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Abstract:

In this study | examine the theory of essentiatiptested concepts by W.B. Gallie. Since
the publication of Gallie’s seminal article “Essaily Contested Concepts” (1956), the
theory of essentially contested concepts has redeawvide attention from the theorists of
surprising dissimilar positions. Disputes over thetual scope and intent of Gallie’s
original theory have sprung forth while other conmtagors have attempted to revise and
reinvent the theory so that the original insight @allie could be salvaged; some
researchers have rejected the project outright egumled. The evaluation of these
contributions, considerations and criticisms congptbe main bulk of the treatise.

The central question specifically addressed issdBallie’s notion lead to radical and
undesirable relativism not originally intended biynfa If that is shown to be the case, it
would have a detrimental effect on the motivation aationale to even have meaningful
definitional disputes over the concepts essent@lytested in the circumstances in which
no correct definition of socio-political concepssattainable in once-and-for-all sense.

I will argue for the view according to which Galkan, indeed, be seen to commit himself
to the problematic form of relativism although #@@biguity of his overall theory leaves
some room for interpretation. Nonetheless, | carsttie insight behind his theory to be
valuable and interesting to the extent that thepeta overhaul of the theory is in order.
For that purpose | propose an alternative way afceptualizing the phenomenon of
essential contestability as socially determinece Pphrvasiveness and intractability of the
socio-political debates involving central socioipohl concepts are now claimed as
having their source in the attempts of individualslefend and define the contours of their
respective forms of life with the use of the veam® concepts. These concepts are seen
central to the normative frameworks of persons lvesbto keep the integrity of their
identities as unified and stable as possible. Ttieception of transitional rationality
illustrated by Charles Taylor and Alasdair Macletylays a crucial role in making sense
of the rationality of conversion from one conceptido another in the situation
characterized by essential contestability.

Keywords: essentially contested concepts, conceptual caiéist, definitional disputes,
transitional rationality, identity, form of life.
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Tutkielmassani tarkastelen W.B. Gallien teoriaaepBaalisesti kiistettavista kasitteista.
Gallien vuonna 1956 julkaiseman merkittavan artikk&Essentially Contested Concepts”
jalkeen teoria essentiaalisesti kiistettavista tkéistd on saanut osakseen laajaa huomiota
keskenddn hyvinkin erilaisista l&htbkohdista asiahestyvilta teoreetikoilta. Gallien
alkuperaisen teorian tosiasiallista sovellutusgagarkoitusta koskevien kiistojen liséksi
jotkut kommentoijista ovat pyrkineet muuttamaamgalistamaan ko. teoriaa, jotta Gallien
alkuperéinen oivallus pystyttaisiin turvaamaamaimissa toiset tutkijat ovat tyrmanneet
koko projektin l&ahtékohdiltaan jo vaaraksi. Naidkontribuutioiden, huomautuksien ja
kritiikin arviointi ja esittely muodostaa suurimmasan tutkielman sisallosta.

Keskeisena kysymyksend, johon pyritddn erityisga8taamaan, on: johtaako Gallien
esittama kasitys radikaaliin ja epatoivottavaaatirglsmiin ilman hanen sitd alkuperaisesti
tarkoittamatta? Mikali tAhan johtopaattkseen pé&iityt silla olisi vahingollisia seurauksia
motivaatiolle ja jarkevyydelle kayda mielekkaitaisknja, joiden tarkoituksena on
maaritella essentiaalisesti Kkiistettavien kasi#taid merkityksid, olosuhteissa, joissa
yhdenk&&n sosiopoliittisen kasitteen maaritelmaéieia lopullisesti todeta oikeaksi.

Tulen argumentoimaan nakokulman, jonka mukaan &mliroidaan todellakin nahda
ajautuvan ongelmalliseen relativismiin, puolest@kka hanen teoriansa kaiken kaikkiaan
jattéaa jonkin verran tilaa tulkinnoille. Tasta hinohtta katson hanen teoriansa perustavan
oivalluksen olevan arvokas ja kiinnostava siina mmi&ettd kokonaisvaltainen teorian
tarkistus on paikallaan. Sen vuoksi ehdotan valittieen tavan kasitteellistaa
essentiaalinen  kiistanalaisuus  sosiaalisesti  ntg@eieksi.  Vaitteeni  mukaan
sosiopoliittisten debattien, jotka pitavat sisalésosiopoliittisten kasitteiden kayttdéa ja
arviointia, lapitunkevuus ja hankaluus nahdaan ageutuvan yksiléiden pyrkimyksista
puolustaa ja maaritellda elamanmuotojensa ja -tapajerajoja samaisia kasitteita
kayttdmalla. Nama kasitteet ovat keskeisia omantigettinsa eheyden sailyttamiseen
vakaasti pyrkivien henkildiden normatiivisille \ekehyksille. Charles Taylorin ja Alasdair
Maclintyren esittdma kasitys transitionaalisest@nailisuudesta on keskeisessa roolissa
kasityksen vaihtamisen selittdmiseksi tilanteesgata maarittda essentiaalinen
kiistanalaisuus.

Asiasanat: essentiaalisesti kiistettavat kasitteet, kaslitesr Kiistanalaisuus,
maaritelmékiistat, transitionaalinen rationaalisudentiteetti, elamantapa.



FOREWORD

It's a universal truth amongst university studdghts wrapping up the master’s thesis takes
an almost inhuman effort from its author. The samérue for this work which most
certainly has been a long time coming. A coupldimies | have written chapters after
chapters only to realize that the text on the staefar is substandard and the only real

option left is to throw it all away. One is onewio severest critic to be sure.

But now | have something acceptable on the papgra&eptable | mean that it is
somewhat interesting and not just a summation ef ilork done by authors clearly
cleverer than the writer. The work might still lleadow quality but at least it is something
to own up. That's a start. My sincere wish is ttheg motto | have chosen for this project

comes true eventually: It kind of makes sense wloenDO think about it.

There are lots of people to thank for. The presisedis is, in a more way than one, a result
of countless everyday discussions with various [gedfou know who you are. However,
special thanks go to my supervisor, Arto Laitinéor, his useful advice and, especially,
considerable patience with me. | also want to thamk parents for their mental and
material support throughout my studies. | couldmive done this without you. Most
importantly, | want to thank my wife, Anne, who hasendure my rants daily. Quite often,
her comment after my, usually tiresome, outburstlieen “it sounds reasonable when you
say it, but...” The force of the “but” can be ratlseerwhelming. Thank you, Anne, | hope

the contestation goes on till the end of our days.
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A philosopher once had the following dream.

First Aristotle appeared, and the philosopher saitlim, "Could you give me a fifteen-

minute capsule sketch of your entire philosophy8'tfile philosopher's surprise, Aristotle
gave him an excellent exposition in which he coraped an enormous amount of material
into a mere fifteen minutes. But then the philosaphaised a certain objection which

Aristotle couldn't answer. Confounded, Aristotlsappeared.

Then Plato appeared. The same thing happened agalrthe philosophers' objection to
Plato was the same as his objection to AristotlatoPalso couldn't answer it and

disappeared.

Then all the famous philosophers of history apparee-by-one and our philosopher

refuted every one with the same objection.

After the last philosopher vanished, our philosopsed to himself, "I know I'm asleep

and dreaming all this. Yet I've found a universgutation for all philosophical systems!
Tomorrow when | wake up, | will probably have fotggm it, and the world will really miss

something!" With an iron effort, the philosopherded himself to wake up, rush over to
his desk, and write down his universal refutatibhen he jumped back into bed with a
sigh of relief.

The next morning when he awoke, he went over taldsk to see what he had written. It

was, "That's whagousay."

(A joke found on the Internet, allegedly from RayrdoSmullyan,5000 B.C. and Other
Philosophical FantasiesSt. Martin's Press, 1983)



1. INTRODUCTION

The present thesis is divided in three main chaptewhich | examine the claim
that there exists a group of concepts central éoptiocess of making sense of the social
reality whose usage is often, if not always, corgrsial and, thus, contested. In chapter 2,
| examine the notion aéssentially contested concepi$ie phrasing was coined by Walter
Bryce Gallie in his essay, “Essentially Contestednégpts; which was originally
published in 1956. Since then his theory has reckivather broad attention from
philosophers and social scientists of surprisirgjgsimilar positions. The main point of
the theory of essentially contested concepts ishagitle implies, that there are disputes
about certain political or social concepts, thediss which are intractable and seemingly
endless. Although the same concept is at issuee thee various uses and criteria of
application of the concept that are evidently iredi conflict. No single use of the concept
can be set up as the correct or standard use émse ghat all participants involved in a
debate about the definition of the concept would,eeen could, arrive at the single
definition even if sufficient time and care woulé@ vested in conducting the debate.
Most of all, the dispute is not caused by “metaptatsafflictions” or deep-seated
psychological causés Despite the endlessness of contestation, theutdispan be
characterized as a genuine, not as a confused, one.

Thus, in chapter 2, | outline the theory of essdiyticontested concepts by
discussing seven basic conditions proposed byé&datlia case of each condition | present
applicable support and objections accordingly. Examination is restricted to points
made directly for or against Gallie’s original tingo However, some considerations
mentioned have broader connections to the issues thoroughly elaborated in Chapter
3. In these cases | refer to the following disausswith footnotes. The references to the
works of theorists directly criticizing or suppargi some or another part of Gallie’s theory
are the ones | deem most relevant. Although thasiires certain choices which could be
made otherwise | am confident that no glaring omiss are to be found. After having
gone through the seven conditions laid out by &athe rest of the chapter is dedicated to

a more general criticism levied against Gallie’sjgct that concerns his enterprise as a

! The advent of “unconscious” in the psychologidaidies of early to mid-20th century—most famously
illustrated by Sigmund Freud—was a new perspediivéook at background motivations of individuals
employing certain conceptual interpretations utisgtthe previous theories oriented around reabtamce,
Gallie’s theory of essentially contested conceptsloe seen as an attempt to salvage the philosdpiution

of practical reason then in jeopardy.
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whole. For the purposes of the present study thst motable issue revolves around the
guestion of whether Gallie’s theory commits oneselfadical and undesirable relativism,
and if so, for what reasons. | also discuss thatio#l of social particulars to the
phenomenon of essential contestability. The ladtia® of chapter 2 is reserved for various
remarks regarding the theory of essentially coatesbncepts which serve the purpose of
assessing the pros and cons of the theory critidallthis section | also introduce the main
question examined in the next chapter. However,attteal conclusions concerning the
plausibility of the essential contestability thesis general, are left at the very end of the
thesis. In the course of the chapter | will arghat tone can find redundant elements in
Gallie’s original theory as economical as it is. fglaver, the vocabulary used is quite
misleading—even straightforwardly confused—at tirdescting the focus of the reader to
unfruitful avenues. Standing on the shoulders ahtg makes one humble but there are
certain advantages as well which becomes evideahvlie criticism presented against the
theory over the years is appraised.

After preliminary examination of the theory of essally contested concepts, |
turn my attention to the phenomenon of essentiatestability hoping to provide the
rough outlines of a thesis of essential contestglthat is not susceptible to the criticism
levied against Gallie’s original theory. “The bigesgtion” of chapter 2 demanding for an
answer is to assess the nature of what is at stakervasive disputes between persons
favoring one interpretation of a concept over aapthhile disputing opposite definitions. |
put forward an argument connecting these disputeba humanly vital task of making
sense of the world and one’s particular place.iitfie focus is thus shifted from concepts
to persons using and interpreting the conceptshofijh Gallie did not advocate a
conception of essential contestability that dinetitiks the pervasive disputes—which are
reasonable despite the lack of one correct outcotoghe questions of personal identity, |
argue strongly for the need to make such a revisiloce it helps us also to understand the
rationality of conversion from one preferred view another when neither can be given
priority in absolute or objectively impartial seAs€he conception of rationality put forth
in the third chapter is of pragmatic and transiionharacter which will hopefully be
enough to satisfy the critics claiming that thestheof essential contestability leads
automatically to the vices of relativism or shoblkl denied as fallacious due to defeating

2 This requires moving away from the strict confimésGallie’s original theory while trying to devgiahe
notion of essential contestability further. Luckihe work of the scientific community in trying tmderstand
the issue hasn'’t ceased after Gallie, to make derstatement of gargantuan proportions.
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itself by self-reference. The heightened understandopefully achieved is a result of the
dialectical tension between the issues confrontet possible answers that can be given.
Needless to say, the conclusions | draw and thgctumes | make are highly contestable
as the general tone is much more speculative thanei previous chapter. It must also be
noted that not that much consideration is givendibernative perspectives as | rush to
establish the arguments needed for a viable th&€bes.general phenomenon of essential
contestability—the pervasiveness of disputes inmglvconcepts that are supposedly
essentially contested—is approached from the petispenot often employed while
discussing Gallie’s original theory, but as it s aften the case, few claims to originality
can be made.

Chapter 4 is, primarily, about the conclusionsardqg the plausibility of
Gallie’s original theory and its scope of applioatigiven the considerations and criticism
encountered in the course of the study. Althoutgave the final say about the “correct”
way to interpret Gallie’s original intentions toetlieader | will offer some rudimentary
outlines for the thesis of essential contestabilitgyself would consider fruitful starting
point for a further research. It is concluded, thia¢ should not treat or see the social and
political concepts, as such, essentially contestdllt to envision essential contestability
as emerging from complex relationships between lpewjith personal aspirations to make
sense of the world possibly overlapping with thpirasions of others in wider contexts
such as communities and traditions each defining) @efending the contours of their
respective forms of life. Needless to say, theseialy embedded persons with
commitments regularly encounter other people whamaloshare their preferred standards
of evaluation which results in more or less seriooisflicts in which the opposing parties
argue for the superiority (even in absolute se$dheir views while denying, possibly
vehemently, the notions of others. Instead of dlagnthe existence of some group of
concepts having certain characteristics rendetiegnt essentially contestable (and being
identifiable as such), the web of human relationghiw which identities are built,
sustained and altered given the particular circantss is seen as the locus of meaning
giving rise to various descriptions with differiagpraisals of significance. Although it is
not plausible to identify certain concepts as elaiewy for human understanding—that
kind of conjecture would certainly betray the am@i insight in implying conceptual

essentialism—it can be argued that it is more tpassible to identify some human



practices for which the existence of conflicts alsputes are necessary from our current
historical perspective and self-understanding

In the end of the chapter 4 | also outline sevetastanding questions for further
research. After all, the amount of work that cardbae within the practical restrictions of
the present study is limited and no claims of cahpnsiveness of examination are
warranted concerning the theoretical framework imclv essential contestability is seen as
resulting from the interplay between personal idiest and respective normative
frameworks. Most of these open questions are exainin another study, “Essential
Contestability, Identity and Argumentation” (Penear2012j, but a quick look on some
relevant considerations is in order. As it turng, tluere are a healthy lot of questions and
problematics to consider further, a fact not rerabhk surprising considering that one is
dealing with the matters of practical reasoning lamchan condition.

The general method used in this research is famtitiaphilosophers of every
stripe. | start by an account regarding certainnphgnon—in this case the essential
contestability as it is laid by W.B. Gallie—and &z it in the light of various
contributions for and against it. | try to find senoutstanding issues not answerable
straightaway through the material at hand. Conggyel widen the examination in
respect of what | deem questionable and worth éurtmalysis by bringing still more
notions and theories to the table. By positionihg tifferent conceptions in relation to
each other | will try to clarify the original issue question. Hopefully, in the end, the
thesis provides a better understanding of the iaadevarious problematics associated with
it. If I end up stating the obvious | hope, at teas have done it in a way which brings
different outlooks and positions together. My meti in short, dialectical.

I’'m not interested in who is right and who is wroalthough some observations of

the sort are made from time to time throughoutthtesis. What | am really occupied with

® Political discourse and inquiry, for instance,raeie be this kind of practices (although, in thaufa, it is
possible that the collective mentality changesia tespect). It is worth noting that the politici$course or
vocabulary as a whole is not essentialyntestabledespite the opposite claims made by some notable
theorists; it is only within such discourse andaticee connected to the self-understanding andfdifess of
actual embedded persons that we can perceive edsnttestability and make some sense of it. T9s8e

is discussed in “Essential Contestability, Idengéibd Argumentation” (Pennanen 2012) more extensivel

4 Although the present study can be read separdeln “Essential Contestability, Identity and
Argumentation” its purpose is to provide a staytpoint for further research on the issues reltdezksential
contestability. By that | do not mean to downplhg significance of the arguments established liedegd,

if it is to be shown that the central observatioamely the conjecture that the phenomenon of dasent
contestability should be viewed as socially deteadi instead of seeing the source of seemingly esdle
socio-political disputes in certain characteristésome specific group of concepts, presentetienpresent
thesis is seriously flawed, the rationale of thespective embraced later on is jeopardized.
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is what essential contestability as a supposedigaapable phenomenon tells us about the
relation between man and the world. Besides thaesdat lofty goal | hope to answer the
following, more specific, questions: 1) does théaroof essentially contested concepts by
Gallie lead to an undesirable relativism; 2) caneven conceive a contestation with no
end in sight as rational; and 3) is there a bettey to characterize the elementary reasons
for the phenomenon of essential contestabilityhdlgh some of the general issues | have
with the theory advocated by Gallie have alreadgnbeeferred to | feel it best to refrain
from making any further remarks on the matter fmwn

Throughout the text | will employ the terms ‘sotiahd ‘political’ as practically
interchangeable when referring to the group of epte | am concerned with in the study.
Every social concept can be politicized and eveilitipal concepfper seis surely a social
one in some respect. It's worth noting that | do inolude adjectives ‘moral’ and ‘ethical’
in this grouping although a case can be made tiegt tlo not differ from ‘social’ and
‘political’ in any relevant sense. The reason fus tstems from the apparent phenomenon
that in everyday speech situations ‘moral’ anditgth are most often used in a much more
objectivistic sense or perhaps as demanding “dbgcstatus” on the part of their
interpreters and users. Since the (personally)epexd modality of the concept has an
impact on how a person uses the concept it mighttelsé to keep these groups separate at
least for the time being. Also, during the courgéhe study a reader encounters a prolific
usage of terms ‘ambiguous’ and ‘vague’. | am awhat these terms have their established
analytical uses in describing certain problematrben trying to define the meaning of the
terms or concepts but | use them usually as commadjectives to describe an
indeterminate and fuzzy character of social andtipal concepts in a sense that they
appear as such to their users and interpretersn\Wigeanalytical use is meant by either
term it is accompanied with a clarification “in st sense®.

Despite certain indisputable misgivings of “EssalhtiContested Concepts” it is
an article well suited for reappraisal bespeakinghanest attempt to gain further insight
into matters of most ordinary kind. At the time it publication there still prevailed a

definite rupture between “the old order” of posgig and “the new generation” of

® For the excelleny summary of the analytical défezes between these terms, ¥egueness in Law and
Language: Some Philosophical Issif@galdron 1994).
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linguistically oriented theorists It is an interesting formulation of a position &n
interesting period in the social sciences, one lwban still help to elucidate certain central
issues of the social scientific research. Gall@'ginal theory can be seen as a direct
descendant of the late Wittgensteinian ordinarguage theory, and as such particularly
opposed to essentialism in conceptual usage, évemih his preferred vocabulary differs
from that of Wittgensteih Gallie argues for the view that there are sevessls and
criteria of concept’s application in direct confli;y the case of essentially contested
concept which can be seen to mean in Wittgenstégnmainology that each particular use
is embedded in a language game or a form of libe.Gallie, these concepts have “no one
clearly definable general use... which can be sedsufhe correct or standard use” (Gallie
1956a: 168). Because of these Wittgensteinian raoystheory of essential contestability
treats conceptual essentialism with suspicion whidwever, is not supposed to commit
oneself to the radical relativism despite the thet some (post-modernist) theorists have
indeed embraced rather radical position concernireg ability to define concepts by
attaching meanings to them for similar reasons.

The notion of essentially contested concepts ha®rbe an integral part of

professional know-how of political theorists, esp#g in Anglo-American traditiofi

® The 20th century heralded the rise of phenomenoésgwell which can be seen as a natural reaatian t
changed perceptions about a human subject, idardyexistential status of “being in the world"wias no
longer considered plausible to try to picture ttaldas it objectively exists outside a framewofkhaman
understanding. The apparent failure of the posiivboth in the social sciences and in the philogagh
language has promoted more subjective understamdingman endeavors in general. Academic researcher
have become well aware of the intertwined connackietween facts and theories i.e. a theory caneot b
separated from its object, thus, it cannot be derdeas giving us neutral or value-free knowledge o
understanding. As far as concepts themselves areenwed, it has been argued that one cannot separat
descriptive element from a normative concept, thwsflating the fact/value distinction. That disdossis

still mostly undecided and is not included in thesent thesis despite its significance.

" | find the reasons illustrated by Andrew Vincembee convincing in this regard (cf. Vincent 2004).

8 In Finland, the discussion concerning the topis heen very limited, at least by Finnish authossfaa as |
know. Few articles in which the issue has beenudsed to some extent have been published in
Redescriptions: yearbook of political thought, cepttial history and feminist theorallie has earned some
brief mentions in couple of master’s theses andsawtion in a dissertation whose title is, not saipgly,
“Uusi perustuslakikontrolli” (Lavapuro 2010; Endiistranslation for the title would be “The New
Constitution Control”). It is indeed the context @fnstitution interpretation in which Gallie's idehave
been made known by Ronald Dworkin and Jeremy Waldiar instance. For those wishing to translate the
term “essentially contested concept” to Finnisltah offer a couple of points why | personally fatbe
translation “essentiaalisesti kiistettava kasitEitst, | am aware that “essentiaalisesti” is an aad
translation but it serves its purpose for conneéatireasons. Another good candidate would be
“perustavanlaatuisesti” but | have rejected thatalbse of the need to emphasissentia or the aspect of
essence. What comes to “kiistettava”, it is usesteind of “kiistanalainen” because of the needdoktithe
issue related to the differentiation between “cetetd” and “contestable”, the distinction that i n@ade by
Gallie himself—although, as | will argue for in th&udy, the proper terminological use would be
“contestable” (Fin. “kiistanalainen”) to refer thet type of concepts Gallie is evidently meaninggémeral
characterizations of the issue the term “kiistaingla’ is not objectionable, in my opinion. Then iga
“kiistettava” is preferred over “kiistetty”. The ason for that stems from the need to highlight dbéve

~8~



Nowadays, it is commonplace to start a discussomutapractically any social or political
concept by referring to Gallie’s original essayfiast often claiming that this or that
concept is essentially contested. Andrew Vincemwt, instance, has remarked that
“(E)ssential contestability... has not so much begecdted or refuted as subsumed into the
subconscious of political studies. It now simplyops up’ as a relative background
commonplace of vocabulary that students of poliace expected to know something
about” (Vincent 2004: 108). The number of this kioidreferences (especially in social
sciences) to Gallie is staggerindlaturally, the opinions about the impact and ingmace

of the original conception are divided but oftetedi direct influences include Ronald
Dworkin’s (1977a)° discussion of the contested concept and competomgeption

phenomenon, H.L.A. Hart’'s (1961) treatment of jgestand, most famously, the distinction

nature of the dispute. “Késite” is a somewhat obsidranslation although one could use “k&sitys” mvhe
referring to a situation in which one conceptioraafoncept is contested, perhaps even essentially.

® Jeremy Waldron points out that in the law revigerature, especially, "the use of the term haswild,
with “essentially contested” meaning something Itkery hotly contested, with no resolution in siht
(2002: 148-9) identifying 43 terms that have beescdbed as “essentially contested” (ibid. fn.3tually,
the comprehensive list of all suggestions madedwjab scientists would be much longer with new t&rm
being included in the group all the time. It woldd non-sensical to list all concepts that are ssipqly
essentially contested. There is more than a grfairuth in the assertion made by Eugene Garverrdoug
to which "it [the term ’essentially contested coptiehas been theorized about more than used, grebigul
to more often than thought about” (Garver 1990:, 2ZFhckets added). It seems that “essentially stede
concept” has become a catch phrase to be incluatetthd purpose of giving certain credibility toesearch
that starts by noting that there are lots of déferinterpretations resulting in various descripgi@oncerning
the issue i.e. the term is commonly used in a rezes|tial sense to simply state that there are weagk of
interpreting the matter. Although the purpose of tn@atise is not to wage war against this kind ¥, ut is
interesting to see how the matter turns out to r vahat would be the correct and reasonable ugheof
term.

