 
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constitutional State, the conclusion that a legal norm is legally valid is not dispositive of the 
question of that legal norm’s all-things-considered moral value; and moreover, a binding 
judicial statement of material validity might be legally mistaken anyway. And to my mind all 
this is fully consistent with both the positivist jurisprudential enterprise (separating the 
knowledge of the law from its moral appraisal), and with positivism’s pragmatic aims 
(preserving a leeway of moral criticism of the law).  

Finally, the positivist separability thesis still seems to retain theoretical and descriptive 
accuracy, even only at the level of formal validity and of the identification of legal sources. 
This may sound like an excessive limitation for the explicative power of legal positivism, but 
it need not be. In fact, the concept of formal validity plays no trivial task: we ordinarily know 
that something like an authoritative text counts as law even before we apprehend its meaning. 
Accordingly, even a minimally positivistic concept of validity captures an important (if by no 
means complete) notion of what we consider as law: it explains the way we identify “first 
stage law”,70 and so it represents a necessary and powerful building block for any legal 
theory. No theory of law, I submit, may abdicate this peculiarly positivistic level of analysis 
of the law. 

 
  
  
 

University of Palermo 
School of Law 

Piazza Bologni 8 
90134 Palermo 

Italy 
Email: giorgio.pino@unipa.it 

 
 

References  
 
Alexander, Larry, and F. Schauer. 2007. Law’s Limited Domain Confronts Morality’s Universal Empire. 

William and Mary Law Review, 48: 1579-1603.  
Alexy, Robert. 2010. The Argument from Injustice: A Reply to Legal Positivism. Oxford, Oxford University 

Press (1st ed. 1992). 
Allen, James. 2003. A Modest Proposal. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 23: 197-210. 
Barberis, Mauro. 2010. Una disputa quasi oxoniense. Raz vs. Alexy sul positivismo giuridico. Ragion pratica 

34: 203-220. 
Bix, Brian. 1996. Jules Coleman, Legal Positivism, and Legal Authority. Quinnipiac Law Review 16: 241-254. 
Bix, Brian. 2005. Legal Positivism. In The Blackwell Guide to the Philosophy of Law and Legal Theory, 29-49. 

Ed. Martin Golding and William Edmundson. Oxford: Blackwell.   
Bobbio, Norberto. 1996. Il positivismo giuridico. Turin: Giappichelli (1st ed. 1961). 
Bobbio, Norberto. 2000. Lettera a Nicola Matteucci. Materiali per una storia della cultura giuridica XXX: 

416-425 (1963). 
Bobbio, Norberto. 2011. Giusnaturalismo e positivismo giuridico. Roma-Bari: Laterza (1st ed. 1965).  
Bulygin, Eugenio. 2006 El positivismo juridico. Mexico: Fontamara.  
Bustamante, Tomas. 2008. A Defence of Post-Positivism. Analisi e diritto: 229-249.  
Campbell, Tom. 1996. The Legal Theory of Ethical Positivism. Ashgate: Dartmouth Pub. 

                                                 
70 Schauer and Wise 1997; Schauer 2004; Spaak 2004; Alexander and Schauer 2007, 1581-1582 (the phrase 
“first stage law is borrowed from Gavison 1991, 740-741). 



 22

Celano, Bruno. 2003. La regola di riconoscimento è una convenzione?. Ragion pratica 21: 347-360.   
Celano, Bruno. 2005. Legal Reasoning: Three Key Issues, and What Philosophy Can(not) Do about Them. 

Analisi e diritto: 99-114.  
Celano, Bruno. 2010. Normative Legal Positivism, Neutrality, and the Rule of Law. Available at 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1748408 
Celano, Bruno. 2012. Publicity and the Rule of Law. Oxford Studies in Philosophy of Law, vol. 2. Ed. L. Green 

and B. Leiter. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Celano, Bruno. 2013. What Can Plans Do for Legal Theory?. In The Planning Theory of Law, 129-152. Ed. D. 