19 For the distinction between concept and conceptiad about concepts admitting competing concegtion
see (Dworkin 1977a: 103; 134-36; 226-227). Alse $6uest 1991: 35-36) for the relation between
Dworkin’s and Hart’s interpretations of Gallie’siginal thesis. Michael Stokes (2007) has outlinexbaple

of noteworthy intersections and differences betw&allie and Dworkin concerning the rationality of
conversion from one conception to another and thssipility of best conception instead of correct
conception (in once-and-for-all- manner) that aggainly interesting and important in more sensmtbne
but it is not possible to evaluate these mattethiwithe scope of the present study. For thosedsted in
Dworkin’s theoretical framework and preferred temology | recommend his textio Right Answer?
(1977b).
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between a concept and a conception employed by Ralwis (1971: see esp. 5; 198)
Andrew Vincent (2004) sees a somewhat straightfoiw@ntinuum between ordinary
language theories and essential contestability,tte one hand, and later theories
attempting to recover normative and justificatoppere of political philosophy that could
overcome the relativist tendencies of essentiatestability. “Essential contestability was
thus thehors d’'oeuvresto the substantial main course of the concept, hwialthough
initially internally contested, could be finallys@ved within a normative theory. Thus,
classical normative theometurned again anointed with analytical oil” (ibid. 138) In
Gallie’s original argument, the confusion about¢beacept’s status as shared is avoided by
reference to commonly accepted ‘exemplar’ whicbved the meaningfulness of debates.
This exemplar was easy to interpret ahistoricalycammon core held by the concepts
such as ‘justice’. Now the matter became to what dtommon core exactly is. (see also
Vincent 2004: 132-133).

Before moving forward, a couple of preliminary reksgaabout what this study is
not about should be made. First of all, the coriardietween socio-political concepts and
‘ideologies’ is not assessed here although theceriwin similarity between subscribing to
an ideology and having a stance concerning annésdig contested’ concept Secondly,
many important linguistic issues of mostly analgticoncern are not included in the study.

For instance, | am not interested in analyzing tawextent the phenomenon may be due

1t is worth noting that | am not interested in tiation between a concept and a conception, ¢hen
technical use of that distinction with various oemsences and problematics. For the discussionsehéal
contestability specifically in relation to concemthception distinction, see Mark Edward Criley’'s
dissertation about the subject (Criley 2007). Iditon, although the distinction between a concapd a
conception by Rawls is often seen as being diréatlyenced by Gallie’s theory, the similaritiesapproach

do not stop there. ldustice as Fairness: Political not Metaphysi¢a985) Rawls articulates the matter in the
following way: “...the conception of citizens as fread equal persons, need not involve, so | believe,
questions of philosophical psychology or a metaaysloctrine of the nature of the self” (ibid. 230.
Despite the fact that this particular phrasingriacfically identical with Gallie’s position (Galli#956a: 169)

it has been overlooked by the commentators. To Rae&ls’'s normative philosophy as resting on the
framework resembling that of Gallie could help taswer the question why Rawls himself has always
rejected the notion that the conception of jusficesented iMheory of Justicshould be seen as grounded
on a metaphysical notion. One could then view Ravassertion of “the fact of pluralism” as a direesult

of a general notion of essential contestability.

12 Nowadays many political theorists see, to a lagent, the study of political theory as the exaation of
the political concepts used. That goes to say ttatprimary interest is in political inquiry, nat actual
political institutions and practices. Even wideogp of researchers posit language as a constitfigratlitics
and/or politics as the constituent of language uAlty, after the linguistic turn in the 20th centune would
be hard-pressed to find even a single influentiabtist not embracing the central place of languagbe
formation of the phenomenon we simply call ‘pobticEven if the emphasis put on different aspedts o
language varies, it is not uncommon at all to camess political handbooks explaining what the epte
used in politics aractually all aboutwhich can be seen as an echo of the normativizatigolitical theory.

13 For those interested in this kind of approach lulddorecommend Michael Freedendeologies and
Political Theory: A Conceptual Approa¢h996).
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to semantic indeterminacy of concepts used in earypolitical languagé Thirdly,
throughout the thesis | try to avoid of connectasgential contestability to a certain theory
of meta-ethical nature. In that vein, | also tryréonain as neutral as possible concerning
the ethical implications of a thesis of essent@htestability regarding “the right way of
arguing for one’s views” in debates having no clessolution in sight. Naturallyprima

faciejudgments, in that regard, could be made but tlvatldvbe a matter for another study.

4 Naturally, one cannot escape linguistic concerhemthe primary attention is on ordinary languadere
is, however, reason to believe that phrasing ofgsee in linguistic terms does not provide us aithinsight
of special status. One can argue that all supppsestientially contested concepts (as terms) aneahyre
polysemous, but since there is no definitive tesilable to determine its status as such withawcaurse to
speaker’s judgments about relatedness we havekddo an answer elsewhere.
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2. ESSENTIALLY CONTESTED CONCEPTS

To start with, let us consider some common concgpteerally used in social
sciences and political philosophy: justice, demogréreedom and power. These concepts
are vague, ambiguous and general in nature i.g.dhe sort of major concepts that gain
their specific content in reference to wide arraly ather concepts and empirical
considerations. Due to their ambiguous nature tleep®nstant debate about their proper
use and meaning. One could say that a contestattittese concepts is a consequence of a
failure to specify the relationship between ‘terrahd ‘meaning’ bringing about
straightforward confusion in their proper applioati Needless to say, sometimes
researchers employ the concepts inconsistenthaibtd grasp the definitions formulated
by other theorists. In this case, the confusioquaestion is quite easily resolvable. Given
sufficient amount of time and good will the sciéinticommunity will arrive at correct
definitions of these pesky concepts enabling moleeent research and setting new bright
era in a study of social sciences.

However, the apparent failure of positivist socsience hints us of other
possibilities. What if the concepts in questionéaome unique characteristics rendering
the meaning of the concepts, if not incompreheasithlen at least contestable in such a
degree that an uncovering of the one ‘correct’ mmeais not possible at all? Three distinct
possibilities emerge at once: either the conceptatlre of the concepts as linguistic terms
referring to some vague socio-political phenomensuch that the proper understanding of
meaning is not even logically conceivable; obscphenomena to which social and
political concepts are referring are by their natsuch that a satisfying human consensus
based on the correct understanding is unattainablen interpretation of a concept is
coloured or even slanted by some reason traceadle to an interpreter. Thus, the big
question is “what is the source of contestability?”

Notwithstanding the often likely confusion aboug groper relationship between
a term and its meaning, the third possibility (o€ bnes listed above) focuses attention to
strong normative valence associated with the kifidcancepts like ‘democracy’ or
‘justice’. This normative valence, combined witthet relevant considerations, causes the
users to champion a particular use or interpreta®opposed to other “wrong” alternative
interpretations of concept favoured by other uskisy informed the users are seems to
play practically no role in the issue since acaderasearchers as well as “laymen” act

alike in this respect more often than not. Evetinére’s a difference, | would dare to say,
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the academicians are less likely to be convincedhefviews opposing their own. In
practical life people often regard this kind ofatjseement as a conflict of interests or
tastes. Reasons given by opposing parties aresteanas psychological rationalizations of
private interests which can be viewed as somewltatimmmensurable. When philosophers
and researchers of social sciences, who persishamtaining that there is a proper
definition, meaning or application for a term, hgicbfoundly differing views it is usually
taken to be a sign of a deep-seated differencengtaphysical and/or epistemological)
worldviews or perspectives. And usually for goodsens, | should add. Apart from this,
even after the realization that the disagreemenbidikely to be resolvable the debaters,
academicians or laymen, in their respective treadoatinue to insist that their own use is
the correct one instead of trying to work out tleebal disagreement. But is it just a matter
of verbal disagreement or something more profound?

Consider disagreements about ‘democracy’. In Westecieties, democracy and
democratic government are widely considered astipesihings helping to bring about
positive ethical and political consequences inetyaef the democratic society in question
is truly organized by theight standards paying homage to twerectinterpretation of the
democratic ideal. In fact, the positive normativ@lence associated to the concept of
democracy is so great and widely acknowledged tle&ateived deficiencies in the
government of the particular society are not uguhlbught as a failure of democrapgr
sebut as a wrong application and/or interpretatifrthe democratic ide&l This leaves
room for various political parties and interestugrs to advocate issues they consider as
important by contesting the proper definition othdocracy’ itself. As Russell Hanson

(1985) has characterized the situation:

“The struggle to control the definition or meanimigdemocracy in order
to legitimate (or criticize) institutions and prigets “in the name of
democracy” is, therefore, one of the most importesuects of American
[and World] political history—one that is triviakzd by objectivist
accounts that focus on progress toward some trstosical ideal of
democracy” (Hanson 1985, 5-6, brackets added).

Curiously enough, the contestation of ‘democrarygveryday politics as well as

in academic discussions, often takes the form gdealing to a particular ideal of

15 Amartya Sen, for instance, maintains that demgcisiand should be viewed as a universal valu@ath
“(T)he idea of democracy as a universal commitnigifuite new, and it is quintessentially a procafcthe
twentieth century” (Sen 1999: 4). Whether Sen’snclean actually be maintained is not relevant lzereve
are interested specifically in the question of hbe democracy is viewed as something more thareie
regime (cf. Sen 1999).
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democracy which is seen authoritative and at leastewhat transhistorical. It is surprising
how often, in everyday discussions about the cormezaning of democracy, one or more
participants turn to view Athens in Ancient Greexesetting “base line” for democratic
participatiort® despite an apparent anachronism. | do not meanpty that the concept of
democracy is transhistorical, quite the contrang,ib the process of arguing for one’s held
convictions the exemplary cases are often invokad r@cognized as giving assertions
argumentative force. Strikingly, various interesbuyps and political parties use and refer
to the same exemplary cases in order to valida& twn views which can be hugely
dissimilar with the views of other disputants bgithactual content. While acknowledging
the value of democracy as positive and worth stguvior the disputants differ over the
relevance and import of the criteria commonly agged to it. For example, which is more
important, a direct participation in an actualisetiof political agenda or guaranteeing the
representation of citizens’ interests in decisioamking proceduré$? Especially, when
considering other socio-political concepts such‘jastice’ along with relevancy and
import of various criteria associated to it, it seethat the ensuing dispute between the
persons of opposing views is intractable in a sémakit seems to be unresolvable due to
differing values held by the participants as “oiding”, or even as incommensuralile
The situation here is starkly different from thatnatural sciences where differing views
are due to varying methods of experimentationgdoe to general epistemological reasons.
What is important is not the possibility or plaukiip of demarcation between natural and
human sciences but our common assumption thatigdbke of latter we deal most notably
with values generating different perspectives,gbespectives which in themselves are not
easily articulable. Can it be so that the conceptsuman sciences ane principle open to

endless contestation?

' This seems to be true at least in the EuropeatexbrHowever, other societies may have some other
“prime examples” which are often referred as is ¢hse with citizens of the United States who cormignon
refer to the intentions of the Founding Fatherstanthe constitution.

" Milja Kurki has discussed the contestability oerdocracy’ from the specific view point of democracy
promotion in her article “Democracy and Concept@dntestability: Reconsidering Conceptions of
Democracy in Democracy Promotion” (Kurki 2010). eShlso links the issue directly to essential
contestability although the theoretical underpigsiof the notion are not examined with the depided.
Nonetheless, her article serves as a good sumniaifferent ways ‘democracy’ is nowadays interptete
theoretically.

'8t is worth remarking that my purpose is not wt resolve or clarify the various problematicsasated
with value pluralism. Nonetheless, since | hopasayg something meaningful about the intractabilityhe
debates involving ambiguous social and politicahampts, a pluralistic point of view is necessarygl an
unavoidable.

~14 ~



Walter Bryce Gallie (1912-1998) introduced the iddaessentially contested
concepts’ in 1958 to address these issues. His article offers aticégefinition in form
of seven basic conditions for identifying and ustiending the nature of elusive social and
political concepts like ‘democracy’. The notion ‘eésentially contested concept’, coined
by Gallie, has been widely influential ever sinds.is the case with many notable theorists
Gallie has gained some followers but even morécsriln my opinion, Gallie’s notion is
interesting as it sheds light to philosophical digg in general and points to rather
surprising avenues not presumably intended by Mgnmain purpose in this chapter is to
outline the original view championed by Gallie awndconfront his theory with the most
notably criticism leveled against it during thetlaslf a century. It hopefully becomes
evident that although his general outlook to esakyptcontested concepts is reasonable
there remain several matters to be clarified amdespoints where the theory needs to be
augmented. Perhaps the most pressing question tasked is whether the approach
outlined by Gallie encourages undesirable concéptlativism? What exactly is the value
of his contribution? Does it provide necessaryddol understanding and analyzing social
concepts or does its value lie elsewhere?

The nature of pervasive disputes involving ambigusacio-political concepts
needgo be explainedeitherin terms of psychological causesr metaphysical afflictions

to use Gallie’s expression.

“...there are disputes... ... which are perfectly genuinbkich although

not resolvable by argument of any kind, are needetis sustained by
perfectly respectable arguments and evidence. iEhighat | mean by
saying that there are concepts which are essgntiaiitested, concepts
the proper use of which inevitably involves endldsputes about their
proper uses on the part of their users” (GallieGE93.69).

Gallie’s focus is on the normative character ofiagoand political concepts. He
offers seven different but overlapping conditionisickh provide a basis for exploring the
nature of these concepts. The conditions are:h@)doncept must beappraisivein the
sense that it signifies or accredits some kind afued achievement”, (ll) “this
achievement must be of an internally complex charaéor all that its worth is attributed

to it as a whole”, (lll) “the accredited achieverheninitially variously describable”, (1V)

P¥w. B. Gallie, “Essentially contested concepts” (@8p Gallie applies the idea in “Art as an Essdgtia
Contested Concept” (1956b) and some further refammare included in his subsequent bdekijosophy
and Historical Understandin¢1964). However, neither of the latter two prowdeconclusive perspective to
the original issue presented in “Essentially caegsoncepts”.
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“the concept of any such achievement [is] “opentlvaracter”, (V) reciprocal recognition
of their contested character among contending ggrtito use an essentially contested
concept means to use it both aggressively and sigty’ (VI) “the derivation of any
such concept from an original exemplar” that carséiel to anchor conceptual meaning,
and (VII) “the claim that the continuous competitifor acknowledgement as between the
contestant users of the concept, enables the aligiRemplar's achievement to be
sustained and/or developed in optimum fashion”. Tirs four characteristics are “the
most important necessary conditions to which arsemsally contested concept must
comply”. Conditions (I) to (V) give “formally defing conditions of essential
contestedness. But they fail to distinguish theeeally contested concept from the kind
of concept which can be shown... ... to be radicallyfesed.” For that purpose conditions
(V1) and (VII) must be included. (Gallie 1956a; 171-2, 180.)

In following sections | will clarify in greater dat the exact nature of the
preceding conditions of essentially contested cptsceOver the course of years many
commentators have augmented, criticized and sorastiitatly rejected Gallie’s original
views™, | will take these different notions into consiaéon and evaluate their theoretical
soundness compared to Gallie’s original notionthA& same time my personal viewpoint
on the subject begins creep into the fore. My itidenis to summarize points presented

earlier and to assess the points in need of fughmidation view in section 2.9.

2.1 Condition I: Appraisive character

The essentially contested concept apgraisivein the sense that it signifies or
accredits some kind of valued achievement” (Gdl8&6a: 171). In “Art as an Essentially
Contested Concept” Gallie also uses the expresaidnevement word’ to describe the

term that refers to the concept (Gallie 1956b: 189y example, the concept of democracy

20 |f the concept in question is a "confused conce2 dispute involving the concept can be charaete
asmerely verbali.e. it is resolvable at least to some degree diyceptual reframing which unmasks the
apparent confusion and leads to conceptual clatifin. Different strategies can be employed to wsknibe
verbal nature of the dispute. For insightful anilysf verbal disputes, see Chalmers (2011). Howet/és
not enough to simply state that the essentiallyesiad concepts are not confused concepts. | havessed
this matter in length elsewhere (Pennanen 2012).

2L A rather extensive summary of positions held byiotss commentators can be found in “Essentially
contested concepts: Debates and applicatialmsitnal of Political Ideologie§October 2006), Vol. 11, Issue
3, 211-246 by Collier, Hidalgo and Maciuceanu.r tibe other hand, concentrate on the issue aetta of
philosophical arguments for the theory and regerdamewhat abstract implications for practicalgsdaphy
and social sciences as a whole. However, to gktaa basic picture of various positions about thigjexct of
essentially contested concepts their article is@ty the most compact one.
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“has steadily established itself #®e appraisive political concegtar excellence (Gallie
1956a: 184). Thus, Gallie means the expressioni¢aement word” in a quite literal
sense: in the case of ‘democracy’ the point istatesthat democracy is something people
tend to see as worth aspiring to—for its benefipehgmatic effects on society, for
example. Indeed, he is right to point out that wigiging major policy decision the
primary question often is: is it democratic? Denaogris nowadays seen—at least from
the Western point of view—as a worthy goal of aietycto aspire to, or as ‘a valued
achievement®. Whether one values democracy for itself or beeaiishas valuable
consequences seems to play no significant roleaiie theoretical framewofR It is
simply something that is valued.

The basic point made by Gallie is widely acknowkedigas valid among
commentators. Positive normative valence attachesbie social and political concepts
seems to play key role in setting the scene fquudes about the proper meaning of these
concepts. Some serious omissions, however, aredfolio begin with, in “Essentially
Contested Concepts’and in subsequent works thereafter, Gallie does cover the
possibility of negative valuation of appraisive cepts at all. It's doubtful whether he
would have objected to it. Be that as it may, #me pretty clear that many appraisive
concepts are also used to ascribe negative vatuadiosomething or someone. Gallie
himself seems to be pointing in that direction wisaying that “to use an essentially
contested concept means to use it both aggressanelydefensively” (a part of condition
V). Consider the label ‘liberal’ in the United Stattoday. Whether one uses the term to
ascribe positive or negative valuation to a persora practice (or policy) appears to

2 Throughout centuries the meaning of democracyshéfsed notably. According to Buchstein and Jorke
(2007) ‘democracy’ was a negative concept in theoties of many classical thinkers. “This negatigage
continued uninterrupted from the Middle Ages to mdtimes... ... positive connotation became gradually
accepted after the French Revolution... Today thestt@n to a positive concept is complete, at least
western societies and the concept has developedaintategory of self-description in global politica
disputes.” (Buchstein and Jorke 2007: 183-4.) Matl@areven (2009) asserts that democracy “seems to b
recognized as a universal normative concept, iitigolas well as in mainstream political scienc&téven
2009: 83).

% The achievement referred to is of an internallnptex character, “for all that its worth is attrtbd to it as

a whole” (Gallie 1956a: 171-2). With that assertion mind, | interpret Gallie as making a rather
commonsensical point: the conflict between disputdra definition of a concept results in conflisthen
disputants actually value some achievement andydisaabout the definition of the concept denotimaf t
achievement because other definitions, when acdepteuld lessen the perceived value of the achievem
whatever the reasons behind that valuation arthidfsounds a bit odd or too complicated considetire
fact that Gallie is supposedly listing sowtgaracteristics of concept have to concur with that assessment.
However, | have to ask the reader to be patientveaiti until all conditions proposed by Gallie haveen
examined.
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depend solely on a normative framework of a perssing the term. Naturally, there are
lots of similar terms used in a similar way (e@prhmunist’, ‘feminist’, ‘neo-liberal’ etc.).

Newton Garver (Garver 1988) suggests an alterndine of thought which
admittedly fits better with Gallie’s original visicabout essentially contested concepts. He
extends the idea of essential contestability tolénce’. This way he tries to illustrate that
a concept like ‘violence’ fulfills the criteria lhiby Gallie with one exception: the appraisal
is strongly negative. Whereas in a concept likstige’ a valuation seems to be practically
always positive, ‘violence’ rouses a sense of negataluation as nearly as often—or it
needs to be coupled with a term that reverses @animg forming often rather bizarre
combinations like ‘justified violence’ (distinguist from ‘necessary violence’ ef¢.)

Secondly, although Gallie pretty extensively covdes normative dimensions of
the essentially contested concepts he doesn’tathplpoint out that to use an essentially
contested concept is at the same time to ascribe W@ a referred object and to describe it.
This is a view point stressed by William Connelligssentially contested concepts... ... are
typically appraisivein that to call something a 'work of art' or a 'd@&macy’ is both to
describe it and to ascribe a value to it or exprssommitment with respect to it"
(Connolly 1993: 22). Connolly goes on to assert ttadescribe a situation is not to name
something, but to characterize it... A descriptim@s not refer to data or elements that are
bound together merely on the basis of similariideering in thembut to describe is to
characterize a situation from the vantage point a&rtain interests, purposes, or
standards (ibid. 22—-3). This notion of relation between esdription and an appraisal of a
concept needs further clarification. Connolly’s ception, if found reasonable, has a
serious impact on the traditional way of seeingahieceptual gramm@t

Michael Freeden (1996) has a similar point in miriten he states that “concepts
may have empirically describable and observablepomants that mayn addition be
conceived of as desirable and thus become valde€eden 1996, 56). Freeden also
argues that Gallie collapses two meanings of ‘apwe&l into one without differentiating

an intension of a concept from an extension of rcept. (Freeden 1996: 56—7.) On the

24 For example, Eric Reitan (Reitan 2001) applies rihion of essential contestability to the concept
‘rape’ in his article “Rape as an Essentially Csted Concept”.

% Or as Charles Taylor has observed in “Interprematnd the Sciences of the Man” (Taylor 1985),
challenging the distinction between “evaluativetlddescriptive” can be seen as a refutation ofitiaahl
empiricism. In general, the matter of fact/valustidction an the notion of “disentanglement” by ind
Williams (1985) is not discussed in my treatise.
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face of it, Freeden seems to be right. The mattexamined in section 2.7 when the actual
scope and application of Gallie’s theory is takeder scrutiny more closely.

2.2 Conditions Il and III: Internal complexity and diverse describability

The first condition stated that an essentially ested concept “signifies or
accredits some kind of valued achievement”. Themsgcondition set by Gallie stipulates
that “this achievement must be of an internally ptar character, for all that its worth is
attributed to it as a whole”. From the second cbowliit follows that “the accredited
achievement igitially variously describable.” (Gallie 1956a: 171-2.) #asy to see that
the conditions (Il) and (lll) are tightly interrééal. Gallie himself presents these two
conditions together when discussing the concedeofocracy (ibid. 184).

For an essentially contested concept to be intgroamplex means roughly that
the concept consists of various, often overlappiriterie?®. This becomes clear when
Gallie applies his theoretical framework to ‘denamyr’. “The concept of democracy
which we are discussing is internally complex irnctsua way that any democratic
achievement (or programme) admits of a variety e@dcdiptions in which its different
aspects are graded in different orders of impodarfibid. 184). For example, to call
something ‘political’ or part of ‘politics’ could pan a lot of things depending on the
criteria given to it. Policies backed by a legaihawity are usually regarded as political. On
the other hand, we often consider motives behinid aod decisions as political;, a
politician downplaying his previously stated pasition cutting farming subsidies, while
trying to gather the support of farmers, can be saiact politically. Therefore we don’t
consider traffic control exercised by the policeaapolitical act even if its legitimacy is

based on legally binding decisions made by govemintéowever, if the traffic control in

% Some commentators refer to the seven basic conditiet by Gallie as “criteria’. For the sake @frity my
usage of ‘criteria’ refers to the content of a captc(or to a content of a conception of a concept)the
substantive content given to a concept or its &dgents’. Nevertheless, | should point out thatdheice is
not simply terminological. William Connolly (1998evelops Gallie’s original vision further in higrms of
Political Discourse He introduces the notion of ‘cluster concept'describe the internal complexity of
essentially contested concepts more preciselylarsdratively. A cluster concept is a concept tbansists of
several different, yet often overlapping, critetiea arguing that this kind of extension of theginal theory
follows it very closely in spirit if not in termilogy. While applying the first five conditions tashinitial
artificial example of “championship”, Gallie use&et terms like “features” or “component parts”
distinguishing them from "descriptions of total Wt So “there is nothing absurd or contradictanyainy
one of a number of possible rival descriptionstsftotal worth, one such description setting itmmponent
parts or features in one order of importance, arsdsetting them in a second order, and so on”ligzal
1956a: 172).
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guestion (and subsequently imposed fines) wouldolaposefully targeted against the
political opponents of Home Secretary, the actiaken by the police would be seen as a
political harassment. Naturally, there are variaierent criteria for ‘political’ like
publicity, range of influence, and the extent taskhdecision outcomes affect the interests
or values of particular segments of population. Tike offered here is by no means
exhaustive.

The third condition, diverse describability, reféosan actual situation in which
the criteria of internally complex concepts areenfranked in an order of importance.
Spokespersons of multinational companies, for exampsually emphasize the notion
according to which only those holding positionslegal authority should be taken into
account as political actors while different non-gomymental organizations frequently
demand for more political responsibility of the qmenies arguing that actions taken by
them affect interests of particular population riegdy. Some criteria like “range of
influence” and “the extent to which outcomes ofi@ttaffect people’s interests” are
relative and their position in the ranking ordercateria can vary accordingly in different
situations and contexts. It should be noted as tlvatlan absence of one or more criteria of
a given concept does not necessarily make the poficeaningless” (or in the case of
politics, “apolitical”). For example, William Conflg contends that "..we must treat
politics as a cluster concept to which a broad eavfgeriteria apply; any large set of these
criteria grouped together in a particular act aagice is capable of qualifying the act as
political” (Connolly 1993: 14). The same can badsabout essentially contested concepts
in general. Gallie widens the perspective even m@kee all worth-while achievements
essentially internally complex? That they are seenmse as certain as any statement about
values and valuation can be...” (Gallie 1956a: 1T&grnal complexity of an essentially
contested concept makes it likely that various susdrthe concept will describe it in
different ways and so “...prior to experimentatioeréhis nothing absurd or contradictory
in any one of a number of possible rival descripiof its total worth” (ibid. 172).

To state the matter simply Gallie is asserting tthere are certain features
discernible in some phenomenon or state of afféixg. democracy) to which the
interpretation or the use of the concept ‘democramyst conform if it is meant to refer to
that phenomenon at all. These features are, howappraised differently (more weight is

%" | take Gallie’s emphasis on timtiality of diverse describability to mean “prior to expegimation”. This
underlies his conviction that certain concepts assentially contested in principle although in actual
situations of everyday life (or, after experimeita} actual persons or participants in a debatee hav
committed to one or other ranking order.
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put on some features (or “component parts”)) whmbans that the phenomenon in
guestion can be described in various ways i.efdhtires or component parts (“criteria”
by Connolly’s terminology) are put in different iang orders in these different
descriptions.

At first look, the conditions (II) and (lll) appeato be straightforwardly
reasonable. Robert Grafstein (1988) seems to atieeponditions as they stand: “Indeed
it is the political character of certain conceptattmakes them essentially contestable in
the fuller sense. This political dimension transiera relatively inert divergence between
distinct definitions of concepts into an active st among them... Yes, essentially
contestable concepts are value-laden and have aaruoh alternative characterizations”
(Grafstein 1988: 19, 28) Some commentators remind that the different riaiter
components must be part of the same concept ir dodiehe claim that a concept is
internally complex to be meaningful at all. “If, bgontrast, the concept is ‘over
aggregated'—i.e. it brings together elements thatoaly loosely related to one another—
then it is appropriate to ‘disaggregate’ the comcegich may eliminate, or drastically
reduce, internal complexity. ...in discussions ofl@a Criterion Il (internal complexity),
the possibility that one is working with an ovemgaggated concept must be recognized.”
(Collier et al. 2006: 217).

However, one must be very careful when disaggregatossibly over-aggregated
concepts. In section 3.1 | consider the relatiotwben normative framework of an
interpreter of a concept and a concept in itsélit Is to be found reasonable that the
normative framework i.e. a moral point of view lie tkey element which “holds a complex
concept together” the disaggregation of a concepbt as a straightforward process as one
could surmise. Connolly states that “if we subtdcthe moral point from any of these
concepts, we would subtract as well the rationalegrouping the ingredients of each
together within the rubric of one concept” (Congoll993: 29-30). Thus, to assess a
relevance of a criterion in relation to a concepta assess the rationale, given by the

normative framework, holding the concept together.

%8 Grafstein offers a realist analysis of essentaitestability which he claims to give new light tre
subject matter. “Yet, why, in academic settingsesithis persistently draw people into battle ratihean
propel them to isolated positions in recognitiofishe futility of debate? Why are the forces bowpdwith
essential contestability centripetal and not camgdl? Realism answers by pointing to the actuditipal
struggles converting definitional differences istinceptual confrontations and the latter into ranizations
of society” (Grafstein 1988: 24-25). | should ntttat metaphysical underpinning of essentially cstet
concepts attempted by Grafstein or the evaluatfasuoh an undertaking goes well beyond the scopayof
project.
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Norman S. Care (1973), on the other hand, pointstoat although social
scientists cannot typically agree on the meaningarhe social concepts, nevertheless,
‘practical closure’ halting the contestation of tbhencept (at least temporally) can be
possiblé®. However, following John Rawls, he argues thate“tthesis of essential
contestability does not imply that the principle® wse [for] moral assessment of
institutions and practices cannot be objectiveixed” because “...the arguments about
social particulars that make their definition comn@rsial are arguments informed by
particular facts about individuals aware of whoytlae, that is, aware of their special
interests, social position, natural talents, amdlitte” (Care 1973: 21, brackets added). It is
rather telling that Care very well realizes the ek of his argument of not extending his
notion of practical closure — which he seems togivenore than a meraodus vivendi—
to the realm of morality (ibid. 19-20) but stillimj to “a classical view [in which]
objective moral principles are those which areea#d in the considered judgments of
impartial, disinterested agents” (ibid. 20, braskatlded). | assume the reason for this is
his (presumed) intention to avoid moral relativi&ém

One should keep in mind that the terminology usedhie texts of different
commentators is somewhat confusing. For exampldijeGoHidalgo and Maciuceanu
surmise in their extensive overview of essentiabyntested concepts that Christine
Swanton (1985) “maintains that it is possible toge some meanings as better than
others” (Collier et al. 2006, 217). That very welay be, but the main thrust of her point
refers to judging some conceptions of the condegtier than others, not the criteria of the
concepts as | have used the terms here. The arfgihe confusion lies in the fact that
Gallie didn't initially differentiate “conceptionfrom “concept”. This leaves a room for
interpretation but, as | see it, the confusion stevh not properly understanding the
distinctions made by Gallie.

Regardless of a need for clarification, most contatens recognize the
importance of the conditions (Il) and (lll). Farofm being self-evident, though, the

criticism presented concerns mostly the role tHay m the overall theory.

29| will get back on the matter of practical closimehe next section.

% |n section 2.7, | will discuss accusations thatepting the notion of essentially contested corcaptans
committing oneself to undesirable relativism.
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2.3 Condition IV: Openness

With the fourth condition the basic idea behind ¢issentially contested concepts
begins to take form. “(IV) The accredited achievammust be of a kind that admits of
considerable modification in the light of changicigcumstances; and such modification
cannot be prescribed or predicted in advance. Bovenience | shall call the concept of
any such achievement "open" in character” (Gal8&6h: 172). Accordingly, in order to
be an “open” concept the concept in question muiftl ftwo conditions: 1) its meaning
must be revisable in changing circumstances ande2g’s no way to predict (reliably) the
actual substantive meaning the concept has in thesdeable future. The second
requirement seems straightforward enough; we cgntdrpredict the future, but it's
anybody's guess what will really happen. Despite &éipparent fact, there’s an additional
point to be inferred. Along with the first requirent, the second condition clearly implies
that the linguistic structure of language alonesdoet determine future meanings of
essentially contested concepts or that we have ap @i predicting the changes in
meanings through linguistic analysis alone. Natyrahis is just a fancy way of saying
that many social, political and (perhaps) moralasmts are related to society in such a
way that they must be interpreted in a relatioth&d society.

Concerning the concept of democracy Gallie obsethias “democratic targets
will be raised or lowered as circumstances alted, democratic achievements are always
judged in the light of such alterations” (ibid. 28@ discussing the artificial example of
“bowling championship” Gallie states that “In general no one can predittany given
time, what level or what special adaptation ofawen particular style—what bold raising
or sagacious lowering of its achievement-targetsy~steengthen any particular team's
claim to be the champions” (ibid. 174). In addititmaforementioned relation to social

world Gallie ties the theory of essentially congelstoncepts to concrete claims presented

31 The artificial example of championship “gained figying a game something like skittles” (1956a:)173
and awarded by the spectators judging the playmftbe point of view of method, strategy and stytea
number of different ways” (ibid.) is certainly artaus one. Gallie is picturing a contest in whitlere are
several teams that favor different ways to playdghene (sheer speed vs. good use of swerve, forgaam
hoping to perfect their game while staying truehteir original style of bowling (although differesgkills are
certainly needed); these teams want to be the doasin virtue of their characteristics. Since thare no
definitive rules dictating the judgments of the cpéors, there is no sure way to predict which tégam
crowned as “the champions” i.e. “what level or spkeadaptation of its [i.e. a team’s] own partiautyle—
what bold raising or sagacious lowering of its agbment-targets—may strengthen any particular team’
claim to be the champions” (ibid. 174; bracketsejd It might be that some conditions favor sonzns
over others at any given time, but this is liabdechange meaning that the conditions of play remain
persistently open.
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in support of one or another conception of a cond®pe can legitimately ask what role
rhetoric plays in Gallie’s theory? And if there asplace for it in absence of strictly
objective standards of evaluation, are the rhetbrddtempts to “gain support for one’s
team” misleading and inappropriate way of arguimgénceptual disputd® Moreover, if
we follow Gallie’s implied suggestion and extence thotion of essentially contested
concepts to cover “all worth—while achievements”af@ 1956a: 173), do we find
ourselves committed to undesirable relativism givea lack of objective standards of
evaluation?

Alasdair Maclntyre (1973) claims there is a diffeze between “natural sciences”
and “social inquiry” regarding openness. While makisciences settle debates “at least
temporally and provisionally”, “in large areas obcgl inquiry there are not even
temporary and provisional settlements”. Accordiadhim this is due to debate remaining
open about “which the central, standard, and pgnadlic instances of the phenomenon
are”. All in all, this suggests that “perhaps wednaot only essential incompleteness, but
also essential contestability in those areas.” (Mgoe 1973, 2-3%

A possibility of ‘practical closure’ presented piaysly in section 2.2 plays an
obvious role here. Clearly there could be a situnaivhere a wide—ranging consensus about
a key concept would be dominant. It is time to aigit deeper on the nature of this closure
suggested by Norman S. Care (1973) who is surghy i insisting that “in the contexts of
various social, political, legal, and educationsdtitutions we, as participants, sometimes
achieve at least the temporary ‘closure™. Whas tt@mporal (most of the time Care uses
the term ‘practical’) closure means is that “wengrdebates to an end in these contexts—
at least for a time—in such a way as to answeptoselves certain of the basic questions
about the character of our institutions and prasticAccording to Care we answer “these
questions for ourselves as participants in sodial.l ...and the language in which we
express our answers is that of decision, agreeroensensus, ruling, voting result, and the
like”. In this | heartily agree with Care. The kid temporal closure illustrated by him is
more than likely in many occasions. Neverthelelss, fact that there could be temporal
closures in “certain of the basic questions abtwt ¢haracter of our institutions and

practices” does not make it necessary to abandouiéw that, in principle, those closures

%2 The topic of rhetoric in relation to essential @stability is discussed in “Essential Contestapildentity
and Argumentation” (Pennanen 2012).

% |t is worth noting that caveats demanded belowNmyman S. Care and John Gray were originally
presented in relation to (and disagreeing with) Miee'’s influential essayhe Essential Contestability of
Some Social Concept$973).
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could be burst open in the future. Care concelespbint: “the fact that we achieve
practical closure as participants in social lifesimot show that the settlements we reach
are at all objective... .. in no case do we ever have anything like answetisg@uestions
about the character of the particulars making upsouaial life that are fixed in such a way
as to transcend the circumstances of "our" soé&l (ICare 1973, 14-5.)

It sounds perfectly reasonable that possible malctlosures do not preclude
future revisions. According to my interpretatiornistis also what Gallie means—although
won't explicate—by his condition (IV§. However, there’s a further implication hidden
here. For it seems that the notion of essentiallytested concepts, as presented so far,
gives a primary status to social circumstanceshendoncept’s process of modification.
One can make a good case for arguing that the esanghe meanings of key social and
political concepts affects or transforms the sopgallity as well as the other way around.
This is another example of the kind of matterdyihk, that Gallie wouldn’t have refuted
but just failed to explicitly articulate.

John Gray (1978) doesn’t consider the condition) @% a necessary condition for
essential contestability. He asks us to considdferdnt taxonomic systems i.e.
classificatory frameworks “which are rivals in thaheir adoption would make
incompatible demands on students of the subjeetclibice between which cannot be seen
merely as one to be made by definitional legistateppealing to considerations of
convenience”. Gray claims that this kind of sitaati‘could plausibly be construed as one
in which we had entered an area of essential catidis/”. This would require a subject
matter of inner stability and clearly demarcateddeos so that “the component concepts of
the rival taxonomic frameworks are not significgrapen-textured”. Gray wants to refocus

the attention to the contrast betweenuke of open-textured concejtsnatural sciences

34 \While discussing the conditions (VI) and (VII) Qalk choice of phrasing the matter seems to coittrad
my interpretation of his position: “We have seeattthere can be no general method or principlelémiding
between the claims made by the different teams€elsure, these steps do not amount to a justiicati the
claim of any particular team, viz., that its wayptdying is the best. Indeed, if they did so theaspt of "the
champions" would cease to be an essentially cattemte” (Gallie 1973a: 178). In my opinion Galliest
tries to emphasize the fact that there are no tbgestandards apart from the overall process afasiation
which, thus, renders certain concepts “essentialtyitested. This is evident when one keeps in winat is

at stake in Gallie’s artificial example. “Winningciampionship” is just this kind of temporal closubut
still open in changing circumstances in the futlmeother words, Gallie uses the word “the bes8abtely

in a sense of implying a definitive once-and-fdreldscription of a concept, not comparatively isemse that
the contingent temporally closured descriptionsaotoncept possible at some given time have gained
considerable adherence. Michael Stokes (2007) ardhat the internal logic of concept/conception-
distinction—which he equates with Gallie’s projeatees not require the possibility of there beindoést
answer” to be had, although it does not excludstliter. It all comes down to the conception ofaadility
attached to the general idea of essential contiéistablll argue for one such conception in chapg&
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and social studies. “By itself, the claim that sb@nd political concepts are open—textured
can show only that they may share an essentialmptieness with very many other
concepts in diverse areas of thought and practités’the rival uses of the concepts, not
their open texture, which qualifies the concepessentially contested. (Gray 1978: 392—
3.) Even if one doesn’t acknowledge Gray’'s exangfléaxonomies as a relevant one—
there is reason to believe that the classificathsputes are merely verBal-one has to
admit that he makes a valid point in focusing ditento rivalusesof the concepts.

Gray has also raised another issue. He arguesdinae most of our empirical
concepts are recognizably open-textured... exhaustig@Ements of verification criteria
are no more available in the natural sciences tmathics and the social sciences” (Gray
1977: 340). But if ‘openness’ of the concepts camxplain the disputes in social sciences
“how are we to account for their intractably digmlitcharacter in the social studies in
contrast to their consensual use in (normal) nhsaiance?” (ibid. 341).

Although Gallie named the seven characteristicsthef essentially contested
concepts as “conditions” he didn't actually claiimat, there to be such a concept, all
conditions have to be fulfilled as is evident ire thatter part of his article in which he
applies the framework to “live examplé%”But in the case of the first four conditions he
explicitly claims that “these seem to me to befthe most important necessary conditions
to which any essentially contested concept mustptgh{Gallie 1956a: 172). Of course,
one could argue that to be an essentially contesbedept, a concept has to be open
although its openness doesn’t distinguish it frolarger set of concepts in any special
way. But then again, Gray’s criticism would hit theark if the essential contestability in
taxonomic systems is actually the same kind ofreésdecontestability found in elsewhere
and in other contexts. However, this can be asdessb after the full account of the
theory is presented.

But is Macintyre’'s reasoning on fundamental differes between “natural
sciences” and “social inquiry” faulty? Could thdre something to help us out to better

understand elusive socio-political concepts? Taotpie picture very crudely, there might

% See the article “Verbal Disputes” (Chalmers 204yl pavid Chalmers.

% In the beginning of the article Gallie announcissititention to list “a number of semi-formal cotioins to
which any concept of this kind must conform” (Gallil956a: 169-70; see also fn. 3, p. 174). Some
commentators (e.g. Collier et all. 2006) have adgiat not all conditions need to be present fooracept to

be ‘essentially contested’, but the only thing sagtipg that conclusion is the above mentioned “live
examples”. But shouldn’t one conclude instead thallie just fails to find any concept that fits fosvn
model? It may also be that Gallie takes “semi-fdfnb@ mean roughly the same as “something along the
lines of the condition thus described” but if tiaso, it is certainly a serious flaw in his prestion.
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be a general tendency in natural sciences to fodomatic systems. When we view bits
and pieces of theories as being locked in thepaetsve places in overall theory we might
assume that there would be more room for provisiolmsures than in human sciences.
Naturally, the following possible paradigm shift wd be an outstanding affair, indeed,
shaking the very foundations of the field of scemt question by demanding new axioms
to replace those refuted. In social sciences, hewethe systems created stand in a
dialectical relationship to one another. To be sheee are paradigm shifts as well, but the
form a scientific inquiry takes is dialectical amd, such, concerns the relations of concepts
and theories opening up practically limitless numifepossible perspectives. The changes
in one field of inquiry do not automatically demartthnges in others. But as my intention

IS not to compare or contrast natural sciences satial sciences, it's best to stop here.

2.4 Condition V: Reciprocal recognition

The first four conditions describe the basic chiastics of many, if not most,
socio-political concepts. Gallie realized thathetessentially contested concepts were to
have any “special” place among other concepts use@veryday life it would be

imperative to find some other characteristics tecdbe them.

“For this purpose we should have to say not ordy thifferent persons or
parties adhere to different views of the corre& as some concept but
(V) that each party recognizes the fact that its mse of it is contested
by those of other parties, and that each party rhasé at least some
appreciation of the different criteria in the lighftwhich the other parties
claim to be applying the concept in question” (@all956a: 172).

The passage above clearly shows why the distindteiween “a conception of a
concept” and “a criterion (criteria) of a conce@necessary. If the main cast on the stage
of essential contestability consists of differeflll]f conceptions of the concept the
situation is very often in a deadlock. For examplee party argues that the only criterion
for the correct understanding of the meaning ofdtwecept ‘reality’ is that “it consists of
material substance” (and nothing else). The otlaetypwill naturally deny this by saying
that the correct criterion for ‘reality’ is thatt ‘tonsists of spiritual substance” (and nothing
else). These two rudimentary views could be cadledfull) conceptions of reality but it
would be idiosyncratic, or at least rather oddcharacterize the situation as a contest

prevailing between the parties. Even if someonelevawant to describe the disagreement
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presented as a contest, it wouldn't be an “esdémtiee in a sense meant by Gallie since
there’s no future or hope of resolution for theadi®ement. However, in a case where
disputants have “at least some appreciation ofliterent criteria in the light of which the
other parties claim to be applying the conceptuesgion” there is a chance that one or
more of the disputants could be swayed by the aegisrof either side. The ranking order
can vary but there must be at least some critérgaconcept recognized by both (or more)
parties to be valid even if the difference in ajg@agon is immense.

As the name suggests essentially contested conasptgsed in a contest (over
proper weighting of criteria). Thus, “to use anesg&lly contested concept means to use it
against other uses and to recognize that one'suserof it has to be maintained against
these other uses. Still more simply, to use anndisdlg contested concept means to use it
both aggressively and defensively” (Gallie 1956&2)1 Gallie doesn't articulate exactly
what he means by the phrase “one’s own use ofitdvde maintained against these other
uses” but | take him to mean that a value of aneaelment indicated by a concept is of
such significance to a user that she considenmpbrtant to maintain her preferred use
against other uses. Interestingly, in a real waldample of essential contestability
disputants on one side might perfectly well thinkttbecause of a differing ranking order
of criteria those on the other side don’t value #whievement the concept signifies
enough. The discourse ensuing can be colorful hedempers of the disputants may get
the better of them but that speaks for Gallie’®tkienot against it.

Quentin Skinner (1989) points out that even if jpgréints agree about the criteria
for applying an appraisive term, “a second typelispute can arise over its use: a dispute
about whether a given set of circumstances carndimed to yield the criteria in virtue of
which the term is normally employed” (Skinner 198R). Such a disagreement is not
merely a linguistic one “for what is being contedde effect is that a refusal to apply the
term in a certain situation may constitute an ddoeial insensitivity or a failure of social
awareness” (ibid. 13). Skinner uses an examplevofes in ordinary middle-class families

at the present time” whom suffer from “exploitation

“The social argument underlying this linguistic neovmight be
characterized as follows. It ought to be eviderdltgersons of goodwill
that the circumstances of contemporary family Bfiee such that this
strongly condemnatory term does indeed (if youkhabout it) fit the
facts of the case. Conversely, if we fail to acklemge the application of
the term exploitation—in virtue of its agreed criteria—is indeed
appropriate in the circumstances, then we are uliifrefusing to
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perceive the institution of the family in its tra@d baleful light” (ibid.
14).

The situation characterized by Skinner is by no meeextraordinary. On the
contrary, there are innumerable variants concegvalihe fact that Gallie doesn’t examine
this option is an obvious oversight from his parThe contention that the kind of “failure
of social awareness” illustrated in the exampla i§sychological explanation” of the
issue not sought by Gallie is clearly unsatisfactdt is true that “an act of social
insensitivity” can be explained by psychologicasens but it can be explained by other
reasons (of social or normative character) as wWelkeems that Gallie’s condition of
recognition needs to be extended. Contesting gantigst also share (at least partially) an
understanding of how the criteria are applied innctete cases—i.e. in which
circumstances the criteria are pertinent—as wetirasecognition of “the fact that its own
use of it is contested by those of other parties”.

Collie, Hidalgo and Maciuceanu (Collier et al. 2p@6int out that “proponents of
a particular conceptualization may not explicitgkaowledge contending variants of the
concept, thus violating this criterion.” Howevdnist shouldn’t be seen as a problem for “a
concept’s status as essentially contested” becdhisecriterion is not always pertinent”
(Collier et al 2006: 219.) Here | have to disagneth their generous reading. If it can be
shown that the first four conditions (I-IV) don’tstinguish essentially contested concepts
from other concepts used in any significant way gedforthcoming conditions (VI-VII)
don’t fare any better—at least without notable s@ns, as | will argue—the “special
status” of essentially contested concepts disappgam sight or at least needs much
theoretical work to back it up some other way.