Canale and G. Tuzet. Dordrecht: Springer. 
Chiassoni, Pierluigi. 2005. Una teoria del diritto naturale? Alcune perplessità. Materiali per una storia della 

cultura giuridica XXXV: 213-223.  
Christiano, Thomas and Stefan Sciaraffa. 2003. Legal Positivism and the Nature of Legal Obligation. Law and 

Philosophy 22: 487-512.   
Coleman, Jules. 1982. Negative and Positive Positivism. Journal of Legal Studies 11: 139-164.  
Coleman, Jules. 1989. On the Relationship Between Law and Morality. Ratio Juris 2: 66-78.  
Coleman, Jules. 1996. Authority and Reason. In The Autonomy of Law, 287-319. Ed. R. George. Oxford: 

Clarendon. 
Coleman, Jules. 2001. The Practice of Principle. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Coleman, Jules. 2007. Beyond the Separability Thesis: Moral Semantics and the Methodology of Jurisprudence. 

Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 27: 581-608.  
Coleman, Jules. 2011. The Architecture of Jurisprudence. Yale Law Journal 121: 2-80.  
Coleman, Jules and B. Leiter. 1996. Legal Positivism. In A Companion to Philosophy of Law and Legal Theory, 

241-259. Ed. Dennis Patterson. Oxford: Blackwell.  
Diciotti, Enrico. 2003. Herbert L.A. Hart: il concetto di diritto, la morale e la norma di riconoscimento. Ragion 

pratica 21: 387-399.  
Dickson, Julie. 2001. Evaluation and Legal Theory. Oxford: Hart Publishing.  
Dworkin, Ronald. 1967. The Model of Rules I, in Taking Rights Seriously, London: Duckworth, 19782 
Dworkin, Ronald. 1986. Law’s Empire. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press. 
Dworkin, Ronald. 1997. Freedom’s Law. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.  
Endicott, Thimothy. 2005. Una teoria del diritto naturale. Materiali per una storia della cultura giuridica 

XXXV: 191-212.  
Ferrajoli, Luigi. 1989. Diritto e ragione. Roma-Bari: Laterza.  
Finnis, John. 1980. Natural Law and Natural Rights. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Finnis, John. 2003. Law and What I Truly Should Decide. American Journal of Jurisprudence 48: 107-129.   
Fuller, Lon L. 1958. Positivism and Fidelity to Law – A Reply to Professor Hart. Harvard Law Review 71: 630-

672. 
Fuller, Lon L. 1964. The Morality of Law. New Haven: Yale University Press, revised edition.  
Füßer, Klaus. 1996. Farewell to “Legal Positivism”: The Separation Thesis Unravelling. In The Autonomy of 

Law; Essays on Legal Positivism, 119-162. Ed. Robert P. George. Oxford: Clarendon. 
Gardner, John. 2000. The Virtue of Justice and the Character of Law. Current Legal Problems 53: 1-30.  
Gardner, John. 2001.  Legal Positivism: 5½ Myths. American Journal of Jurisprudence 46: 199-227.  
Gavison, Ruth. 1991. Legal Theory and the Role of Rules. Harvard Journal of Law & Public Policy 14: 727-

770. 
Giudice, Michael. 2008. The Regular Practice of Morality in Law. Ratio Juris 21: 94-106. 
Green, Leslie. 1987. The Political Content of Legal Theory. Philosophy of the Social Sciences 17: 1-20.  
Green, Leslie. 2003. Legal Positivism. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.  
Green, Leslie. 2005. General Jurisprudence: a 25th Anniversary Essay. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 25: 565-

580. 
Green, Leslie. 2008. Positivism and the Inseparability of Law and Morals. New York University Law Review 83: 

1035-1058.  
Green, Leslie. 2010. The Germ of Justice. Oxford Legal Studies Research Paper No. 60/2010. Available at  

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1703008 
Greenawalt, Kent. 1996. Too Rich and Too Thin: Distinguishing Features of Legal Positivism. In The 

Autonomy of Law, 1-29. Ed. Robert P. George. Oxford: Clarendon. 
Guastini, Riccardo. 1986. Production of Rules by Means of Rules. Rechtstheorie 17: 295-309.  
Guastini, Riccardo. 1994. Invalidity. Ratio Juris 7: 212-226.  