Gallie recognizes the clear need for this conditienwell:

“Recognition of a given concept as essentially est&d implies

recognition of rival uses of it (such as oneseffudiates) as not only
logically possible and humanly likely, but as ofrppanent potential
critical value to one's own use or interpretatioin tike concept in

guestion; whereas to regard any rival use as amathperverse, bestial
or lunatic means, in many cases, to submit onésdlie chronic human
peril of underestimating the value of one's opptsigrositions” (Gallie

1956a: 193).

" It can be argued that this oversight stems froettieoretical perspective Gallie takes on the issfue
essential contestability. | will return to this nmatin section 3.1 where | attempt to provide aothécal
framework that has more resources to deal withetests of considerations.
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Gallie goes on to point out that as a consequehceecprocal recognition one
might expect “a marked raising of the level of gyabf arguments in the disputes of the
contestant parties” (Gallie 1956a: 193). | retuwrthis matter while discussing condition
(VII) but it is worth noting that Gallie seems tmplicitly advocate an ethical view here
since to fail to recognize the value of one’s opuRr’ positions properly would mean “to
submit oneself to the chronic human peril”. Sinbe hature of essentially contested
concepts is open it is not easy to interpret whae &allie means by a “permanent
potential critical value” in the situation one lackhe objective standards for deciding
which use of a concept is the best (in an absclense).

Michael Freeden (1996) claims that the reciproeaiognition is an irrelevant
condition in a sense that with “Gallie’'s deliberatse of ‘contested’ rather than
‘contestable’ suggests actual conflicts on a lefeideational awareness”. The concepts
need not be contested to be essentially contestalglen ideological practice “it is quite
possible for a concept to be contested with no emess, or limited awareness, on the part
of the contesters” (Freeden 1996: 60.) Freederusts®ss Gallie’s theory of essentially
contested concepts in the context of ideologiesnétees that “the mutual recognition is,
of course, a prerequisite for the philosophicalcaésion of an essentially contested
concept” (ibid. 60) but the same is not requireddeblogical expression.

It seems to me that Freeden is right as far asasglf one considers ideological
expression, for example, as a performative politecd and as such analyzable, it is not
necessary to require a political actor to be avaatbe ideational level. A cry for freedom
Is not necessarily a cry for the correct orderihghe criteria of the concept of ‘freedom’.
However, Gallie’'s purpose was not to suggest thiat What he tried to do was “to show
that there are apparently endless disputes for hwheither of these explanations
[psychological or metaphysicatieedbe the correct one ...there are disputes, centred on
the concepts which | have just mentioned, whichp@dectly genuine: which, although
not resolvable by argument of any kind, are newtes sustained by perfectly respectable
arguments and evidence” (Gallie 1956a: 169).

It would be ridiculous to interpret Gallie as sayimat every dispute or argument
where essentially contested concepts are involvadsforms the awareness level of
disputants and the criteria claimed to stand fat toncept by its users to conform to
Gallie’s theory of essentially contested concefits.course, | don't mean to imply that
Freeden really claims so. But one has to be cavéfele one is treading. When | remarked

above that a cry for freedom is not necessarilyydar the correct ordering of the criteria
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of the concept of freedom, it isn’t necessarily tase that the valued achievement which
the concept of freedom signifies is any differanthese instances. Jeremy Waldron points
out that one should expect there to be “a greateety of reflective involvement in the use
of the concept” (Waldron 2002: 162) i.e. one shawdtltry to view the issue in a way that
unifies the perspective of a researcher with tHaa @articipant in a given dispute. Of
course, he is not implying that the researcherahaisvileged perspective compared to that
of lay-man. It just happens that we (all of us) dé&erent concepts with variable reflective
precision at times. “The verdict of essential cetddness does not stand or fall with
everyone’s being aware of it; it stands or fall$hmthe way it helps us understand all that
goes on at the various levels at which people usmeept and reflect upon their use of it”
(ibid. 162). All in all, Waldron is advocating agition concerning essential contestability,
the position according to which there is no needequire participants to identify an
essentially contested concept in order to explagnrationality of its use, or the supposedly
beneficial results gained while participating iesk sorts of contesfs

It is now pertinent to raise an issue that concéras/ocabulary chosen by Gallie.
Barry Clarke (1979) points out that:

“To say a concept is contested is to suggest that or will actually be,

contested; to claim otherwise would be to claim that the concept was
contested but that it was contestable. The phrasssntially contested
and 'essentially contestable' are frequently usedifathey were

interchangeable. But this is clearly incorrect @safpr to refer to a
contest is to refer to a current state of affarrscosome definite future
event; whilst to refer to something as contestabiet to make a definite
claim that it is actually contested but rather &y shat there is some
property about the referent which may (or may e rise to some
contest at some future time” (Clarke 1979: 124).

Clarke is right in his assessment, of course, thas no substantial impact on the
overall picture, in my opinion, at least for nowométheless, the use of ‘contestable’
instead of ‘contested’ by Gallie would have preeentmany misunderstandings. While
many, if not all, essentially contested concepts ar fact, contested, there remains a
logical possibility that the empirical contestatiminone or another concept may temporally
come to halt or even achieve a fixed (and yet, tealp status as a term with clear
definition. In that case, the situation could bareltcterized as ‘practical closure’ following

% This is also the position | personally argue flseehere although | attempt to ground the issué@m
socially embedded persons actually argue for gert@ws while presenting their reasons (backingrthe
preferred notions) to the universal audience (ehrianen 2012).
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the terminology provided by Norman S. Care (see esption 2.3). Clarke’s assertion
about there being “some property about the referdti¢h may (or may not) give rise to
some contest at some future time” (ibid.) makingpacept ‘contestable’ in principle is a
cue for us to look for that property. So far we éattempted to elucidate the specific
nature of the group of concepts supposedly esdigntiantested. With the advent of the
condition (V) the focus is suddenly shifted frome thature of concepts to participants
contesting a particular use of it. Is the refereatising (in a loose sense) an actual

contestation founth these type of concepts or are we better off t& fooit elsewher&?

2.5 Condition VI. Original exemplar

Gallie claims that conditions (I) to (V) give “foaily defining conditions of
essential contestedness”. Ignoring the phraserigaidor now | assume Gallie to mean
that the first five conditions describe the parargetof the situation one could call a
contest or a dispute involving an essentially csteg concept. He clearly sees that to
distinguish disagreements about essentially caedesbncepts from other disagreements
whose source may lie in confusion, or from otheesusf concepts, more substantive
conditions must be interpolated into the theordpditions (1) to (V)] fail to distinguish
the essentially contested concept from the kindooicept which can be shown, as a result
of analysis or experiment, to be radically conflig&hllie 1956a: 180, brackets added). In
order to disentangle the essentially contested emnc from “radically confused
concept$™ Gallie adds two more conditions.

Condition (V1) is “the derivation of any such coptdrom an original exemplar
whose authority is acknowledged by all the contdstaers of the concept” (Gallie 1956a:
180) which can be said to “anchor” (a term not ubgdGallie) conceptual meaning.
Collier, Hidalgo and Maciuceanu (Collier et al. BQGare right to point out that there
seems to be a “narrow” and a “broad” interpretatbthe original exemplar employed by

%930 far, | claim, no such referent has been folmthe next sections | cover Gallie’s last two citiods for
essentially contested concepts neither of whickiges any clear referent locatedthin the concept deemed
as essentially contested. | will try to frame astahtive answer to this question in the next chidptevhich |
leave the confines of Gallie’s original theory vehihoping to grasp the general phenomenon of eabenti
contestability more comprehensively.

9 When participants of a dispute use a “radicallpfused concept” it simply means that they are using
different concepts altogether although both thimkytare employing the same concept. That would ¢esa

of conceptual equivocation. In order to avoid thigortunate situation while attempting to identygroup

of concepts, essentially contested concepts, comgewhich the disagreement can be said to be gerini

its most rudimentary sense i.e. it must most mitlymae about the same object matter, Gallie needs t
distinguish the confused uses of concepts fromdafesed”.
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Gallie. According to their narrower reading “th@lito the original exemplar plays a
crucial role in allowing analysts to distinguishtween essentially contested concepts and
confused concepts” (ibid. 219). Basically, when $hene term refers to two different ideas
one is dealing with a confused concept. But indise of an essentially contested concept,
the concept is derived from the (singular) origiea¢mplar, so there is no confusion about
the concept but rather contestation over its cowkaracterization. The original exemplar,
thus, anchors conceptual meaning and disputantsesaassured their contestation is over
the same concept.

The broader readifty of Gallie’s original exemplar can be inferred frotime
sections where he notes that the nature of the gleaset by the original exemplar is
“internally complex and variously describable” atigtrefore “it is natural that different
features in it should be differently weighted b¥fatient appraisers”. Gallie follows “that
recognition or acceptance of the examplar's acmewe must have that “open” character
which we have ascribed to every essentially coatesbncept” (Gallie 1956a: 176-7).
When covering the concept of democracy as an exaraplan essentially contested
concept Gallie states that “these [aggressive afehdive] uses claim the authority of an
exemplar, i.e., of a long tradition of demands,irasions, revolts and reforms of a
commonanti-inegalitarian character”. Gallie claims that thegueness of tradition in no
way affects its influence as an exemplar” mentignihe French Revolution as an
influence for various political movements. (ibid6l) This kind of broader reading seems
to be intuitively appealing. It makes sense to emsa past-dependency in conceptual use
in a form of significant events and subsequentiticats. Gallie is right to insist that the
vagueness of tradition confronted while trying iapmint and reflect the exact way the
said tradition directs ours conceptual usage invag affects its concrete influence on
people. It just might be that the relevant congitiens are so complex (and of plural

nature) that the situation is despairingly hargitaplify as a clear set of principles. But,

“! Here | differ slightly but importantly from theading given by Collier, Hidalgo and Marcieanu (@ollet

al. 2006: 219-20). In his original article Galligsclisses his initial artificial example (of bowling
championship) in a relation to the need for thegiodl exemplar. Gallie notes: “This examplar's vty
playing must be recognized by all the contestirmgnt® (and their supporters) to be " the way the gane

be played "; yet, because of the internally comexrl variously describable character of the exarspla
play, it is natural that different features in litosild be differently weighted by different apprasse” The
original exemplar'lay, not the original exemplar itself, is “internaltlpmplex and variously describable.
Unfortunately, this imprecise definition is repehteouple of times afterwards reducing the number of
possible interpretations of Gallie’s position owenglifying it.
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that would practically mean that the notion of epéan has no clear value as a notion
which can give us further insidft

Before tackling with the criticism directed agairtbe sixth condition further
clarification of Gallie’'s terminology is in ordeAccording to conditions (I) to (IV) an
essentially contested concept must signify a valaetievement and be internally
complex, variously describable and open in charattewever, Gallie uses the same
terminology to describe “exemplar's achievementt’Ghllie proposes that the disputants
who use essentially contested concept use the sameept because they value the
achievement of the exemplar which is the same aehment the concept itself signifies,
Gallie is basically saying that the disputants tigesame concept because they happen to
value the same “achievement” at the same time (beycidentally) use the same term.
According to this interpretation, the real roletbé exemplar is seen as a sort of label
which helps the participants to fathom which “agkement” i.e. valuation the other is
referring to. If this is what Gallie is saying herely isn’t saying much. Luckily there are
some other alternatives to consider.

The narrow interpretation of the original exemptar,the other hand, comes with
a considerable baggage. It's hard to even makeasdribe situation in which the authority
of original exemplar is acknowledged “by all thentestant users of the concept”. It looks
like there are quite a few possibilities to intetpthis. 1) There exists a group of “cardinal”
concepts whose basic unchangeable meaning or irogorbe discerned or appreciated in
the light of changing circumstances, but as fixeshcepts, they themselves remain
unchangeable by definition. Such a concept woulé keondrous thing indeed, and even
more so, when considering that the “achievementhammative substance the concept
signifies must be open by natfite2) The authority of exemplar is of such kind tia

participants in the dispute acknowledge the tertogy used by the said exemplar in a

2| actually don't think that this is the case. @@rtsort of conception of exemplar can have hdanistlue
for us in explaining the way we tend to argue fert@in conceptions and we can certainly refer tmeso
conception of a concept as providing pragmaticltesleemed advantageous by us when accepted lagally
universally. What is meant in the present contéxhe text above is that, due to possible compjeadtthe
wider interpretation of the exemplar as a traditidmose content may be impossible to define preciasla
clear set of principles, straightforward conclusiamannot be drawn in a sense that a certain irtton
made within a tradition is a direct result of appdy standards found within said tradition in a seifdent
way.

“In this case Ernest Gellner's (1967) comment altaitie "betraying his own idea” would hit the mark
spot on. Michael Stokes remarks that “the requirgro&an exemplar enables a defense against thgecbé
Platonism” but that “it is not clear that the natiof an exemplar offers a complete defence to tizege of
Platonism because it may be that without sometiméuunderstanding of an ideal type, we would regable
to identify the important features of the exempl@tokes 2007: 690 fn.22).
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manner that they see no reason to diverge froninitthis scenario their project of
improving exemplar's achievement would take rathestrict operational form. After the
linguistic turn of mid-28 century, a project of this kind does not seemistmBesides, it
would fit rather unwell with the view held by Gallihimself that the nature of socio-
political concepts in general is open. 3) The digance of the exemplar’'s theory is
groundbreaking in a sense that “after it, nothiagains the same”. The situation would
then be pretty similar to Kuhnian paradigm shifithAugh paradigm shifts arguably
happen in social sciences as well as in naturanses, this is not the kind of general
phenomenon Gallie clearly had in mind when he thiced the idea of essentially
contested concepts.

Gallie begins his article “Essentially Contestedn@Gapts” by comparing the
difference between natural and social sciences:y“particular use of any concept of
commonsense or of the natural sciences is liablbetaontested for reasons better or
worse; but whatever the strength of the reasonsukeally carry with them an assumption
of agreement, as to the kind of use that is apatgpto the concept in question, between
its user and anyone who contests his particularofige (Gallie 1956a: 167). Freeden,
however, has clearly this kind of picture in minthem arguing that “the postulation of
such an exemplar is in effect inimical to the vaogtion of essential contestability, as it
presumes an agreed or correct position from whighiations have occurred” (Freeden
1996: 60).

What, then, becomes of the broader interpretatibnthe exemplar’'s role
associated with essentially contested conceptsthedside the obscurity of Gallie’s
terminology mentioned above, many commentators leapeessed their concern over the
likelihood of acknowledgment of exemplar’s autharivacintyre (1973) argues that “we
do not know how to decide whether a given allegefance of a phenomenon is to be
treated as a counter-example to a proposed geradiah or as not an example of the
phenomenon at all, because debate remains open whah the central, standard, and
paradigmatic instances of the phenomenon are” (Maa 1973: 2-3).

Regarding ‘power as an essentially contested qun&even Lukes (1977),
however, argues that there are “standard caselseopassession and exercise of power
about which all will agree”. These instances cduasgithe concept’s common core. The
following disputes concern “where and how far tloafdaries of the concept are to be
extended” (Lukes 1977: 418.) His view is clearlyrghi@l to narrower interpretation

presented above. In my opinion, it seems prettgaeable to claim that at least some
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paradigmatic examples of historical situations macpces where the implementation of
power is evident are to be found and widely ageeeduch. Nonetheless it would be rather
odd to argue that the correct definition of the aapt could be “deducted” from those
instances as constituting the common core of aeminduckily, Gallie is not proposing
such a move. The sole purpose of the original exanmgpto show that the “subject matter”
(however obscure) of the disputes involving theeesally contested concepts is agreed by
all parties explicitly or implicitly. Since the nat of the dispute is ‘essential’ simple
deduction from paradigmatic instances is not péssdithough disputants can try to affect
the outcome of the dispute by invoking the “corm@tuction” rhetorically with the use of
practical reasoning. In this sense, the paradignmetamples do anchor the concept, or at
the very least, the dispute about the concept.otieearring disputes over “where and how
far the boundaries of the concept are to be exténake, then, to be seen as articulations
contesting the criteria of the concept.

John Gray (1978) acknowledges the importance ofcdmalitions (I) to (V) but
criticizes condition (VI) for failing “to distingsih logically between the present
functioning of a concept and its history”. He coteg that Gallie’s account might be
interpreted as an attempt to illuminate the soarad cultural sources and the historical
nature of the contest without suggesting that soheal investigation can actually resolve
the dispute. Nonetheless, Gray claims Gallie tdrbistaken in supposing that an agreed
exemplar is always, or even typically, present ispdtes of this kind”. Referring to the
work done by Quine and Putn&hGray also argues that by supposing some common and
at least theoretically definable core (exemplargssentially contested concepts Gallie’s
“critique of some aspects of analytical empiriciand linguistic philosophy... exemplifies
some of the characteristic errors of these schq@siy 1978: 389-390.)

| take it that Gray’s criticism is directed agaitis¢ “narrow” interpretation of the
original exemplar proposed by Lukes, for example.rightly points out that a concept like
‘democracy’ differs from a concept like ‘politicéh a sense that while it is somewhat

plausible to speak about common characteristicgl@nocracy’, the criteria of such a

4 Gray is referring to the notion that analysignthetic distinction breaks down when confrontéth whe
concepts consisting of multiple and variable crtemn this he follows William Connolly (1993). Sie the
definition of the cluster concept is composed aksal criteria which are not always at the same tpresent

in a situation in which the concept is applied tomceptual connection between the criteria of threcept
and the concept itself is not automatically pui@halytic (or synthetic for that matter) connectitio apply
such an argument to these concepts is to force thtanmolds imposed by the requirements of a false
dichotomy” (Connolly 1993: 17-22). For another pexdive see Jeremy Waldron’s (2002) criticism thae
shouldnot “associate essential contestability with a compneh@ skepticism about the analytic/synthetic
distinction” (ibid. 152; also fn. 38).
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concept as ‘politics’ “have neither a purely analytor a purely synthetic relationship to
that concept” (Gray 1978: 390). To claim that thexesome kind of original exemplar
present when various disputants contest over thanmeg of ‘politics’ sounds highly
doubtful. According to the conventional hermenaaltibinking a user of a concept and its
interpreter must share at least some aspects afi@pt for a sensible interpretation to be
possible at all. Gallie’s exemplar seems to sen&nalar function for distinguishing
radically confused concepts from essentially cdetesoncepts. For to be sure that various
contending uses of a concept actually refer tosdrae concept there must be something,
which roughly anchors conceptual meaning, shareds bnly natural that—since the
meanings of the socio-political concepts clearlgrade over time—Gallie looks back to
history to find some kind of Archimedean point, lemer obscure and theoretical, to
secure the “drifting” concepts.

Gray’'s argument is highly plausible when directedaiast the narrow
interpretation of the original exemplar but lostssedge when confronted with the broader
interpretatio®. If one acknowledges that there are no paradigmetamples of the
concept as some kind of “historical entity” or dasting platonic idea, there is still room
to maneuver around the notion of original exemptas well worth noting that there must
be some common ground shared by the disputantthérg are clearly other possibilities
besides a singular common core of a concept idtesir by an original exemplar. Once
again, one must focus one’s attention on the naifitbe dispute itself. When confronted
with philosophical logical rigor the notion of somemmon concepts and ideas that shift
their meaning over time is implausible or even atbsMet, we talk about the concepts and
use thenas ifthey could possess such characteristics. This sioipgervation complicates
and adds another level to the discussion concethm@ssentially contested concepts and
more generally points to the intersubjective foratioin of meanings.

Let’'s consider a case in which the valued achier@mof the original exemplar
are many. For example, the original exemplar Aakied because of its achievements A
(1), A (2) and A (3). Now suppose that the paracis of the later dispute, P (1), P (2) and
P (3), rank the order of the achievements of themgtar (A (1), A (2) and A (3) )

differently but still hold that the original exenaplis worthy of admiration because of its

4 «Admittedly, it might be agreed that no necessafiacy exists in Gallie's account, in that appeglio a
shared historical exemplar so as to illuminategbeial and cultural sources and history of the esinheed
not be to suggest that such an historical investigacan in any way resolve the dispute, but it appears
that Gallie is mistaken in supposing that an ageamplar is always, or even typically, preserdisputes
of this kind” (Gray 1978: 390).
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overall achievement A (1,2,3). In this case, letly that the overall achievement is, in fact,
the reason why the exemplar is considered as tiggnalr exemplar. It may be that the
disputant P (1) valuing the “partial” achievemen{1A of the original exemplar develops
the notion further even to the point surpassing “triginal partial achievement of the
original exemplar”. Does this mean that the pgrtat P (1) is now considered as the
original exemplar of the participants P (2) and3l? (No, the participants P (2) and P (3)
consider the partial achievement, A (2) and A (8)the original exemplar A as more
valuable and worthy of their admiration and futateempts to develop. They still consider
the partial achievement A (1) to be an importactdain the overall achievement of the
original exemplar but perhaps there are seriougdlfies to fit the changes proposed by
the participant B to the overall framework or thedry of the original exemplar. It might
be that the changes in original criteria (or altbge new set of criteria) are too severe
causing the diminishment of the partial achievemeni(2) and A (3). P (1) doesn’t see
this as a problem since she valued other aspe¢heaiverall achievement more.

Taking the abstract exampidurther there is a couple of things yet to conside
What if P (2) and P (3) see the notion propose® l§¥) as a clean breakthrough? Without
diminishing the importance of the partial achievatséA (2) and A (3), P (1) has without a
question enhanced the overall achievement of tihginat exemplar. In this case, the
overall achievement of P (1) is surely a new steshtia be considered in the future. P (1)
—the notion or the theory proposed, to be exact-etmas, in fact, the new exemplar. The

achievement of the previous exemplar A can stilcbesidered as a milestone on a field

6 Not wanting to confuse this example with Galligstificial example” | have dubbed it as an “abstra
example”.
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(of research). Undoubtedly, A has influenced PgiEatly. Nonetheless, the king is dead,
long live the new king!

The situation becomes trickier when both P (1) &d2), for example, are
considered as to have developed the preferrecapadiievement further. For the sake of
argument, let’s stipulate that while they both haugrassed the partial achievement of the
original exemplar A there are severe difficultiscombining the benefits of each position.
Neither P (1) nor P (2) see it possible—at leastilie time being—to make substantial
alterations to their views without diminishing thleverall achievement. Perhaps the
participant P (3) has his own alternative as vwthat can we make of the situation? To be
sure, neither P (1) nor P (2) is undisputedly aber®d as the new exemplar. All parties
still consider the A as the “real” exemplar eveouth they see their own notion as the
most advanced of all the available positions righ.

The situation in which a new “player” on a field, (), would throw his
unequivocal support for the P (2) considering Pa2)he new original exemplar “to be
followed” complicates the matter further. In thestihct terms of the example the P (4)
would be transformed into P (3) (given that theiews are practically identical) or,
perhaps, P (3)* (given that the P (4) believesmgiiy that P (3) is the new original
exemplar). There is also a possibility that allsome of the participants “discover” that,
actually, the achievement of A is not worthy at @lus, A ceases to be the exemplar in
any real sense. But before | run out of alphabets asterisks, let's just say that the
possible scenarios are numerous. It's time to ftedithe abstract example presented.

One can replace the “unknowns” of the abstract @@mbove by real world

instances. Since it would mean to unnecessarilyptioate the matter further I'm not

" Mark Criley notes that “...Gallie’s inclusion of thcondition [VI] bars what seems to me to be aeséli
characteristic of contested concepts: that evennwthere are cases that are understood as central or
canonical exemplars on which a community broadlees, later conceptual inquiry can sometimes lead a
community to retract as mistaken their judgment thase cases were instance to which the concetieap
(Criley 2007: 29, brackets added). | tend to agvéth Criley’s assessment in relation to Gallietsgmal
thesis although Gallie could perhaps point out $iirade the original exemplar directs the variousceptions

of it in such a forceful way we would have to suseithat the concept behind a given use of a tesn ha
actually changed despite the fact that the termrbasined unchanged when the “canonical exemplar”
broadly agreed upon earlier is now deemed as neéistakd replaced by another. Some examples to which
the concept in question is deemed as applicabkrdcalmost certain to change (in the light of cliagg
circumstances in the future) but the point behimgiginal exemplar’ exemplifying certain “basic
interpretation” (nearing almost axiomatic statbsugh a curious one, to its followers) of some emids its
uncanning capacity to admit a variety of descriptidhat are held in the spirit of the original epdsn's
achievement. The historical instances can be seenaaifesting these ideal-types (they are congtduat
such) in a convincing way. For example, the FreRefiolution might stanébr someas a historical instance
that has manifested “what the ‘revolution’ is dbloait”. Were these people to change their minds—the.
concept of revolution does not apply at all to #rench Revolution—it could be argued that they now
employ a different concept (although they may reoafvare of it since they are confused about thm)ter
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going to do that in a strict sense. However, wey drdve to scratch the surface of the
liberal thought and tradition to find (ideological)sputes that can arguably be said to
follow the pattern of the illustration above—naliyahis holds true for any such tradition
of thought. Pick any classical thinker of libenadition (e.g. Hobbes, Locke, Mill etc.) and
“give” him a position of the exemplar. One is sucefind much admiration for the
achievemenbf the thinker and his theory. This should not lmnfased with simply
elevating one figure above others on the pedéststead, I'm talking about following a
tradition of thought to such an extent that theidasture of the notion proposed “pays
homage” to said tradition and follows its termirgpfoor vocabulary. These are just some
“external” clues for us to find and, if we want,dnalyze, not sufficient conditions sine
qua non It is no coincidence that John Rawls, to take example, states that his original
position presented iMheory of Justicécarries to a higher level of abstraction the faanil
theory of the social contract as found, say in legdRousseau, and Kant” (Rawls 1971
10). It is easy enough to see even without his ssiom what the exemplars he follows are.
Some other theorists—the prime example here beiogidd of course—can follow the
same “baseline” tradition by making their own iptetations of the set of criteria
employed originally by the exemplar{$)Since the achievement of the original exemplar
Is multi-faceted and the criteria employed by tlkereplar can be appraised differently, it
is no wonder that the interpretations (of the cptioa of ‘freedom’ in relation to ‘justice’)
vary. There’s nothing deeply problematic here. Tiate of affairs is, nonetheless,
frustratingly complex when actual empirical cases eonsidered. It is unrealistic to
assume that traditions are straightforward sigrgp@sth the help of which to navigate
through the dark forest of various other traditionen one comes out of the woods it is
nowhere near as clear that he possesses a coricasteiaal that can be unambiguously
traced to a certain tradition, or, that he has mioked up bits and pieces from other
traditions, thus possibly “compromising” the cohexg of his conceptual apparatus.

As is the case with all formal abstractions, thersimplified form of the theory
presenting us a picture of workings of the socedllity leads us easily astray. Gallie’s
theory is easily grasped, at first, since its fdrra@ucture is rather straightforward.

However, due to its “economic” use of the termimylat is in a dire need of fleshing out.

“8 David-Hillel Ruben (2010) argues that the scopeapplication of Gallie’s original theory should be
limited to the assessment of ‘true succession’ iwith certain tradition. According to him what isallg
essentially contested is the determination of whdhie true successor of the original exemplar. €Tru
successor’ would then be more exact and explanatony for what Gallie referred to as ‘champion’hiis
artificial example.
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The theory presented in “Essentially Contested €pts¢ implicates that the achievement
of the exemplar is “simple” and the criteria of tbencept are various transforming the
concept as complex. It is rather odd that, everGdilie realizes the possibility of
appraising the criteria differently, he seems timkithe achievement of the exemplar is
appraised equally by the participants of the dispOne could equate these two things and
state that they flow from the same fundamentalrpmétation process of an individual—
and they very well might—but when given a conclseotetical form it only confuses the
issue and begs the question of what kind of inetgbion process is behind the evaluation

of concepts.

2.6 Condition VII: Progressive competition

So far | have shown that Gallie’s notion of ess#lyticontested concepts is by no
means without complications. The condition (VII) psrhaps the most controversial of
them all. 1 already mentioned in section 2.4 thatlli®& takes a consequence of the
reciprocal recognition “to be a marked raising lué tevel of quality of arguments in the
disputes of the contestant parties” (Gallie 193®8). To distinguish essentially contested
concepts from radically confused concepts requttes condition (VI), the original
exemplar, but also condition (VII) “the probability plausibility, in appropriate senses of
these terms, of the claim that the continuous caitige for acknowledgement as between
the contestant users of the concept, enables igealr exemplar's achievement to be
sustained and/or developed in optimum fashiontl(ikiB0). Gallie’'s choice of words here
Is infuriating to be honest. Given the complexiii@golved in explicating the exact role of
the original exemplar it is far from clear what Balmeans by sustainability and/or
development of “the original exemplar’s achieverh@mbptimum fashion.

While discussing the artificial example of bowlingampionshify Gallie asserts
that concerning the conditions (Il) to (IV) “we ntusdmit the following possibility: that
this achievement could not have been revived asthmed or developed to the optimum
which actual circumstances have allowed, excephbkind of continuous competition for
acknowledged championship (and for acceptance of @articular criterion of
"championship”) which my artificial example was @ged to illustrate” (ibid. 178). At

first, it might appear that Gallie has in mind sohnmey like a competition between

4 See section 2.3, fn. 31.
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scientific hypotheses but he draws a clear disonchere: “nothing remotely like this is
true in the case of essentially contested conceptse of these, in the nature of the case,
ever succumbs—as most scientific theories eventdal—to a definite or judicial knock-
out” (ibid. 178-9). Unlike in social sciences, iataral sciences there are acknowledged
general methods or principles for deciding betwiead hypotheses.

Gallie’s artificial example is somewhat misleadismce the winning of the
“championship” in a bowling game seems to requiseteof rules Gallie is claiming social
sciences not having. It should be remembered tigatthiampionship Gallie is discussing is
awarded rather peculiarly since “the spectatordy the team thethink to play the game
best as champions. The whole matter of champiorishyased on appraisive criteria held
in respect by the spectators. Therefore “it iseuitpossible to find general principlefor
deciding which of two contestant uses of an esaknttontested concept really ‘uses it
best™ (ibid. 189). The lack of a general princigte a definite knock-ouguaranteeghe
essentially contestable nature of the dispute. Asgued abov8 the spirit of Gallie’s
notion is not at odds with the possibility of piaat and temporal closures of the disputes.
With the introduction of the condition (VII) this clearly so.

The game metaphor of the artificial example illasgd by Gallie raises a few
questions though. If the championship is awardesttbaolely on the “aesthetical nature”
of the play, why do the teams play at all or whytkey follow the rules of the play? I'm
not talking about the supposed rules or generaicgies for deciding which team’s
performance is the best or “the most aesthetic’thbatrules of conduct so to speak. Why
do the participants of supposedly endless dispwte® to engage the discussion at all?
Could it be that some disputants would resort tdevit means to achieve their goals when
they realize that the ongoing dispute is not omlystrating and difficult butn principle
without a possible resolution? This observation ot be an objection against Gallie’s
theory if he would not assume that as a consequen@iprocal recognition of the open
character of essentially contested concepts is dekea raising of the level of quality of
arguments in the disputes of the contestant pastibgch, in effect, would develop and/or
sustain “the original exemplar’'s achievement inrmapim fashion”. Especially since Gallie
seems to concern himself only with the concepts lthae a positive normative valence,
his overall theory embraces a rather substantmtatview. Some theorists have accused

Gallie of committing himself to an undesirable moralativism. I'm inclined to think

*0 See section 2.3, fn. 34.
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that's because of an ethical undertone of Galltesory—an undertone which is not
explicitly articulated—not because they see theoheadvancing moral relativism. If
Gallie would argudor moral relativism, the criticism of his position agch would be

superfluous indeed. Thus, despite “the good intesti of Gallie, there is room for
criticism that the end result is just another tgp&icious relativism.

Nonetheless, Gallie realizes the apparent probWile the best (definite once-
and-for-all) use of a concept is unattainable “&ynyet be possible to explain or show the
rationality of a given individual's continued user (in the more dramatic case of
conversion his change of use) of the concept irstiu@ (ibid. 189). Gallie tries to show
that there is, or there could be, a rationale lemdividual’s continued use of the concept
to be found. At first he illustrates how supportefglifferent views can be converted to a
cause preferred by an individual in question ifefhavith convincing arguments. Here
Gallie’s assertion lacks force because what islehgéd is the situation where all parties
recognize the essentially contested nature of dineept and realize that there exists only
subjectively preferred usages. According to theddan (1) the concept signifies a valued
achievement i.e. the concept is appraisive in cdbaraThe individual championing a
particular view while recognizing the lack of oldjge standards of evaluation is now in a
position where he has to admit that there is nealye basis for his own preferred view
which can have a devastating effect on his motveald any view at all.

It is also possible, Gallie argues, that the paldicperformance of a team (or the
conception held by a party in dispute) “revives aadlizes... some already recognized
feature of an already valued style of performanae, that of the original exemplar.
Because of this particular performance... [an indiaifl sees, or claims to see, more
clearly and more fully why he has acknowledged foilbwed the exemplar's style of
performance all along... which, given his particutaarginal appraisive situation, is
conclusive for him, although it is merely impressior surprising or worth noticing for
others” (ibid. 191, brackets addetl)

However, Gallie recognizes the apparent lack ofdssurances. There exists a
possibility that once contestant users of any d&dbn contested concept stop to

“...believe, however deludedly, that their own useto$ the only one that can command

*1 Actually, Gallie is on the right track when notitigat there is a fundamental difference between an
individual's “particular marginal appraisive siti@t” from which reasons to hold some belief atzat seen
conclusive and a third person perspective from whitat belief is more or less arbitrary (given thek of
objective standards of evaluation). In section I3@esent the notion of transitional rationality ander to
secure the meaningfulness of conversion from oew W another.
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honest and informed approval ...this harmless if deduhope may well be replaced by a
ruthless decision to cut the cackle, to damn thretlos and to exterminate the unwanted”
(ibid. 193-4). This clearly unwanted outcome igrigly a possible causal consequence,
such as is in no way logically justifiable, of rgodition of a given concept as essentially
contested, and has therefore no logical relevamaaut present analysis” (ibid. 194). As
long as the theory of essentially contested comsdsptot pushing forward a certain kind of
ethical conception this sort of objection has ngidal relevance indeéd But it still may
havesomerelevance.

In discussion of the condition (V), recognitionpresented Skinner’s view about
the possible reason for disagreement even if theinpat criteria in question are
comprehensively acknowledged. | claimed that thedimn of recognition needs an
extension to better cover the issue. In the lightthe present dilemma, it is easily
conceivable that one of the reasons why peoplelidg ¢ their preferred conceptions
while disagreeing about the correct ranking orderth@ criteria is their purpose to
“educate/civilize” other people or “widen/refineeth perspective” concerning social
awareness. While in many cases this would perhegsé with submitting oneself to “the
chronic human peril of underestimating the valueoné's opponents' positions” (Gallie
1956a: 193) it certainly gives one motivationals@ato keep the contest®nlt is worth
noting that in many cases the pertinent criterearast acknowledged by participants, and
the criteria wouldn’t be applied to circumstanceghe same way, even if they would be
(acknowledged).

There are rather many theorists nowadays who ose€t the overall situation

described as a problem, but as a possibility. TReademics usually draw their inspiration

2 “One very desirable consequence of the requirambgmition in any proper instance of essential
contestedness might therefore be expected to barkethraising of the level of quality of argumeintghe
disputes of the contestant parties. And this womldan prima facie, a justification of the continued
competition for support and acknowledgement betwlervarious contesting parties” (Gallie 1956a:)193
William Connolly seems to agree with Gallie: “Sinwe often cannot expect knockdown arguments téesett
these matters, we must come to terms somehow hetipalitical dimension of such contests. It is fjuss
and | believe likely, that the politics of thesentests would become more enlightened if the coamtst
realized that in many contexts no single use caadvanced that must be accepted by all reasonabiieg
The realization that opposing uses might not bduskely self-serving but have defensible reasontheir
support could introduce into these contests a measiutolerance and a receptivity to reconsideratid
received views” (Connolly 1993: 40-1). However, dssesses these conclusions as disputable: “They flo
from the assumption that rationality, fragile assjtis helped, not hindered, by heightened awasné the
nature and import of our differences” (ibid. 42plli& looks to take this assumption for granted.

%3 For this reason the condition of reciprocal redtigm may need to be augmented by adding a reqeinem
for the recognition of a possibility of conversiam addition to the original condition of recognigirthe
concept (or an issue in question) as contestalgernciple.
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from the work of Wittgenstein, and possibly Derrattad Levinas as well. Chantal Mouffe,
for example, points out that:

“...the aim of democratic politics is to construce thhem’ in such a way
it is no longer perceived as an enemy to be desthoybut as
an 'adversary’, that is, somebody whose ideas webab but whose right
to defend those ideas we do not put into ques#anadversary is an
enemy, but a legitimate enemy, one with whom wesh&me common
ground because we have shared adhesion to ethiiticgiqrinciples of
liberal democracy: liberty and equality. But weatjsee concerning the
meaning and implementation of those principles, asgch a
disagreement is not one that could be resolvedugtraleliberation and
rational discussion. Indeed, given the ineradicgiigalism of value,
there is no rational resolution of the conflict,nbe its antagonistic
dimension... To accept the view of the adversary iartdergo a radical
change in political identity. It is more a sortafnversionthan a process
of rational persuasion...” (Mouffe 2000: 101-2).

The resemblance to Gallie’s views is uncanny—algoit must be noted that
Gallie does not ground his views on “ineradicabilgaglism of value”, at least explicitly. It
seems to me that the sort of ‘conversion’ Mouffeads of is nearly identical to Gallie’s
view about “changing teams”. In the same vein, batd of the opinion thatational
persuasion (as a rigid demonstration) is not $frispeaking possible since contesting
parties value various criteria (“meaning and impatation” in the quote) differently. The
common ground needed to have a meaningful disqussicontestation for that matter, at
all is shared liberal culture which approximategist of exemplar in Gallie’s terminology.
Jirgen Habermas offers us a further insight indmsussion of the benefits of genuine

dialogue between secularists and those subsctibirgjigious beliefs:

“If both sides agree to understand the seculadmatf society as a
complementary learning process, then they will diswe cognitive

reasons to take seriously each other’s contribstitm controversial

subjects in the public debate... The understandingtotérance in

pluralistic societies with a liberal constitutiorerdands that in their
dealings with unbelievers and those of differenthf&a believers should
grasp that they must reasonably expect that theewisthey encounter
will go on existing; at the same time, howeveribaral political culture

expects that unbelievers, too, will grasp the sawmat in their dealings
with believers” (Habermas 2006: 47, 50).

Evidently, Gallie sees the progressive competitisna sort of “complementary
learning process” Habermas is referring to; agiggénunderstand it as such a process ties
conditions (V) and (VII) neatly together. In thespage above Habermas points out that
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this might be enough to give sufficient cognitiveasons to hold diverging, even
essentially s, views and still take other party’s contributicerisusly. Nonetheless, if the

contestants do not see “the big picture” as a cemphtary learning process, and “that
their own use of it is the only one that can comthaonest and informed approval...”
(Gallie 1956a: 193) they may very well turn to @ol means. Considering the fact that
such violence over the matters of principle seenake place around the world every day,
these kinds of scenarios are likely in the futusenell. However, the real reason behind
such actions isn’t probably frustration with theegtially contestable status of one’s own
position, quite the contrary.

Even if the quotes from Mouffe and Habermas lengpsu to Gallie’s theory
another possibility emerges. Phrases like “the afndemocratic politics” and “shared
adhesion to ethico-political principles of liberdémocracy” or “the understanding of
tolerance in pluralistic societies with a liberahstitution” give a room for thought that the
theory of essentially contested concepts is subaligntied to the liberal political culture
and its ethical and moral demands and/or vital itimms>>. If that is so, the essentiality of
essentially contested concepts dwindles fast. TGaflie’s theory can be characterized in
terms not unlike the one Habermas is proposing ‘it ideal speech situation” i.e. it is a
substantially liberal conception, not a general.ddecourse, Gallie doesn’'t characterize
the situation in terms used by Mouffe and Haberawad the condition (IV), the open
character of a concept, gives him some room foreuneer. Yet, if the conditions (V) and
(VII) limit possible future interpretations and gsef concepts significantly (in this case
advancing a substantially liberal interpretationtioém), the overall theory is open to
serious criticism. Moreover, then, it could be stdt the theory of essentially contested
concepts advances at least a partial ethical iitaw a severe flaw is this depends on a
person doing the criticizirtg

Gallie can answer these objections by saying thest precisely the progressive
competition which has led us to this point in higtae. the conventions, practices and

concepts now established are the results of prsigeescompetition rendering them

>4 By this | do not mean to imply that Habermas sipporter of essential contestability thesis a&.suc

% Paraphrasing Reinhardt Koselleck one could sayalwrtain understanding of the nature of the epts
in question is a “by-product” of culture or histdisee e.g. Koselleck 2002).

%% For instance, it might be contended that everyonoof ‘progressive development’ requires commitin
oneself to one or another ethical outlook in ortteidentify progressiveness at all. From a thirdspa
perspective this appears to be true, but | assumecould make a case for progress seen as tramagitio
matter i.e. the future generations define the degferogress solely by their own standards. Ieress, that
must always be so since the mortality of man guaemthat, after sufficient time, no direct dialeguith
one’s forefathers is possible.
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superior to other alternative conventions, prastiaed concepts. However, this is a rather
implausible explanation—and possibly not being @blgive us any further insight into the

matter—one that presupposes a particular sort ogrpssion of human history as a

necessarily self-correcting enterprise. As it haygp&e might have taken “the wrong turn”

at some point. He can also claim that while thedd@ms outlined in his theory seem to

favor certain kind of progression there has newveenb or is, any certainty that the

progression develops the certain understandingon€eptual disputes; even more so if
other factors affecting cultural movements and tsh#re taken into account. This is,

however, a rather weak position.

There exists a stronger variant of the latter pmsitWhat if it is the human
condition that has driven us to this point? Natyralithout defining the characteristics of
the human condition the phrase is tautological. therpresent purpose it is sufficient to
raise a possibility of the kind of explanation negdA fully-fledged theoretical conception
could be similar to Hegel’'s master/slave- dichotoMihen the people would be aware of
their particular condition as humans, it could gitlem cognitive reasons to shape their
social reality accordingly. For example, if it wdube generally acknowledged that the
recognition by others is one of the most signiftdactors affecting the development of an
individual to become a confident and stable pergerwould be surely motivated to shape
the social conditions accordingly. This leaves ardapen to empirical research in social
sciences, and most especially in psychology, at Wke scientific advancements in the
empirical research could function as reason-givarge on a level of individual awareness
i.e. as cognitive reasotis Yet, the progression can be more or less coniingepending
on other factors affecting’ft

Some researchers gather that the purpose of Gatlidition (VII) is to ensure
an avenue for progressive conceptual clarificat&ince to embrace the notion of

essentially contested concepts would be to sucaumbelf to endless conceptual debates.

*"| leave the nature of this process undefined geds a way beyond the scope of my research.

8 Several affecting factors are conceivable. Fomela, there could be natural disasters impairirg th
progression. Also, if the basic social conditioriste world would change fundamentally (e.g. untadi
material resources for everyone were to be avaiaiblcould starkly affect the way we see ourselass
social beings. It is also somewhat feasible thanethe basic human condition could change as the
humankind advances technologically. What was seiefiction a hundred years ago is now a part of
everyday life. The fundamental change of the bhasiman condition is not, however, something that lman
taken reliably into account when theorizing abauthn understanding since it would effectively creatige
whole framework of understanding and how we sesaues as humans (or as something else). One has to
do with the material at hand. For an account hog rdcent developments in biotechnology and genetic
research_could affect the identity and self-undeding of the species, see for example Future of
Human NaturgHabermas 2003).
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lan Shapiro (1989) sees the conceptual clarificapossible but not within the limits of
Gallie’s framework. What is needed, however, ibtoaden the perspective from political
philosophy and political theory to include a widamray of interdisciplinary (social)
sciences. ‘Gross concepts’, as Shapiro calls sooimicepts, deal with substantive
empirical issues that cannot be reduced to rigomesnings of concepts Political
theory, he argues, “is also irreducibly descripthecause it is about a concrete set of
particulars—the changing relations of scarcity, powand finitude that set the terms of
human social interaction”. Substantive disagreemabbut the terms used in a relational
argument are often reduced to “disagreements d@heuteanings of the terms themselves,
making a self-fulfilling prophecy out of the ‘ess@h contestability’ thesis”. Shapiro
considers plausible the claim that there are @t kameessentially contested concepts but
not all disagreements between protagonists areest@tions over corregheaningsof
normative concepts (of politics). “Defenders of @ssential contestability thesis leap much
too rapidly from surface disagreements to theircbasion”. (Shapiro 1989: 67-8.)

According to my reading of Gallie it would be a talke to interpret the thesis of
essential contestability as an attempt to clahfymeanings of concepts themselves. In the
beginning of “Essentially Contested Concepts” @adliates that while he doesn’t want to
advocate a return to “the idea of philosophy asl kih“engine” of thought, that can be laid
on to eliminate conceptual confusions wherever thay rise” he hopes to show that his
method of approach “can give us enlightenment afuzh needed kind” (Gallie 1956a:
168.) In the end of the article, however, he ass#rat “...clarification or improved
understanding of a concept would naturally be taiemean improvement in one's skill
and confidence in using it—thanks to, e.g., adnlll clear statement of the rules governing
its use. But quite clearly this account will notveefor all concepts, and in particular, not
for appraisive concepts” (ibid. 197). It is no wendhat many academic researchers have
taken Gallie’s views rather personally since itnsge¢hat the very possibility of conducting
a research in a field of social sciences is threateAs it is, on many occasions, the focus
has been on the possibility of achieving closweejdoral or definite. The condition (VII)
has been interpreted from that basis.

Despite the considerations given for or againstpiesibility of condition (VI1)
above Gallie’s intention was to concentrate ondhginal exemplar's achievement which

is sustained and/or developed in optimum fashios uthe continuous competition for

%9 A closer look on Shapiro’s account is taken irtisec2.8.
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acknowledgment of the particular use of the condemt example, if we consider women'’s
suffrage to be a valued achievement the followirantestation over the correct
understanding of the gender equality can be seemasttempt to develop the original
achievement in optimum fashion. If we interpret a@ition (VI) broadly, the tradition that
was exemplarily initiated by the suffragettes ire theginning of the century is now
continued by the feminist movement for which thdfragettes serve as the original
exemplar. This is a commonsense interpretationhef driginal exemplar, but not one
without problems since—by being just an examplerd possible particular case—it does
not give us sufficient conceptual tools for ideyitify other such cases or, moreover, help
us in any concrete way in really difficult casesaihich the disputants at least seemingly
do not share common exemplar. If, on the other hewedcould find a way to identify the
original exemplar, or another conception serving ttame purpose, the case for
progressive competition of exemplar’s achievementdbe resolved, or at least reframed,
in a meaningful way.