 23

Guastini, Riccardo. 1996. Fragments of a Theory of Legal Sources. Ratio Juris 9: 364-386.  
Guastini, Riccardo. 2011. Interpretare e argomentare. Milano: Giuffrè.  
Hart H.L.A. 1958. Positivism and the Separation of Law and Morals. In H.L.A. Hart, Essays in Jurisprudence 

and Philosophy, 49-87. Oxford: Clarendon, 1983. 
Hart H.L.A. 1961. The Concept of Law. Oxford: Clarendon Press (2nd ed. 1994).  
Hart H.L.A. 1963. Law, Liberty and Morality, Stanford University Press.  
Hart H.L.A. 1967. Problems of the Philosophy of Law. In H.L.A. Hart, Essays in Jurisprudence and 

Philosophy, 88-119. Oxford: Clarendon, 1983. 
Hart H.L.A. 1973. The Demystification of Law. In H.L.A. Hart, Essays on Bentham, 21-39. Oxford: Clarendon, 

1982.  
Hart H.L.A. 1983. Introduction. In H.L.A. Hart, Essays in Jurisprudence and Philosophy, 1-18. Oxford: 

Clarendon.  
Hart H.L.A. 1994. Postscript. In H.L.A. Hart, The Concept of Law, 238-276. Oxford: Clarendon, 2nd ed.  
Hartney, Michael. 1994. Dyzenhaus on Positivism and Judicial Obligation. Ratio Juris 7: 44-55. 
Himma, Kenneth E. 2002. Inclusive Legal Positivism. In The Oxford Handbook of Jurisprudence and 

Philosophy of Law, 125-165. Ed. Jules Coleman and Scott Shapiro. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Himma, Kenneth E. 2009a. Understanding the Relationship between the U.S. Constitution and the Conventional 

Rule of Recognition. In The Rule of Recognition and the U.S. Constitution, 95-121. Ed. Matthew Adler 
and Kenneth E. Himma. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Himma, Kenneth E. 2009b. Positivism and Interpreting Legal Content: Does Law call for a Moral Semantics?. 
Ratio Juris 22: 24-43.  

Jori, Mario. 1983. The Object and Method of Legal Science. In Law and Language: The Italian Analytical 
School. Ed. Anna Pintore and Mario Jori. Liverpool: Deborah Charles Publications, 1997. 

Kelsen, Hans. 1945. General Theory of Law and State, Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.  
Kramer, Matthew. 2004. Where Law and Morality Meet. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Kramer, Matthew. 2007. Why The Axioms and Theorems of Arithmetic are not Legal Norms. Oxford Journal 

of Legal Studies 27: 555-562.  
Kramer, Matthew. 2009. Moral Principles and Legal Validity. Ratio Juris 22: 44-61. 
Leiter, Brian. 1998. Legal Realism, Hard Positivism, and the Limits of Conceptual Analysis. In Brian Leiter, 

Naturalizing Jurisprudence, 121-135. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007. 
Leiter, Brian. 2001. Legal Realism, and Legal Positivism Reconsidered. In Brian Leiter, Naturalizing 

Jurisprudence, 59-80. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007.  
Leiter, Brian. 2010. Why Positivism?. available at: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1521761 
Lyons, David. 1977. Principles, Positivism, and Legal Theory. Yale Law Journal 87: 415-435. 
Lyons, David. 1982. Moral Aspects of Legal Theory. In David Lyons, Moral Aspects of Legal Theory, 64-101. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993.  
Lyons, David. 1984. Founders and Foundations of Legal Positivism. Michigan Law Review 82: 722-739. 
MacCormick, Neil. 1978. Legal Reasoning and Legal Theory, Oxford: Oxford University Press 
MacCormick, Neil. 1981. Law, Morality and Positivism. Legal Studies 1: 131-145. 
MacCormick, Neil. 1985. A Moralistic Case for A-moralistic Law?. Valparaiso Law Review 20: 1-41.  
Marauta, James. 2004. Three Separation Theses. Law and Philosophy 23: 111-135. 
Marmor, Andrei. 2001. Positive Law and Objective Values, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Marmor, Andrei. 2005. Interpretation and Legal Theory. Oxford: Hart (1st ed. 1998). 
Marmor, Andrei. 2006. Legal Positivism: Still Descriptive and Morally Neutral. Oxford Journal of Legal 

Studies 26: 683-704. 
Marmor, Andrei. 2011. Nature of Law. In Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.  
Mazzarese, Tecla. 2002. Towards a Positivist Reading of Neo-constitutionalism. Associations 6: 233-260 
Moore, Michael. 2012. The Various Relations between Law and Morality in Contemporary Legal Philosophy. 