Freeden raises also a possibility that “it is quidaceivable that such a concept
may be impoverished during competition over iteiptetation... or that the level of
debate may be of low quality” (Freeden 1996: 6@mE aspects of the meaning of the
concept may be lost or abandoned, that is truesibae the essentially contested concepts
are supposedly open in character, that would beesung to be expected, not lamented.
Unfortunately Freeden leaves it open what ‘impastenent’ of a concept would actually
entail. One can certainly say that the current esaigany single essentially contested
concept is somehow “impoverished” when comparedstgrevious usage but to do so
would be to actually participate in the processaitestation of that concept. To assume a
standard against which the concept is deemed “ieqglved” is, in practice, to assume

some sort of original exemplar Freeden most emgditidenies as “inimical to the very

% |n these “really difficult cases” the strategy refframing the contours of a given dispute in temwhs
disputants being part of some other, more gengeaalition of thought which requires (in non-coesense)
disputants to acknowledge other considerationgprstiously taken into account in the original digpoan
help to “air” the debate stuck in a rut. But be@atlge opinions are formed from one’s subjectivespective
and held respectively it does not seem likely tra¢ could force someone to accept the authoritgoaie
other exemplar as overriding in virtue of supposeanbership to that tradition.
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notion of essential contestability” (ibid) Gallie, on the other hand, can sincerely try to
make a case for the progressive competition sirecehds the standard of evaluation
embodied in the form of original exemplar. Is tloadition (V1) now saved? No. What is
shown here clearly is that—other previously meradifficulties aside—it stands or falls
with the condition (VI). Without the original exefap it's well nigh impossible to make a
case for progressive competition in Gallie’s frareuw

Jeremy Waldron (2002) proposes that since one damésneed to assume
disputants’ awareness of their use of an essgntialitested concept, the beneficial results
considering the increased understanding about dh&en of the issue contested can occur
even if the disputants themselves would continueettemently contest other uses of the
concept. Discussing the interpretation of the ‘Rafiléaw’ in the case of the aftermath of
presidential elections (Bush vs. Gore) in which Swgreme Court of the United Stated
take much disputed and controversial stance reggittie counting of votes in the state of
Florida, Waldron concludes that the dispute (paddigy helped to increase understanding
of what is at stake in the disputes of this kinth@lgh it contributed to—at least to some
degree—a loss of trust to the institution of thev land court—a sign in itself that
understanding had increased. This didn’t requipgi@ characterization of the concept as
essentially contested on the part of its usersitaceh be argued that particular viewpoints
were presented within a legal tradition of Ruld_afv dating back to Aristoteles. (Waldron
2002.) still, this increased understanding in ftsaust be seen as superior to "old
understanding” that prevailed before the incidentvhich 'Rule of Law’ was essentially
contested without contestants being aware of ther@af their dispute. And this requires
an external standard of evaluation or a concepifarationality that can plausibly explain
that the understanding has been actually increased given (individual or collective)

case.

®1 There is another alternative for seeing how egsdecbntestability might lead to impoverishment af
concept. It is plausible that a concept used btuaily everyone may undergo a processsefmantic
bleachingi.e. the concept loses its original criteria opligation rendering it pretty much pointless beeaits

is now indiscriminately employed in everyday usadge.example one could mention the adjective form
‘rational’ which has become a concept of affirmatior denouncement without any clear reference to a
specific conception of rationality other than itsever's own. In contemporary Finland the concdpiagism

(fin. “rasismi”) is undergoing—if it hasn’t alreadyone through—a change one might identify as semant
bleaching since the concept seems to be losimyiggal moorings to ‘race’ with expressions sush‘age
racism” (“ikarasismi”) growing more frequent evedgy. It must be noted that “racism” has maintaiaed
sense of negative valuation but this seems to bédalyto these kind of cases, in general. Summa
summarum, one could perhaps argue that tendeneyetiivize the terminology of language (especiallyce

the terms are used aggressively and defensivelghtniead, in the end, to the impoverishment of that
terminology in the specified sense.
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2.7 Undesirable relativism?

After the discussion of the seven basic conditi@fis‘essentially contested
concepts’ | have to conclude that Gallie is undblé&dentify an attribute or characteristic
of a concept (“causing” essential contestabilitgeaed to claim that the nature of certain
kind of concepts—certain characteristics of them-argntees the pervasiveness and
endlessness of the disputes in any meaningful seinee prefix “essential”. However,
that does not necessarily mean that no such tlaolgl de found. In this section | evaluate
the claims that, even if some attribute rendering toncepts ‘essentially contestable’
could be found, it would lead only to conceptualatigism that would not admit
superiority of one conception over another. Thauhpin turn, have a serious effect on
the central notion of Gallie—illustrated by theifecial example of rooting for one team
and not for another—that definitional disputes dbthe criteria of application are
meaningful, even fruitful, to have—as illustrate¢ bhe condition of progressive
competition. First, | consider the remarks maddbyry Clarke after which | focus on the
considerations given by John Gfay

To begin with, Barry Clarke delineates the issuleaattd concisely:

“(T)he identification of an essentially contestemhcept requires some
principle by which it can be shown that a genuiasecof polysemy is at
issue rather than an uninteresting case of homonyraych a principle

could locate the source of the dispute either withe concept itself or in
some underlying non-conceptual disagreement betweercontestants.
In the latter case the conceptual contest wouldrbeutcome rather than
a source of dispute” (Clarke 1979: 123).

If it is to be shown that a thesis of essentialtestability locating the source of
essential contestability within the concepts le@mdsndesirable relativism, the theoretical

framework that focuses on the issue solely on éwellof concepts should perhaps be

%2 |t must be noted that both Clarke and Gray comnaetiteoretical dispute between K.l.MacDonald and
Steven Lukes regarding the conception of ‘powevamated by Lukes. Their contributions are alsoveate

for the present purpose since they discuss thee iggurelativism in relation to a notion of essehtia
contestability in general terms.
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discarde®®. This would require one wanting to understand @lceual phenomenon to
construct a better framework with which to work lwit find Clarke’s assessment, that
there are two central philosophical positions dgtishable, a ‘linguistic autonomy’ and a
view that ‘language is socially determined’, ineatipts to find the source of essential
contestability, to be highly plausible (ibid. 124)Between these two approaches “(I)t is
clear”, Clarke states “that any claim that a conggssentially contestable must rest on
some version of linguistic autonomy” (ibid.). Indieevhen we consider Gallie’s claim that
his purpose is “to show that there are apparemitjfess disputes for which neither of these
explanations [psychological or metaphysical] needhg correct one” (Gallie 1956a: 169,
brackets added) it seems evident that Gallie ptspowiew of linguistic autonomy as the
better approach. However, as we saw in discussaitieG basic conditions, the last two
conditions, original exemplar and progressive cditipa, that should serve for the
purpose of distinguishing the essentially contesteacepts from the confused concepts,
Gallie seems to prefer a point of view of languagesocially determinéd This tension, |
claim, is the primary source for the different npietations of his position. However, due
to the fact that Gallie insists on treatitige conceptss ‘essentially contested’, one must
emphasize the aspect of linguistic autonomy over tlew that language is socially
determined when evaluating his the$ry

% There are three main reasons for this: 1) ApphreGallie was not trying to produce a theory negtbn
radical conceptual relativism as is shown by hidusion of the last two conditions, original exeampand
progressive competition. Although one could perhapyg that, despite Gallie’s original intention, he
inadvertently stumbled upon an interesting caseooteptual relativism, | personally do not consithat to

be the thought provoking insight that can be foimdhe idea of essential contestability. 2) To shghat
there is a group of concepts that are contestaldm iessential sense—without providing any clearcsof
that contestability and at the same time embracomgeptual relativism—would be similar to a positia
which one just blatantly denies the attempts toindetertain concepts in any meaningful way while
maintaining that we can indeed know this particdfang, their essentially contestable nature, altbase
concepts. That kind of position would be based bfiral belief rather than on an informed point @w and
there is reason to believe that it would refutelfts3) Although | have used the terms ‘disputegritest’ and
‘conflict’ as practically interchangeable during nsyudy, there is no point in saying that somethimg
“contested” while subscribing to radical relativisfhis is noted by many commentators, for example,
Robert Grafstein states that “radical relativismraat conceive of a common ground to contest” (Ged#ds
1988: 25). John Gray has made this point as welhdre is nothing in common between the divergent
theories or world-views we should not speak aboahtests” but of “conflicts” (Gray 1977: 341-2).

® This is an analytical distinction. It is likely &h actual theses of essential contestability taletaace
combining elements from both sides as is the casie John Gray who advocates a view of essential
contestability as “at once conceptual and substah(Gray 1978: 391).

® That is, if he wants to avoid the charge concdpesaentialism in the case of original exemplass) a
contend him to do.

% And subsequently, this seems to be the reasothéodispute between K.l.Macdonald and Steven Lukes
concerning a possibility of one conception beingesior in relation to another. Barry Clarke crities not
only the views of Lukes but those of Macdonald adl:wMacdonald then is wrong in his claim that the
‘proper ground for the contest is the essenceettimcept’. On the contrary, the proper groundstmh a
contest is not the concept at all” (Clarke 197%;Xar Macdonald’s views, see: Macdonald 1976).
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Regarding ‘power’ offered by Steven Lukes to fatbi the category of essentially
contested concepts by Gallie now interpreted apgsting linguistic autonomy Barry

Clarke notes that...

“...if power is held to be essentially contestableame view of power
can be said to be theoretically superior to anyemwtihe claim that a
concept is 'essentially contestable’ commits tlement to a radical
relativism about essentially contested conceptgemeral and in this case
about the concept of power in particular... Consetiyeany one
idiosyncratic usage of an essentially contestablecept would be as
valid as any alternative idiosyncratic usage.” (K#al979: 125).

Thus, Clarke asserts that essential contestalwiblyld commit the claimant to a
radical relativism, even if some attribute causihg concept to be essential contestable
could be identified within a concept itself, thatfemobody has been able to do, as far as |
know. This seems to be true as far as one discubsesssue from the viewpoint of
linguistic autonomy. Someone advocating an esdentiatestability thesis resting on
linguistic autonomy could perhaps still claim treaten if one particular attribute of a
concept renders the concept as essentially cobtestdtimately there are other
characteristics of it that can be evaluated ratiprddearing way for one conception of a
concept to be considered superior to an8thdhat would be a weak and implausible
position, however, since it seems likely that tharacteristics rendering any “real world”
example of a concept in relation to some other eption as ‘superior’ do so by virtue of
referring to some aspects of social reality ratiwan keeping at the level of linguistics
alone.

Another way to go with the issue would be to giye the identification of a
concept as ‘contestable’ i.e. the view point oflirstic autonomy is brushed aside to make
way for the notion that the source of essentialtestability is socially determined.
According to Clarke, this change of the sourcesskeatial contestability “protects... from
the radical relativism that is a consequence ofntaming a position of essential
contestability and allows... to state that there raeessary contests in society and hence

that some necessary truths can, at least in pteycie asserted of social and political

®" That would imply rather ‘essential incompletenestconcepts as the source for our troubles tondefi
these concepts exactly. One subscribing to theomodf incompleteness would have to illustrate what
characteristics these type of concepts are ladikyngomparing them to “complete concepts”, perhépsill

not be enough to state that concepts in sociahsegeare different from those of natural sciencethis
regard without identifying “the missing charactéd)” in a definitive way. Nonetheless, | assuthat this
sort of approach could have a fighting chance alghoit will not be pursued here as it was not the ef
explanation Gallie was after.
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contests” (ibid.). After the source of essentiahtestability is identified as socially
determined one has to, still, a conception of rediity that can make sense of the
superiority of one conception over another. Othsewisuperiority’ would amount to
nothing more than “winning a contest” as an emaplrgtatement of (arbitrary) fact that can
only be projectec posteriori

Thus, Barry Clarke (1979) concludes that there aspoint to talk about the
contestable character of certain concepigsswe want to advocate a thesis committed to
radical relativism regarding these concepts. He almtes that such a thesis ends up
defeating itself since it is reasonable to assumaé the notion of ‘essentially contestable
concept’ is itself essentially contestable. Thenefone would do well to “delete all
references either to essentially contestable essentially contested concepts” (ibid. 126.)
In section 2.4 Clarke’s distinction between ‘cotgesand ‘contestable’ was mentioned at

the first time.

“To say, however, that a concept is essentiallytesied rather than
contestable is to make a claim of a different kiaak if this view is to be
consistent it must rest on some claim that locallesieaning outside the
concept itself and in society. If the contest ssémntial' then it is not the
concept that is '‘essentially contested' but whattncept represents; and
this can only be maintained by claiming that sonwntests are
structurally necessary” (Clarke 1979: 124).

Clarke makes a keen observation anyone interestgdailie’s original theory
should heed carefully: what is actually contestd® concepts or what the concepts
represerit? If the contestation is primarily about what tlieepts represent, it is not the
contestable nature of concepts we should be focoseas they are merely contested as a
by-product of the underlying contestation that nba@ycharacterized as ‘essential’ if it is
“structurally necessary”. Naturally, whatever it teat might be called structurally
necessary in this respect is very likely a matfesame controversy but at least the first
superficial obstacle, the mistaken assumptionddgtin concepts by virtue of their nature
as having some special characteristics are whattisally contested i.e. the source of

contestability, is taken care of. | do believe tteabe the case in the phenomenon Gallie is

% Now | want to remind the reader about our dis@rssi section 2.1 (esp. fn.23). It was stated that
essentially contested concept is “appraisive inghese that it signifies or accredits some kindraified
achievement” (Gallie 1956a: 171). Moreover, “thihi@vement must be of an internally complex charact
for all that its worth is attributed to it as a vidlb The third condition was that “the accreditethi@vement
is initially variously describable” (ibid. 171-2ater on it was contented that what is developethéu by
those disputing the essentially contested coneefitea achievement of the original exemplar. Whahis
mysterious ‘achievement’? Is it a part of a conaepomething the concept represents?
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describing, the phenomenon that seems to genamdiess debatesvolving®, typically,
certain kind of concepts. In chapter 3 | attempoutiine an alternative perspective to the
issue that is not susceptible to the confusionrBgg the source of essential contestability
mentioned above.

John Gray has discussed Gallie’s original thesisvim related articles, in which
he raises a concern about the rational unsettiabdi disputes involving essentially
contested concepts, the unsettlability which, adiogr to him, can lead to skeptical
nihilism and conceptual relativism (Gray 1977 ar@v8)°. Gray identifies two main
sources for concern in this regard: the presumedialue-dependency and the open
texture of the essentially contested concepts (G8ay: 339—-42). He also assumes that the
strongest variant of the thesis of essential ctabdgy has too wide a scope concerning
the logical status of opposing conceptions whioheffect, restricts the range of possible
accounts that can be given regarding a conceptighaintested (ibid. 338-9). | evaluate
the merits of his criticism which is especially ianfant as it goes a long way to answer a
broader question of what is the actual scope ofi€Zatheory. In the end, | hope, we have
a clearer sense of what are the necessary comsdtiat need to be made in addition to the
ones already mentioned while the seven basic dondibf essentially contested concepts
were discussed. While it is, in my opinion, quitesious that Gallie is pursuing something
substantively important as well as meaningful whiils notion of essentially contested
concepts it still remains to be seen what sortenflightenment of a much needed kind” he
Is actually pursuing, or offering. The last two ddions, which purportedly demarcate
essentially contested concepts from “radically asefl” concepts, are highly controversial

and do not seem to establish solid standards &vpilrposé.

% The word ‘involve’ is ever important here; the &s$ debates are naboutcertain type of concepts.
Actually, the phrasing of the issue as the attetoptinderstand the intractability of pervasive disgu
involving certain kind of concepts is the self-désed starting point of Gallie’s article. This imather
example of how his focus tends to alternate betviiegmistic autonomy and social determination cairig
the issue somewhat needlessly.

" It must be noted from the outset that althoughyGegects the specific thesis of essential conbélitiaas

it is proposed by Gallie, he sees the central isi@f the thesis as salvageable if certain adjeistsnare
made. In “On Liberty, Liberalism and Essential Gmstability” (1978) the general tone of criticismaatst
Gallie's original theory is somewhat mitigated wheompared to the rather straightforward assault
undertaken in "On the Contestability of Social &ulitical Concepts”. | will go over the general agiments
proposed by Gray in the course of the currentsecti

™ John Gray states that he does not have a “quawili the first five conditions (Gray 1978: 390).
However, “it is far from clear what are the distilighing marks of the kind of social and conceptlenge
which confers on a concept an essentially contedtadacter” (Gray 1977: 337). By Gallie’s own wottat
should be clear after the introduction of the ta&t conditions into the theory (Gallie 1956a: 180).
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According to Gray, there are three distinct vasaot any thesis of essential
contestability. 1) The weakest variant confuseducal and historical variability (often
cited as evidence of concept’s contestability) abacept to be the criterion of its essential
contestability. “All interesting and important cestability theses go far beyond this weak
version in which the fact of a concept's contesitgbcan be established by empirical
means alone, and in which a concept's contestabsit indeed, constituted by its
‘contestedness’ “ (ibid. 338) 2) The stronger option would be to try to showalbgument
“the inconclusiveness of debates about the critefigorrect application of a concept”
(ibid.) i.e. if there are no logically coercive seas for privileging one conception over
another, there is good reason to doubt claims pémsority made by disputants and “to
regard its proper use as disputable” (ibid.). Teguires one to make some philosophical
judgments i.e. the fact of contestedness cannestablished by empirical means althe
3) A concept may be called contested if “its subjeatter is in its nature such that there
are always good reasons for disputing the propoégny of its uses” (ibid’}. Gray calls
this strongest version of essential contestabiligsis as ‘essential contestability proper’
distinguishing it from ‘contestedness’ and ‘conadity’, the first two variants (ibid. 339).

John Gray claims that “any strong variant of areesial contestability thesis must
precipitate its proponents into a radical (and phdp self-defeating) skeptical nihilism”

(ibid. 343) meaning most notably Gallie’s origirthesis, or any thesis that falls under

"2 This sense of contestability is very similar witle conception of ‘hotly contested’ by Terence B2899).

In the same article, he introduces notions of ‘smyacept’ and ‘core concept’ while discussing cetad
ideologies which, when combined, produce a resety \similar to Gallie’s conception. As Ball rejects
Gallie’s theory, the relation between ideas presein that article and Gallie’s original theory aneclear.
Anthony Birch, drawing from Ball's criticism of G&’s theory as ahistorical (see esp. Ball 1988d¥ers

the use of ‘currently contestable’ which correspoatso with the sense meant by Gray (Birch 1998).8—
Nonetheless, | have to also point out to an eamrdierarks by Barry Clarke, according to which tharse for
essential contestability that is found outside laeticular attributes of concepts may produce iatness

(in a sense meant by Gray) about these same candéaturally, in that case, we should not dub these
concepts as ‘essentially contestable’.

3 When different conceptions of a concept and dsitére concept consists of are seen as separatsend
sufficient alternatives which are then comparedrehdoesn’t seem to be conclusive and, most enualisti
no logically coercive, reasons to be had for thespective evaluation. According to my interpretatithe
conception of essential contestability preferredlblin Gray falls also under this label (Gray 1944-7,
Gray 1978: 394-5; 402) although at times he reafethe reflexive nature of the subject matter as source
of contestability (Gray 1978: 393—4). Another argumnhfor contestability that could be placed undes t
label would be the notion arising out of stipulatiaccording to which the disagreement about a icerta
concept is constitutive of that concept

" For example, Birch claims that “(A)n essentialntested or, better, essentially contestable quris@ne
that is so permeated and surrounded by valuesrélaabnable men may argue interminably without ever
reaching agreement on the true meaning and imgitsabf the concept” (Birch 1993:8). All interprétans

of essential contestability that view the essenéiss of contestation as following directly from swbject
matter essentially contested concepts are refetonfall under this category. Value pluralism in iafn
values are seen as radically incommensurable waith ether would lead naturally to this conclusion
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‘essential contestability proper’. First of all, 8ven identify a concept as ‘essentially
contested’ “is to repudiate a wide range of regugc or exclusivist, descriptivist or
essentialist claims which are characteristicallydenéor it by each of its rival user” (ibid.
336)°. From this point it follows that “to characterizeconcept as having an essentially
contested character is to announce the resultcohaeptual analysis which is not neutral
about the logical status of the concept under itny&ison” (ibid.). Thus, to assume a view
of essential contestability (in a sense given tuyiGallie) is to always be “philosophically
partisan” since it is to exclude “as illegitimati @guments seeking to show the virtual
equivalence of the term's meaning and the critefridss correct application” (Gray 1977:
336). While keeping in mind the point made abogeuk consider the following statement

from Gray:

“In other words, to say of a concept that it iseegmlly contested in this
third and very strong sense [essential contestapitoper] is not to make
a deduction from a standpoint that somehow trardscafi definitional

disputes about the concept, but rather is to praodfephilosophically
partisan understanding of the character of theudgsjtself. Indeed, it
may be that any characterization of a concept ssnéially contested is
so deeply and radically nonneutral that it museklitdoe seen as
essentially contestéd (Gray 1977: 338-9, brackets added).

Gray is naturally right to insist that no transcenck in this regard is possible; the
thesis of essential contestability is admittedlycetain viewpoint to the matter or a
description of certain sort of pervasive disputewthwhich other characterizations can be
made. However, one must be very clear about thigema=irst of all, if the thesis of
essential contestability is a description of a dispin which two or more opposing
conceptions about certain concept clash—whethegr dhe made by Utilitarians, Idealists
or others—and the concept that is disputed—whaeth®fgood’, ‘justice’ or some other—
is identified as ‘essentially contested’ by thetjggrants (i.e. participants are seen as
essentially contesting it), what does it actualigply? First of all, let's take into
consideration the observations made by Barry Claadier. Basically, we have two
options: 1) we are subscribing to the notion ofuirstic autonomy meaning that there must
be some characteristic, attribute or property inoacept itself rendering it essentially

contestable; 2) we are seeing the phenomenon @ntsls contestability as socially

> “To characterize as essentially contested the emmnof goodness, for example, means to rejecthell t
diverse definist claims made for it by Utilitariaridealists, and others” (Gray 1977: 336).

® Gray’s phrase “essentially contested in this thind very strong sense” is interchangeable, as itswith
Clarke’s term “essentially contestable”.
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determined meaning that the source of essentiatestability is found outside the
characteristics of a concept itself. Then, constder conceptions of ‘democracy’ at odds
with each other: the first party champions for thetion that highlights “effective

participation”, adequate and equal opportunitiesfdon their preference and place
guestions on the public agenda, while the secondy psees “inclusiveness”, the
requirement that each and every citizen has legiBnand equal stake regarding political
process within a state. For the sake of claritys ldub these conceptions A) “effective

participation conception” and B) “inclusiveness ception”’

. The next step, of course, is
the dispute between these two conceptions i.ee¢alfe participation conception” versus
“inclusiveness conception”. | will now assess thistfoption outlined above in relation to
Gray’'s arguments. The second option is taken uscletiny later on.

Thus, Gray is asserting that to characterize timeeot of ‘democracy’ now under
dispute as ‘essentially contested’ is to “annoutheeresult of a conceptual analysis which
is not neutral about the logical status of the epbcunder investigation” and to be
philosophically partisan in a debate in which m#pnts holding conceptions A and B try
to “show the virtual equivalence of the term's megnand the criteria of its correct
application.” (Gray 1977: 336.) Although Gray dasst characterize the issue in same
terms as Clarke, | assume that one subscribingetspecific notion according to which the
source of essential contestability is groundedmyuistic autonomy has to assert that there
is a property or characteristic in the concept @émocracy’ that guarantees endless
disputes of it. In that way, those wanting to shihve virtual equivalence of the term’s
meaning and the criteria of its correct applicatawe not even speaking about the same
type of concept although both name it as ‘democr&apm the view point of those seeing
the source of essential contestability as a maftknguistic autonomy, disputants A and B
are just plainly mistaken in their efforts to ondione or more pertinent criteria for the
concept of ‘democracy’ since there is a propertyfaxind in a concept rendering it
essentially contestable. From this perspective Gregnjecture that “any strong variant of
an essential contestability thesis must precipiitge proponents into a radical (and
probably self-defeating) skeptical nihilism” (ibi843) is more than reasonable. Of course,
one can conceive other reasons to have a disputasokind but it would not be about

“concepts” (as linguistically autonomous). And iede until a property of a concept able

" These criteria for ‘democracy’ are actually twofiok criteria for the ideal democracy outlined Rgbert
Dahl inDemocracy and Its Critic€L989). The other three are “voting equality”, ‘ightened understanding”
and “control of the agenda”.
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to fill this role is identified, the radical skepm is not warranted. It is time to go over
two possible sources identified by Gray that, d\yan to exists, would justify this skeptical
attitude.

Concerning the norm-dependency as one possibleedar the ambiguity and
vagueness encountered in the case of socio-pobldaacepts, the main thrust of Gray’'s
criticism is directed against a notion accordingwbich the framework of essentially
contested concepts is neutral. Gray makes use mwképarate but interconnected lines of
criticism: 1) the (strong) thesis of essential estdbility assumes certain understanding of
values as the primary source of essential contéistal{values being perhaps
incommensurable with each other) (Gray 1977: 339-Qrhy 1978: 392-3), or 2) the
thesis of essential contestability “reflects (soda it is acceptable) the pluralist, morally
and politically polyarchic character of contempgrévestern liberal society” (Gray 1977:
336-7; Gray 1978: 388). | will now evaluate thes&ans in turn.

Regarding the first line of criticism, values a® thrimary source of essential
contestability, Gray points out that in order toiavmoral relativism, one subscribing to
the thesis of essential contestability must assswn@e sort of ethical nonnaturalism “if the
essential contestability of a concept derives prilpndrom the norm-dependency of its
uses (where the norms are "open to choice" inghsesthat rational argument cannot show
any set of norms to be uniquely appropriate)” (Gtay7: 339%. Ethical naturalism with
its assumption that we could indeed deduct appatgmorms from empirical state of
affairs is naturally unsuited for the thesis ofezgml contestability purporting the source
of dispute to be found in the normative charactezomcepts. Another prime candidate for
the unfilled spot of value/norm-dependency, forregbe, would be Berlinian account of
value pluralism which would guarantee essentialtestability of concepts connected to
values due to the incommensurability of those \&alue

Gray also identifies another sort of nhorm-depengleax one possible source for

essential contestability that merits attention. Sider the following:

8 Note the following objection from Robert GrafsteitGray... argues that the thesis of essential
contestability unjustifiably presupposes that weownethical naturalism is incorrect, or at leastttha
normative issues cannot be resolved [here Grafsédars to (Gray 1978: 392), see below]. This dlipec
seems unnecessarily strong. As we will see, thistegeed not in this case make any claims abowtwh
anything, might justify values, only that we araused to believe in a variety of them and in a vrad
conceptual schemes” (Grafstein 1988: 18 fn.12,Katscadded). | agree with both of them. Gray'saisin

is on the mark regarding its object, which is idleeharsh, but quite justifiable interpretationGaxllie’s
thesis, while Grafstein is right to insist that ethnterpretations regarding the phenomenon in rgérege
certainly possible—and a generous reader of Gallght view him as meaning some of them (reasons for
this are presented throughout my study but a getigdosition on the issue is found in chapter 4).
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“The tenor of his paper is that the major source abncept's essential
contestedness is the normative standard embodiets byiteria. This is
to say that a concept is essentially contestedsifrival uses express
competing moral and political perspectives. Thod® wisagree in their
understanding of such an essentially contested egin@s power
[or] ...freedom, for example, do so in virtue of theival moral and
political commitments. Different views of power arfdeedom are
propagated aggressively and defensively, on thiowad, so as to
endorse and promote the distinctive claims of ¢ctifly ways of life”
(Gray 1978: 392, brackets added).

In the earlier article, Gray states that “it wikk bhe upshot of my argument that
essentially contested concepts find their charetiemuses within conceptual frameworks
which have endorsement functions in respect onhdefforms of social life” (Gray 1977:
332). This is a point well worth to keep in mindilehassessing his criticism. According to
Gray, the core notion of essential contestabibtyhiat “its subject matter is such as to be
inherently liable to intractable controversy” (Gra978: 392). The fact that background
normative standards are invoked or concept’s usesupposes some evaluative
judgments "will support the claim that this concept essentially contested only if
normative concepts are similarly contestable” (ibidfter establishing this, Gray sees that
there are two options: 1) either the merits of Irie@nceptions can be settled by reason
which would in effect empty the class of essenti@bntested concepts, or 2) if basic
evaluative judgments are “open to choice” we carspaak of a contest occurring at all,
since contests “have a point only when there isethimg that is not treated as contestable”
(ibid.). In Gray’'s opinion, this sort of essent@ntestability in virtue of norm-invoking
functions of the (essentially contested) concepttettively precludes debates about these
concepts from susceptibility to rational settlemémt as long as we accept the view—
endorsed by Gallie—that the ultimate questions dadraity and politics cannot be
answered by an appeal to reason” (ibid.). If therao rational resolution to be had, the
situation is describable as evidencing deep inconsomability.

| guess there are a couple of possible rejoinae@ray’s criticism in this respect.
The first and most obvious is to argue that theceph do not invoke background
normative standards but we should take those stdsdisto account some other way; for
instance, we should see these standards not uBlikg himself who does not want to

abandon a central insight of the notion of esskotiatestability states...

“...that contenders in any such definitional dispw#l typically be
found to disagree about the correct criteria of hole range of
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contextually related concepts, where these disaggrts are not
haphazard or random, but will tend to be mutualbpportive or
interlocking. Each use of a contested concept isfkimd typically rests
upon, presupposes, or endorses a definite usevbbke constellation of
satellite concepts, so that definitional disputes relation to such
concepts are indicative of conflicts between dieatg patterns of
thought-which are often, if not typically, partlpmstitutive of rival ways
of life” (Gray 1977: 344) .

Another possible response, more of a retort realoyld be to invoke the famous
“so what?” argument i.e. everything that Gray saalld be confirmed but wouldn’'t be
seen as a problem. It could actually work in tragtipular instance but also would commit
oneself to the position most untenable when consigehe arguments preceding this
particular discussion; especially this would havelarimental effect on keeping the
contestation on in a civilized manner if disputaats aware of the nature of the dispute.
Not to mention the fact that one would be committedomewhat radical moral relativism
in which it would be rather hard indeed to identifie dispute as a definitionabntest
More nuanced answers are also possible but if anddawvant to keep his position firmly
on the ground prepared by Gallie, the phrase “esblvable by argument of any kind”
would surely haunt till the end.

The second line of criticism, namely Gray's clairh the thesis of essential
contestability as arising out of pluralist, and itgly Western, point of view, is very
interesting since, if found plausible, it goes agavay to explain the socially determined
character of essential contestability. In the presi section regarding the seventh
condition, progressive competition, | insinuatedhwtihe help of Mouffe and Habermas
that Gallie’s chosen perspective might be intimatedd to the liberal political culture.
This is especially damning for Gallie’'s theory atging to find the source of
contestability in properties of concepts alone.rd&larke contended earlier that to see
any “essentiality” in perceived contestability tightt as socially determined, one must
show that these contests are “structurally necgssHrthe matter of contestability is
straightforwardly reducible to our current histaticsituation, it is certainly socially
determined but not “essential” in a sense Galligsiag the term.

Gray offers a perspective for viewing the thesiesgential contestability deeply
related to the liberal/pluralist framework whichsemewhat similar to the one discussed in

the section 2.6 (in relation to Mouffe and Haberm#&$e sees a definitive connection
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between the way different conceptions are treatetiberal societies committed to the

pluralism of values and Gallie’s thesis of essémntatestability.

“But for one who, like Berlin, acknowledges the tastedness of the
concept of freedom, liberalism is likely to be ceived as expressing the
meta-theoretical claim that a collision of incommarable ends is an
ineliminable (and perhaps also, the defining) fematf political life. On

the latter view, a liberal society will be idengifi not by its adherence to
any ideal, but rather in the fact that it compratseontending ideals,
between which it is the business of politics tateabe” (Gray 1978: 388)

Thus, the idea of essential contestability is neensby Gray as a description of
how we should view conflicting conceptions expresse the public realm. In the
introduction | already mentioned that some of thestrprominent liberal theorists that
have formed their theories for the purpose of tngatifferent conceptions equally as
possible have likely been influenced to a consideradegree by just the sort of
considerations Gallie has put forward—some evepctly. When Gray contends that
“...although there is almost endless room for deladeut the implications of the equal-
liberty principle, and while this openness as te hotential applications of its basic
principles is something | will treat as charactigi®f liberalisni®, it is a maxim that is
plausibly distinctive to liberalism, and is not onoected... with the thesis that social and
political concepts are essentially contested” (il3i@l8) he is supporting the interpretation
already established as a possibility in this statlich | heartily agree with.

However, the interesting implication of this is mbicken/egg type of question of
primacy but the notion that the account of esskntatestability is a product of modern
liberal/pluralist way of thinking. | find Gray’s aertion that “(T)o identify a concept as

essentially contested is to say a great deal aheutind of society in which its users live”

" Interestingly, lan Shapiro (Shapiro 1989, see 84p2, 55, 60) identifies a tendency of liberaligtem
Locke and Mill to present day) to shift implicithbetween deontological and consequentialists reaganien
if the explicit purpose of the theorist is to remdaithful only to one or another. The thesis ofestial
contestability focusing on the nature of conceptaild justify this lack of theoretical rigor if fodntrue—
because the matter of choosing between differemitdéogical and consequentialist criteria for ‘fdeen’, or
placing them in right ranking order (e.g. Rawlslarical order of the principles of justice), woule a
matter essentially contestable in principle. Soneenot as generous as me might point out that amattto
produce a thesis of essential contestability mizghseen as an attempt to justify this failure tostact a
coherent liberal outlook or theory in general. lftance, Michael Rhodes points out that “[the orotf
essentially contested concept] has been treatad agcuse that, rather than acknowledge that theddo
reach agreement is due to such factors as impoecigjnorance, or belligerence, instead theorisiatpgo
the terms and concepts under dispute and insistiteg are always open to contest—that they aragemnd
concepts about which we can never expect to regchement” (Rhodes 2000: 1). See also Shapiro’s
scathing criticism against academics reinforcingade intellectual division of labor by dealing Wibvertly
simplified ‘gross concepts’ (Shapiro 1989: 66-9).
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(Gray 1977: 337) to hit the mark nicely, and hersgthens the argument in another article
by claiming that “(U)nless there is some agreenabdut what a democracy or a just
society looks like, we have no reason to charameai conflict as a conceptual contest. In
our own society, however, a striking feature opdiges about democracy and social justice
is that no consensus exists as to their centralicappns” (Gray 1978: 391). | find it
plausible that Gallie attempted to universalizetaierperceivable aspects of conceptual
grammar in social and political sciences by comsing a theory resting on
aforementioned philosophical judgments about th&ureaof the pervasive disputes
involving conflicts over the definitions of someyksocio-political concepts. As such, that
attempt cannot be characterized as relativistiboalyh the phenomenon in question,
essential contestability, might just be somethimgmately connected to our cultural and
historical condition. Be that as it may, Gray'siglaneeds more evidence to back it up. It is
not enough to assert that the idea of essentialestability crops up more easily in a
society that fosters the equal-liberty principléhaugh “we can identify social orders in
which essentially contested concepts are rare knawn, so also it is evident that any
given concept acquires a contested character alattg(l do not say "because of") the
occurrence of certain definite changes in socralcttire” (Gray 1977: 336—7). Despite the
plausibility of Gray’s conjecture, we have to beefal in not assuming too much. It is still
quite possible to see the thesis of essential stafigity as emerging out of the realization
of the fact (true or false) that we do not seermpdssess conceptual resources to justify one
conception over another in a conclusive way. Batfttt that our Western social structure
has formed as it has does not surely hinder oti@r that there is a connection that is not
only coincidental.

The second potential source of essential contdisyatnientified by Gray is the
notion that the open texture of the concepts gueesnthe status of these concepts as
“essentially contested”. According to him, this tieads ultimately to vices of relativism.
At the very beginning, it must be emphasized theaayGs not criticizing the fourth
condition by Gallie, openness, he targets the \igat sees this openness as the primary
source of essential contestability. As stated bay31977), there is no real difference
between the concepts used in social and natue@es regarding (strictly) their degree of
openness. The subject matter of social scienchansan behavior which requires one to
make evaluative judgments but this in itself hasrea impact on the openness of the
concepts. (ibid. 340-1).
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“Yet, manifestly, the indeterminacy and open testusf concepts
denoting human actions and social situations welhegate potentially
unsettlable disputes about their proper applicabioly if it is true... that
the latter cannot be characterized adequately énldimguage of the
observer. By the same token, definitional disputesettlable by rational
argument will be created only if problems of radlicanslation and loss
of meaning effectively prevent any among the diaptg from plausibly
contending that his description and explanationthef actions of the
observed agent must be privileged over those ofivads.” (Gray 1977:
341).

Gray makes a salient point here, one that needssarcattention. First of all, it
has to be pointed out that Gray focuses on thelgmolof radical translation and loss of
meaning for argumentative purposes; | do not dohét he would actually think that the
loss of meaning due to the problem of translatiauld not be a real phenomenon. This
binary approach is, perhaps, justified since Galleiginal thesis seems to be drawing that
absolute line first in claiming that the disputegadlving essentially contested concepts are
not resolvable by an argument of any kind. Thus,dist of Gray’s argument is not unlike
the one encountered earlier regarding the normrabgpeey (in the first sense discussed);
incommensurability enters into the picture in anfoof conceptual frameworks that are
rationally incommensurable. “It is to advance aocommensurability thesis in respect of
the conceptual frameworks within which uses of gmemstextured (or essentially
contested) concept occur, and to subscribe to dnitiaos thesis of conceptual relativism”
(ibid. 341). The thesis of conceptual relativisroda a self-referential paradox subjecting it
to analogous relativization if the neutrality ofetltheory cannot be established. More
importantly, though, when linked to the notion etential contestability seeing the contest
in question as a definitional dispute it is hardirtagine what exactly the definitional
dispute is about if the conceptual frameworks atguadly unintelligible. Without some
common ground “their constituent concepts cannot'dmntested," even though their
proponents are in conflict” (ibid. 342). One musimember, though, that the reason for
conditions (VI) and (V1) is to distinguish the estially contested concept form “the kind
of concept which can be shown, as a result of aiglgr experiment, to be radically
confused” (Gallie 1956a: 180). In light of thiswbuld be rather odd to claim that Gallie
tries to advance some sort of incommensurabiligsigiwhen he tries de facto to find a
common ground for identifying contested concepts @mndemarcate them from radically
confused ones. Even if he failed to do so, it ¢yeasas his purpose. Thus, this particular

objection does not sit well with Gallie’s thesighalugh it might do so against other
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variants of essential contestability thesis. On dkiger hand, if Gallie’s purpose was to
locate the source of contestability within a (etisélg contested) concept itself, one is
tempted to make a conclusion that it is Gallie liha/ho is confused since he seems to
talk about two different explanations in the gus$®ne coherent theot¥/

Considering Gray's views on the norm-dependencyapeh texture of concepts
as the sources for essential contestability itoismonder that he sees the end result of the

strong thesis of essential contestability to be...

“...prolegomena to a radical Pyrrhonian skepticisrooading to which
we have no way of deciding when a dispute aboutneept's proper use
is rationally settlable and when it is not, and sojially, no way of
deciding when we have used a concept correctly.tf®mnub of such a
radically skeptical (or meta-skeptical) view is tbhim that we lack
criteria of rationality by reference to which weghi determine whether
any (moral, definitional, or philosophical) disputan be settled by an
appeal to reason” (Gray 1977: 343).

Even if one would not be entirely satisfied witha@s arguments it surely is a
powerful rejoinder to all essential contestabilityeses leaving too many questions
unanswered. As such, Gray’s points will serve aigds needing to be addressed in the next
chapter of the study in which | try to complemerall®'’s original notion where needed
(e.g. a conception of rationality) and make adj@stta and corrections where necessary
(e.g. the need for ‘practical closure’ and negatigkiation). Speaking of the possibility to
cobble together a thesis able to incorporate cemsaghts of essential contestability in a
plausible manner, what about the alternative opfanlinguistic autonomy, the notion
according to which essential contestability is athgidetermined? Should wpaceClarke,
“delete all references either to essentially caatde or to essentially contested concepts”
(ibid. 126.)? Moreover, would that specific appitode “philosophically partisan” in the
sense illustrated by Gray above or would it fairsmegarding Gray’s other, quite plentiful
criticism? So far, no such approach has been tdk&nye can briefly entertain ourselves
by speculating the possible form the account obmts® contestability identifying the
source of contestability outside the charactessicconcepts should take.

8 It is yet again the term ‘essential’ that leads tmethis conclusion. | do not claim that one coulot
construct a theory incorporating several explamatifor the contestability perceived but we are pritp
interested in the question of what renders the @mesed pervasiveness of some socio-political déspu
‘essential’. For that purpose we seem to need one gxplanation instead of several possible reasaok
of which increases the contestability by a cerfhirt not essential) degree.
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First of all, the focus should be shifted to théuna of the disputenvolving
conceptual definitions butot being aboutonceptual definitions. That does not mean that
various definitions are not made while disputinggws of others. Indeed, different
interpretations occur in abundance in conflicts heontestants try to make their point
aggressively or defensively. But we are not regitgrested in those conceptions, are we?
The phenomenon of essential contestability is pilgnabout the intractability of the
debates that are going on without a clear victoergimg out of them. It might be that there
are linguistically autonomous conceptual reasomgnioethose disputes although none have
been found, but even if there would be, they wawdtladdress the question why disputants
feel the need to deny alternative conceptions mepdy each other. What is at stake in
these conflicts?

| claim that John Gray has already given light e fpartial answer to this
guestion. According to Gray, concepts essentiallytested in a sense meant by Gallie are
the concepts finding “their characteristic useshimitconceptual frameworks which have
endorsement functions in respect of definite foohéfe” (Gray 1977:332) and they are
propagated aggressively and defensively in ordemtdorse and promote “the distinctive
claims of conflicting ways of life” (Gray 1978: 3P2As ‘cluster concepts’ that are
diversely describabf& fixed sets of criteria explicitly defined are Hap articulate since
concept’s criteria seem to “spill out” to span tedinitions and criteria of other concepts
similarly elusive—we need “a whole constellationsatellite concepts” (Gray 1977:344).
For instance, in attempting to define ‘justice’ aaealmost sure to stumble into ‘equality’
which should be defined in turn, and so on. Thubatwis actually contested in these
disputes is not “merely” a conception about somacept but parts of conceptual
frameworks defining in a very concrete sense how twolding them perceive the
surrounding social reality, and in a very real gef®w one carves one’s surroundings to
be what they afé. There is indeed a normative standard in sightitist not embodied
within a concept, it is evidenced by the concepftezheworks—in which the concept in
question gains its normative character in relattonother concepts playing similar
function—through which the concept is evaluatedhis case we could use a simpler term

‘normative frameworks’ with which to note this fumming of one’s conceptual

81 See sections 2.2 and 2.3.

8 Thus, definitional dispute can be a banal affairibis almost sure to become quite heated whenptete
patterns of thought linked to substantive formdifefseem to hang on the answer regarding the idiefinof
a certain concept. To change one’s mind, so toks@dmut one central socio-political concept sigaiftly
would quite likely send reverberations throughdw whole pattern.
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frameworks. That is the reason behind the notia ttefinitional disputes in relation to
such concepts are indicative of conflicts betwemerdent patterns of thought-which are
often, if not typically, partly constitutive of @ ways of life” (Gray 1977: 344). The
source for contestability is now seen as sociaditednined. This must be so since rival
ways or forms of life are socially determined ifyimng. But one must still produce a
suitable conception of rationality and to show hbtw contestation between various forms
of life can be considered “essential”.

From what has been said, it seems that the expianaf the phenomenon of
essential contestability cannot be plausibly asderh terms of the characteristics of
concepts alone. With solely referring to conceid eneir criteria (along with the binary
logic of assuming that a criterion is either shamechot) the overall situation surely looks
like that of incommensurability (in hard cases)retteough we would take into account the
revisions made by William Connolly (‘cluster cont&pthat all criteria are not pertinent
in every case at the same time. It would seem that phenomenon of essential

contestability is a much more complicated than i al$sumet.

2.8 Social particulars

In this section | take under scrutiny the role otial particulars in relation to
essential contestability. The central, and hopgfadin-controversial, assumption on which
the findings of the present section are basedasithorder to have a contest at all there
must be some general framework shared by the d¢anteswithin which the contestation
can go on in the first plate We can roughly divide the elements present iospalitical
disputes to those that are contested and to thaseate not. What is important to realize,

though, is the fact that even if the agreement abomne social particulars provide ground

8 Although the scope of the theory Gallie is adviseats far from clear he can also be (generously)
interpreted as making a substantive point that dit@gation may be quite legitimately characterized a
involving essentiallycontestedconcepts as opposed to essentiatyntestableconcepts. In this case we
would heavily favor the social aspects of his ov@dithesis. It may be that our current understandifithe
situation is historically conditioned and contingelput that only serves to strengthen the notionthefe
being exemplars of some sort conditioning our ust@eding. This would not imply a radical relativism
since it presumes a structure of understandingitondd by historical context. Nonetheless, thet that
Gallie’s thesis is, at times, lacking with respicthis line of thought and goes even to contraidictt other
times, | have to conclude that it is not enoughetgsion it. A better framework altogether mustdreduced.

8 This is also true in relation to conceptual cotstes definitional disputes. John Gray notes ttidjriless
there is some agreement about what a democracy jostasociety looks like, we have no reason to
characterize a conflict as a conceptual contestayd@978: 391). | interpret him to mean that if rersons
have differing views on what kind is a just socjdgtyey have a disagreement that is not merely iiefial,

but goes a lot deeper to differing conceptionsaw bbne should live one’s life with others.
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for the deeper contestation to flourish, the ackedgment of certain set of social
particulars guide and shape the actual debatesvingo(but not being strictly caused by)
ambiguous and vague socio-political concepts sacjustice’, ‘common good’ et cetéta

It is not uncommon either to see some undoubteatiyudl social particulars like gender
and social status as hindrances to common agreahent key socio-political issues that
are typically hotly contested. | start by examinidgrman S. Care’s notion if ‘practical
closure’ more closely before moving on to the mrattiesocial particulars. The besetting
sin evident in the works of many philosophers aalitipal theorists concentrating on the
nature of concepts is pointed out by lan Shapinspigcal questions are much too often
overlooked which can cloud the real issues fronmtsigg can even be argued that this
practice may result in one to assume the contéisyabf the object matter on wrong
grounds. | will briefly examine his insightful conemts on the issue most relevant to the
task at hand in the end of the present section.

In section 2.2 | briefly introduced Norman S. Caré1973% notion of the
possibility of ‘practical closure’. Care gladly adsthat such a closure is probably
temporary and the generalizations derived fronmyisbcial scientists are not objective in
the sense that one couldn’t conceive the situatdre different now or in the future (ibid.
14-5). However, “it still does not follow that thesults of their [social scientists] efforts
are uninstructive or unilluminating about soci&i(ibid. 13, brackets added; see also 15—
6). Although the practical closures (in social acies) are temporal and contingent by
nature, they do not rest on arbitrary positionsadial actors. The situation of practical
closure is not actualized haphazardly although Hé€Y) are at most "our" decisions as
participants, in the sense that we—or most of ugshe most established or powerful of

us—Ilive with them and act in accordance with themtil circumstances or persons or

% The ‘original position’ presented in Theory of tias (1971) by John Rawls and the criticism it has
received is a nice illustration of this more of angral point. What makes, in part, the idea ofioaily
position so controversial is the set of social ipatars those choosing the principles of justioe aware of
along with those they are ignorant about and tlseiraptions concerning their moral psychology made by
Rawils. In order to define essentially contestedceph of ‘justice’ Rawls has first to frame the aifion in
which the principles of justice are chosen acca@ilginHowever, to characterize his project as aanapt to
define ‘justice’ as some sort of technical entespnivould be a serious mistake since his argumecepds
from certain social particulars taken for grantedlevthe others are supposedly not taken into auctmuthe
choosing of principles of justice. Naturally, thegamentative method chosen by him makes this much
clearer than is the case in most instances ofithiagr not to mention disputes in actual socia.lif

% In the article “On Fixing Social Concepts” (1978are raises an issue of importance which havesto b
overlooked for now: “If it should turn out that salcconcepts may be essentially contestable forakoc
scientists but somehow not be essentially contkstab participants in institutions and partieptactices, it
may be that the importance of the thesis is limgethewhat” (ibid. 14). For the present purposefiices to

say that the degree of reflection may vary depandin the person engaging in it. More comprehensive
treatment of the issue has to be postponed (chdtem 2012).
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pressures of some sort bring us to review, quatiydify, or change them” (ibid. 15). Care
claims that “there are certain very basic socialcepts that are not essentially contestable,
though they might indeed be essentially incomplet&l that “the conflicts that are settled
by merely practical closure involve, characterati arguments from and debates over
the interests, expectations, ideologies, and custfrpersons who are, in a sense | will try
to explain, aware of themselves” (ibid.) which rak possible to achieve a practical
closure in certain issues despite the fact thapleeoften hold incommensurable world-
views on a more substantial level. As an examplerattical closure Care mentions “a
common understanding of the social concepts ofiteytwar, and prisoners of war” (ibid.)
that can be achieved.