Ratio Juris 25: 435-71. 
Moreso, José Juan. 2001. In Defense of Inclusive Legal Positivism. In The Legal Ought, 37-63. Ed. Pierluigi 

Chiassoni. Turin: Giappichelli. 
Moreso, José Juan. 2004a. El positivismo jurídico y la aplicación del derecho. Doxa 27: 45-62 
Moreso, José Juan. 2012. Ways of Solving Conflicts of Constitutional Rights: Proportionalism and 

Specificationism. Ratio Juris 25: 31-46. 
Nino, Carlos. 1980. Dworkin and Legal Positivism. Mind LXXXIX: 519-543. 
Nino, Carlos. 1994. Derecho, moral y politica. Barcelona: Ariel.  



 24

Patterson, Dennis. 2012. Alexy on Necessity in Law and Morals. Ratio Juris 25: 47-58. 
Perry, Stephen. 1996. The Varieties of Legal Positivism. Canadian Journal of Law & Jurisprudence 9: 361- 

381.  
Perry, Stephen. 1997. Two Models of Legal Principles. Iowa Law Review 82: 787-819. 
Pino, Giorgio. 1999. Legal Positivism in Contemporary Constitutional States. Law and Philosophy 18: 513-536. 
Pino, Giorgio. 2008. Norme e gerarchie normative. Analisi e diritto: 263-299. 
Pino, Giorgio. 2010. Diritti e interpretazione. Bologna: il Mulino.  
Pino, Giorgio. 2011. Farewell to the Rule of Recognition?. Problema. Anuario de Filosofía y Teoría del 

Derecho 5: 265-299. 
Poscher, Ralf. 2009. The Hand of Midas: When Concepts Turn Legal, or Deflating the Hart-Dworkin Debate. In 

Concepts in Law, 99-115. Ed. J.C. Hage and D. von der Pfordten. Dordrecht: Springer.  
Postema, Gerald. 1989a. Bentham and the Common Law Tradition. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Postema, Gerald. 1989b. In Defense of ‘French Nonsense’. Fundamental Rights in Constitutional Jurisprudence. 

In Enlightenment, Rights and Revolution, 107-133. Ed. N. MacCormick and Z. Bankowski. Aberdeen: 
Aberdeen University Press.  

Priel, Danny. 2005. Farewell to the Exclusive-Inclusive Debate. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 25: 675-696.  
Priel, Danny. 2006. Trouble for Legal Positivism?. Legal Theory 12: 225-263. 
Radbruch, Gustav. 2006. Statutory Lawlessness and Supra-Statutory Law. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 26: 

1-11 (1st ed. 1946). 
Raz, Joseph. 1979. Legal Positivism and the Sources of Law. In Joseph Raz, The Authority of Law, 37-52. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20092.  
Raz, Joseph. 1983. The Problem about the Nature of Law. In Joseph Raz, Ethics in the Public Domain, 195-

209. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20012. 
Raz, Joseph. 1984a. Hart on Moral Rights and Legal Duties. Oxford Journal of Legal Studies 4: 123-131. 
Raz, Joseph. 1984b. Legal Rights. In Joseph Raz, Ethics in the Public Domain, 254-276. Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 20012. 
Raz, Joseph. 1984c. The Inner Logic of the Law. In Joseph Raz, Ethics in the Public Domain, 238-253. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 20012. 
Raz, Joseph. 1985. Authority, Law and Morality. In Joseph Raz, Ethics in the Public Domain, 210-237. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 20012. 
Raz, Joseph. 1993. On The Autonomy of Legal Reasoning. In Joseph Raz, Ethics in the Public Domain, 326-

340. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20012. 
Raz, Joseph. 1998. Postema on Law’s Autonomy and Public Practical Reason. In Joseph Raz, Between 

Authority and Interpretation, 373-395. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009. 
Raz, Joseph. 2003. About Morality and the Nature of Law. In Joseph Raz, Between Authority and 

Interpretation, 166-181. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009.   
Raz, Joseph. 2004. Incorporation by Law. In Joseph Raz, Between Authority and Interpretation, 182-202. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009.   
Raz, Joseph. 2007. The Argument from Justice, or How Not to Reply to Legal Positivism. In Joseph Raz, The 

Authority of Law, 313-335. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20092. 
Ross, Alf. 1961. Validity and the Conflict between Legal Positivism and Natural Law. In Normativity and 

Norms, 147-163. Ed. S. Paulson, B. Litschewski Paulson, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999.  
Scarpelli, Uberto. 1965. Cos’è il positivismo giuridico. Milano: edizioni di Comunità. 
Scarpelli, Uberto. 1989. Il positivismo giuridico rivisitato. Rivista di filosofia.  
Schauer, Frederick. 1996. Positivism as Pariah. In The Autonomy of Law, 31-55. Ed. Robert P. George. Oxford: 

Clarendon. 
Schauer, Frederick. 1998. Positivism Through Thick and Thin. In Analyzing Law: New Essays in Legal Theory, 

65-78. Ed. Brian Bix. Oxford: Clarendon. 
Schauer, Frederick. 2004. The Limited Domain of Law. Virginia Law Review 90: 1909-1956. 
Schauer, Frederick. 2011. Positivism Before Hart. Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence 24: 455-471. 
Schauer, Frederick and V. Wise. 1997. Legal Positivism as Legal Information. Cornell Law Review 82: 1080-

1110. 
Schiavello, Aldo. 2010. Perché obbedire al diritto?. Pisa: ETS.  
Shapiro, Scott. 2011. Legality. Cambridge (MA): Harvard University Press.   
Shiner, Roger. 1996. Law and Morality. In A Companion to Philosophy of Law and Legal Theory, 436-449. Ed. 

D. Patterson. Oxford: Blackwell.  



 25

Spaak, Torben. 2004. Legal Positivism and the Objectivity of Law. Analisi e diritto: 253-267. 
Summers, Robert. 1968. Legal Philosophy Today – An Introduction. In Essays in Legal Philosophy. Ed. R. 

Summers. Berkeley, University of California Press.  
Sunstein, Cass. 1996. Legal Reasoning and Political Conflict. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Tamanaha, Brian. 2007. The Contemporary Relevance of Legal Positivism. Australian Journal of Legal 

Philosophy 32: 1-38.  
Tarello, Giovanni. 1974. Diritto, enunciati, usi. Bologna: il Mulino. 
Villa, Vittorio. 2009. Inclusive Legal Positivism, Legal Interpretation, and Value-Judgments. Ratio Juris 22: 

110-27.  
Waldron, Jeremy. 1994. Vagueness in Law and Language: Some Philosophical Issues. California Law Review 

82: 509-540. 
Waldron, Jeremy. 1999a. All We Like Sheep. Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence 12: 169-186.  
Waldron, Jeremy. 1999b. Law and Disagreement, Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Waldron, Jeremy. 2001. Normative (or Ethical) Positivism. In Hart’s Postscript, 411-433. Ed. Jules Coleman. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press.  
Waldron, Jeremy. 2002. Legal and Political Philosophy. In The Oxford Handbook of Jurisprudence and 

Philosophy of Law, 352-381. Ed. Jules Coleman and Scott Shapiro. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Waldron, Jeremy. 2008. Do Judges Reason Morally?. In Expounding the Constitution, 38-64. Ed. Grant 

Huscroft. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Waldron, Jeremy. 2009. Refining the Question about Judges’ Moral Capacity. International Journal of 

Constitutional Law 7: 69-82. 
Waldron, Jeremy. 2010. Cruel, Inhuman and Degrading Treatment: The Words Themselves. In Jeremy 

Waldron, Torture, Terror, and Trade-Offs, 276-319. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010. 
Waluchow, Wil. 1994. Inclusive Legal Positivism, Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Waluchow, Wil. 1998. The Many Faces of Legal Positivism. University of Toronto Law Journal 48: 387-449. 
Waluchow, Wil. 2007. A Common Law Theory of Judicial Review. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Waluchow, Wil. 2008. Constitutional Morality and Bills of Rights. In Expounding the Constitution, 65-92. Ed. 

Grant Huscroft. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Waluchow, Wil. 2009. Four Concepts of Validity: Reflections on Inclusive and Exclusive Positivism. In The 

Rule of Recognition and the U.S. Constitution, 123-144. Ed. Matthew Adler and Kenneth E. Himma. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.   