“...we can establish that, say, 65-75 percent ofopess "break" under
torture in a way that meets the expectations aée¢hwho have captured
them. This generalization, | imagine, may be oéiiest to us, or some of
us. What is important to the present subject, h@wngs that the thesis of
essential contestability does not show either thiasis kind of
generalization cannot be produced by social sciendbat it cannot be
sound” (ibid. 16).

Care is right to insist that although we would eadar the notion of essential
contestability, it does not prevent the soundnéssese sorts of generalizations. However,
a suitably informative thesis of essential contatita could capture something elementary
about the definitional disputes in which particitmargue about the concept of ‘torture’,
some of them dismissing the negative valuatiorch#d to it altogether preferring the use
of ‘enhanced interrogation’, for examplelt is worthy of notice that Care does not give
the reader an explicit example of ‘incomplete slocancept’, not to mention ‘essentially
incomplete’. His treatise of the issue revolvesuartbsocial particulars that are likely to be
so widely shared that a common understanding cbeldormed around them providing
necessary stability for further contestation toetgdtace intelligibly. 1 would guess that
these social particulars are also examples of ipedctlosures, although very widely
shared “until circumstances or persons or pressafesome sort bring us to review,

qualify, modify, or change them?” (ibid. 15).

8 Since Care’s article was written in 1973 he wah@es unaware that this kind of matter may turo int
quite “sharp” and technical definitional disputeeavin the public domain, as is clear to those ofvhe
observed the debate about ‘torture’ in the UnitéateS during the Bush (Jr) administration. Thist sdr
“general understanding” is usually the first caguaf such a conflict in which considerations oé ttype of
“Jack Bauer- logic” (named after the protagonisT®f hit series “24” in which one has 24 hours teyent
some terrorist threat of cataclysmic proportiongyroapture the imagination of the people better.
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“My thought is that while the argument, debate, aodflict... are a
main factor in our understanding of the identityeotime of social
particulars, there is a more primitive level of ntécation of social
particulars on which an element of stability is italdle as a guide. This
level of identification is logically prior to theevel on which the
arguments, debates, and conflicts of participardsaamain factor. It is
the level on which we identify a set of institutsoand practices afr
example, a legal system, or an economic systera, form of politics.
The element of stability that guides us here is"faw-governedness”; it
is rather, | think, a group of minimal, noncontrosial truisms about
persons and their environment” (Care 1973: 17-ta8¢cs by me).

Thus, the primitive level of identification of satiparticulars providing an
element of stability goes before every deep coatiest of socio-political concepts in
persistent disputes. This foundation should notcbafused, however, with absolute
certainty of some or another set of basic propmssti “These basic truisms are not
controversial, so far as | can see, though thisoisbecause they are necessary truths.
Logically, they are contingent propositions, andeae imagine a world in which they are
not true” (ibid. 18). Yet, as Care himself argussaeell, we would not recognize the world
in which they are not true as our own. To my mi@adre is describing ‘presumptions’
behind each and every social or political disffutdt is more than likely that these
presumptions may vary to some degree between @iffgpersons and behind various
positions on social issues (although | am not surether Care himself would subscribe to
this “weakening” of his position).

In the light of the purpose of this study Care’s@lvations about the possibility
of the practical closure are of significant impoda. When the clear need for the notion
was first introduced in section 2.2 it looked to just a minor adjustment, albeit a
necessary one. But with the notion of practicakute at the table the question “which
practical closures we already acknowledge and ersBifaemerges naturally. There is
certain beauty in the idea that stability so mu@ved for could be found, at least partially,
in contingent social facts. Regarding the criticisypnJohn Gray in the previous section the

big question is “how should we view the incommeability of conceptual frameworks

8 Mind you, the content of presumptions can be, uite often is, factual. The matter of ‘presumpsoim
relation to practical argumentation is discussedensmmprehensively in “Essential Contestabilitygritity
and Argumentation” (Pennanen 2012). The idea otiregant social particulars providing much needed
stability for essential contestability to reign edgfis a very intriguing notion that deserves fertithought.
The most famous historical example is undoubtedinérk Descartes who vowed to hold certain social
particulars of his own before embracing the metbbradical doubt. Perhaps we shouldn't view it asdd
curiosity but rather as an indication of the gteatl these presumptions have over us.
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and problem of translation in the light of practiclsure?” | will get back to this matter in
chapter &°.

lan Shapiro makes a convincing case in his artiGless Concepts in Political
Argument” (1989) for a notion that political thests often fail to take a sufficient notice of
the fact that “any claim about how politics is te brganized must be a relational claim
involving agents, actions, legitimacy, and effdéShapiro 1989: 51). He denies that moral
questions can be separated from empirical ones“thearetical sleight of hand” (my own
expression). The terms used in political philosopimg theory attain their meaning in
relation to political claims which are partly empal but empirical questions are bracketed
when theorized about (ibid. 67). This practice piceb ‘gross concepts’ for a theorist to

deal with:

“They reduce what are actually relational claimgkmms about one or
another of the components of the relation. This oy obscures the
phenomena they wish to analyze, it also generabatds that can never
be resolved because the alternatives that are eggosone another are
vulnerable within their own terms... they reduce ctarpelational ideas
to one or another of the terms in the relation owbich they range,
dealing with the other terms implicitly while seeminot to deal with
them at all” (ibid. 51, 67).

8 Although it must be noted that no direct answethte interesting question is given. As it happemach
more comprehensive account of essential conteityabd socially determined phenomenon must be first
provided.

0 Jan Shapiro’s findings are based on the notionfpoward by Gerald C. MacCallum, Jr. in his article
“Negative and Positive Freedom” (MacCallum 1972s ‘MacCallum showed long ago, any assertion about
freedom or autonomy minimally involves referenceatgents, restraining (or enabling) conditions, and
action... His aim was to shift discussion away froon@eptual debates about the meaning of the term
"freedom," by showing that most debates that seebetabout it are really about the substantiveatées in

his triad. The triad itself is empty” (Shapiro 1982). Shapiro offers many examples of the failwkkberal
thinkers to account for ‘justice’ and ‘freedom’ terms of what he has dubbed as “gross concepts”. |
recommend everyone interested in the matter to feadexcellent article “Gross Concepts in Political
Argument”. Another work, in which he expounds histiaons concerning the issue of contestability (of
complete theories, even essentially soYh& Evolution of Rights in Liberal Theory: An EssayCritical
Theory(1986: 290-301) in which he seems to hover betvaeantion of essential contestability (based on
certain methodological problems relating to cawsgllanation in social sciences) and a certain type
imperfection conception i.e. there are certainrig&ins in human understanding concerning the ciép#o
consider all relevant data or that the facts armeolmbically colored to such extent that no general
understanding is attainable. Note, however, thdidRoGrafstein seems to base some of his viewstabeu
essential contestability of the concept ‘freedorisoaon the considerations of MacCallum (cf. Grafste
1988: 21). Then again, he is picturing essentialtestability that has “a realist foundation”: “Frommy
perspective, essentiality involves a very broad idogb claim concerning how and that politics widlke
place and concerning how and that theorists wilbtm/oked to categorize the world in different wagbid.

24).
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To begin with, it must be noted that one should jootp to conclusion that
Shapiro is a supporter of essential contestabilifRather, his point is to argue that the
theoretical perspective usually taken on sociotigali issues clouds real questions from
sight since theoretical debates boil down to beutlsorrect definitions of concepts and
their meanings thereof. The political theoristsis(tholds to the supporters of essential
contestability thesis as well) are in fact, acaogdio him, too quick of accepting the gross
concepts—the concepts we are dealing with whentautdge disagreements about one or
another of the terms in a relational argument aduced to disagreements about the
meanings of the terms themselves—"“making a selilling prophecy out of the “essential
contestability” thesis” (ibid. 67-8).

Indeed, it seems that there is some sort of miruigent in a thinking making no
difference between a term’s meaning as its usecsdtetia for the correct application of a
term. Shapiro remarks correctly that many if notstneoncepts typical to political
discourse make sense only in certain circumstarfe@msexample, ‘justice’ interpreted as
redistribution of goods pertains only in the cir@iances where resources are scarce and
limited. From this point of view it seems to beitagate to think that one cannot give a
plausible, or even sensible, description of thé gsbconcepts without explicit or implicit
reference to certain set of social particulars. VvihaCare’s conception of the primitive
level of identification of social particulars asogjically prior to the level on which the
arguments, debates, and conflicts of participardgsaamain factor” (Care 1973: 18) seems
not only to offer a much needed stability to thebates (providing a set of social
particulars by which to apply basic social conceptg there is also reason to believe that
we cannot hope to reach the meaning of socio-palittoncepts without certain set of
social particulars in place. Since those particue contingent and could conceivably be
otherwise they are easily “bracketed” in searchcentainty. But if the plausible meaning
of the socio-political concept (or term) is notaateble without referring to certain set of
social particulars, it is easy to see why essentiatestability thesis focusing on (“gross”)
concepts becomes “a self-fulfilling prophecy”. Tiesanother nail in the coffin of seeing
the phenomenon of essential contestability as cahgdinguistically autonomous nature
of concepts. Actually, one could still refer to thgross concepts as “essentially
contestable” but after the realization that theeesality of conceptual contestation is one’s

%1 Although, as stated earlier in section 2.6, hesid®rs it possible that there actually could be esom
essentially contested concepts even if their nund@robably quite limited. After reading his acabwf
‘gross concepts’ | am curious how he would charamehem (which he does not).
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own doing and based on a mere misdescription,eéinsemore of a pseudo-problem if
anything?

Thus, Shapiro sees the matter of gross conceptsufiatiently tied to empirical
questions leading to “surface oppositions” thattesystically misdescribe what is really
going ort® (ibid. 65). If that is really the case, the whéikdd of social sciences should
engage in serious self-reflection. Alas, as thismgstly “a concern”, although quite
reasonable, it can be proven to be on the mark onlyelation to specific theories
supposedly committing this mistake. Let just saytfie skeptical spirit of Wittgenstein)
that there might be some basis to it. Nonethelegge assume the rather commonsensical
conjecture that “any claim about how politics i organized must be a relational claim
involving agents, actions, legitimacy, and enddidi 51) and another that issues
essentially contested can be loosely charactenzfmm of claims about how politics is to
be organized, we can be even more convinced withcauent course of seeing the
essential contestability as socially determinegininot necessarily saying that these things
could not be accounted for while focusing on théurgaof concepts and criteria they
consist of (including the criteria of applicatiom)t the emphasis on agents and their ends
in complex social relations has the advantage ifgoable to conceive the matter from the
first person perspective. Instead of “asking” fraime concepts “what makes you
contested/contestable?” we can ask from the pehstny do you actually contest the
issue?”

In the end, both Care and Shapiro urge one to #eefeet on the grourtiand to
think twice about what is actually contested an@tas not although their point of view to
the issue is considerably different. Care remahied bne of his aims is “to prevent the
exaggeration or inflation of the thesis of essérdantestability” (Care 1973: 15) while
Shapiro states that there are theories which arenged on “natural law and virtue”, for
example, “to be invoked in behalf of every substenpolitical position. We should be
arguing about the feasibility and desirability bbse positions” (Shapiro 1989: 67). These

92 Of course, one could characterize the situatioteiims of incompleteness of this kind of concepicty
would be essential incompleteness if it could bewshthat one cannot avoid reducing references t¢@ko
particulars to be about a meaning of a concegiarspecific way deemed faulty by Shapiro. Unfortalya it
is not possible to examine the matter of incompless within the limits of this study.

% Those constructing theses of essential conteiyataike this surface disagreement as a sign oérkatbly

deep contestation, according to Shapiro (Shapi89167-8)

° Robert Grafstein contends that essential contitiyatvith a realist foundation leads to this sat
conclusion as well: “The relatively arcane poiratthealism and essential contestability are comaentay,
paradoxically, represent a small first step towardhore down to earth position in political philobgp
(Grafstein 1988: 26).
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are urgings everyone in social sciences should,Heththk. Generally speaking, nothing
coerces us to hold a view that there is no singlgect answer to elusive questions
regarding the matters of political and moral natuirét is to be shown, that (conclusive)
rational resolutions convincing the participantstioése pervasive debates are not only
logically possible but humanly likely, we can asdbat essential contestability is only
applicable to situations of actual empirical cotdagsn which can perhaps be resolved by
increased knowledge—diminishing the essentialitjt cbmpletely®. But | wouldn't hold

my breath waiting.

2.9 Remarks

Despite the clear problems related to locatingsth@ce of essential contestability
within the concept itself, let’s take a brief look all seven conditions laid out by Galfie
The first condition, appraisive character of a @picwas found to be rather unambiguous,
although the possibility of ascribing negative \aian to something or someone must also
be taken into account. Furthermore, | hinted byidfh the intimate relation between
appraisal and description of situation. This imtauggests that, rather than concentrating
our attention solely on “universal” characteristafsconcepts, we need to take a closer
look on a subjective perspective of an individuad &s relation to a normative component
supposedly found in a concept. In section 2.7 herad the arguments presented by John
Gray according to which norm-dependency cannot dmn sas the viable source for
essential contestability. Although it is evidenatthve are dealing with normativity in this
matter, it is rather easy to join Gray in his coasabn for the reasons presented earlier,

% Kristjan Kristjansson (1995) holds the view thadthathe “the method of patient critical clarificati, or
conceptual revision, within the framework of an wtexture model“. According to him, “(I)t yields ne
relative definitions of moral concepts, while sitameously explaining the continued possibility ofi@an-
essential conceptual disagreement which rests eimtompleteness of empirical data” (Kristjanss683t
83). As we can clearly see, his point of view isdinect contradiction with Shapiro’s. There areslaff
controversial assumptions behind Kristjansson’'sception which cannot be discussed here. One rei¢oan
our discussion in chapter 3 is a rather sensibairaption that moral concepts are described from a
moral/normative point of view which renders thesaaepts to have certain and, in principle, defiagddint.
From this, Kristjansson seems to more or lessgéttiirwardly assume that this point is common tasaés
of the concept in question rendering it non-relzdio | cannot agree with him on this. If the mqgpaint of
the concept turns out to be relational it makesctecept itself relational as well as far as weamecerned
with the empirical investigation providing clearsarers. More detailed criticism will be covered urther
works (cf. Pennanen 2012).

% For the sake of clarity, | still refer to concefallie is talking about as “essentially conteste@&nerally,
these remarks are meant to serve as a somewhdtlh&ipnmary of considerations and reasons presented
throughout the chapter for the need to revisioni€althesis. For the specific arguments and insigine
needs to consult the section in which the topic dissussed.
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namely the difficulties in assuming the incommeability of values in the context of
essentiallycontestableconcepts.

The second condition, internal complexity, was sasn“causing” the third
condition, diverse describability—although the opess of concepts, a characteristic not
exclusive to the concepts of social sciences aloae,arguably be seen as providing the
foundation for both conditions. For an essentiabntested concept to be internally
complex means roughly that the concept consistgadbus, often overlapping criteria.
These criteria can be put in ranking order accgrdinone’s take (person appraising a set
of criteria) on the issue at hand making the conhatipersely describable initially.
According to my interpretation the term ‘initiallyefers to the situation in which no one
has yet appraised the concept in question, in atipadly impossible but conceptually
conceivable “initial state” or “original positiondf sort. In practice, a person has
committed herself to a single somewhat coherentceotion of a concept, although
different conceptions may conflict with each othéfith the notion of ‘practical closure’
by Norman S. Care and with the idea of an indefisit of (contingent) social particulars
serving as a general understanding providing adreum can more easily conceive the fact
that no definition or redefinition of a concept pap in a vacuum. As far as stability
provided by some generally acknowledged socialiqdars (examined in section 2.8) is
concerned, this notion may prove to be a double@dyvord in practice, at least if one
hopes to arrive at clear and uncontroversial difims of social concepts. The general
understanding of social particulars is a presumpiioanything, which can be contested in
turn. This adds a complication to the issue bus the complication we should embrace
according to lan Shapiro in order to avoid misdéstg the phenomena of interest, and |
heartily agree with him. As we have seen, formafata concept as consisting of several
possibly overlapping criteria does not really hetp track the intractable nature of
pervasive disputes. Nonetheless, these two crisgaarather widely accepted as valid as
they reflect the common assumption of “the facphiralism” (in values, when coupled
with the first condition) which is nowadays viewasl pretty much given starting point, in
itself a nice indication of the concreteness ofdkaeral understanding about some social
particulars.

The fourth condition, openness, demands that in light of changing
circumstances the accredited achievement must be kihd that admits considerable
modification. If we interpret this condition as #pslative statement it pretty much

guarantees the basic idea of essential contesyadmlifounded on some sort of inescapable
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value pluralism but—as, in my opinion, is the casth all the other conditions—I view it
as a substantive statement describing an actual staffairs in socio—political matters.
The condition of openness has been generally vieweelation to the difference between
natural and human sciences. This demarcation mayibkeading as was illustrated by
Gray with the comparison between ‘empirical consejpt relation to verification criteria
available to us. It can also be concluded, as Wamed by Care, that practical closures in
conceptual matters are indeed possible in sociahses as well. If there is indeed no
special sense in which concepts in social sciermres‘open’ (compared to all other
concepts) the rather deeply felt intuition we habeut the difference between human and
natural sciences in this context points towardsag t@ evaluate rival ways of using these
concepts instead of there being a special propértgrtain group of concepts, namely, the
openness. In section 2.7 it was concluded with ek of John Gray that ‘openness’
cannot be seen as the source of essential contégtabndering the socio-political
concepts as essentiattpntestable

The fifth condition, reciprocal recognition, is thiest direct reference outside the
features of concepts made by Gallie. If contespanties would indeed view the disputes
as being concerned with special group of conceptssg§ues) recognizing rival uses as of
permanent potential critical value to one’s own osenterpretation of the concept, that
would, in practice, transform the hypothesis alibate being essential contestability about
certain concepts into a social fact accepted, aglauged and recognized by all
participants in debates. During our previous dismrs it has been vehemently asserted
that to speak about a contestation as a definitidispute in any meaningful sense there
must be some common ground that is shared, and pomis that are contested, for there
even being a possibility for a genuine argumeffibd it somewhat remarkable that those
who have commented over the years on this issue hatvconsidered the possibility that
the condition of reciprocal recognition can in its®rve as much needed common ground
providing also a motivation to have any disputalatHowever, to interpret this condition
as providing the needed “building blocks” we musdlane that Gallie is advocating rather
comprehensive ethical view which doesn’t necesgditil at all with the basic idea of
essential contestability the particular conceptadnit being “just one appraisal among
many”. | see it possible to reframe Gallie’s themrya way that it would actually describe a

" According to my reading of Gallie he wouldn't halveen opposed to this although he failed to caver i
This is one of the reasons why he should have tieeterm ‘contestable’ instead of ‘contested’. Vieidd
recall the first type of contestability, “contesteds”—which indeed is not an interesting enougtvaarant
our attention or the prefix ‘essential’—identifibgt Gray in section 2.7.
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certain line of progress towards “the pluralistiodarstanding” but that would be
something tremendously different than what wasnidéel by him.

There is also a certain danger evident in the qdai way of interpreting the
condition of reciprocal recognition, namely thatiould require parties of a dispute to
identify a concept they are disputing as ‘essdgt@ntested’ in a first order sense. That
would practically mean that the new identificatmould replace the older. Still, 1 claim
that the disputants could view the controversiatcept as ‘essentially contested’ in a
another sense with the qualification that the sewt essential contestability must be
located outside the particular characteristics lafsé concepts—recall the distinction
between linguistic autonomy and social determimatexplicated by Barry Clarke in
section 2.7. That way it would not infringe, if margument is correct, the original
conceptions of a first order sense in a damaging Wa what extent this would affect the
dispute in question, however, is still an open eratht this point, | have to also make
another perhaps needless qualification. The forimmaf this condition must be such that
its acceptance does not automatically qualify as d@bceptance of the whole thesis of
essential contestability; to mutually identify ancept as ‘essentially contested’ cannot in
this sense mean that one subscribes without aignestall characteristics of a particular
thesis of essential contestability. That goes yotlsat the character of the acknowledgment
is substantive (and thus to a degree), not formal.

The sixth condition, original exemplar, is arguatbilg most obscure one. At the
first glance it looks more than reasonable, we éddean conceive the many ways
authoritative examples (especially concerning letéal traditions) direct us, as well as
provides us with already normatively justified ceptual tools. Ironically, the most
forceful criticism against this notion does not @rfrom “natural adversaries”, i.e.
objectivists, but from those committed to a notmnessential contestability and to the
theoretical framework it presupposes. If we coneedur interpretations of concepts as
being essentially contestable in principle, anddftge not being fixed in any final sense,
how can we assume that the examples we consideoréative, the exemplars, fare any
better? Surely, one can make a commonsensical psisunthat it is a matter of degree
rather than matter of absolute status for one quiime of a concept being perceived as
‘the exemplar’, but the question of identifyingsttll demands an answer. | assume that—if
a plausible answer is to be found—it is closelyl tie earlier issues of ‘superiority’ and
‘temporal closure’. Thus, the status of exemplausinbe clarified thoroughly to not open

the thesis to the charge of essentialism (whichldvoampletely betray the original idea).
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This condition, in general, seems to point outdide certain properties of essentially
contested concepts as the source of essentialstabiley.

The seventh and final condition, progressive coitipef is closely tied to
previous conditions of reciprocal recognition amgjioal exemplar. If we assume that the
condition of reciprocal recognition is a statemeainpossible social situation approximating
a social fact, the progressive competition is @sural result. However, not even Gallie
sees his own framework as leading to the progressompetition so straightforwardly
since he ties it to the achievement of the origieakmplar, and to its optimum
development, as was discussed in section 2.6. Aeelit, the notion of progressive
development, in a sense originally meant by Gallimnds or falls with the original
exemplar. Despite the complexities confronted ig attempt to frame any measures as
leading to (progressive) development, there mighfielv options available for one wishing
to work on a reasonable account of essential ciiisy®®. This is yet another condition
pointing towards the explanation of essential cstatality as socially determined which
makes it—together with conditions (V) and (VI)—sat residual when the matter is
viewed from the perspective of linguistic autonomy.

Perhaps the most severe difficulty in analyzingli©aloriginal idea of essentially
contested concepts lies in his insistence to fratheseven conditions as aspects of a
concept or, of a certain group of concepts. Thisde him to rather obscure phrasings in
which expressions like “the accredited achievememitially variously describable” or
“enables the original exemplar's achievement tsumstained and/or developed” seem to
confuse the subject rather than to clarify it. dedpwith Gallie’s obvious effort to avoid
grounding the theory on some metaphysical founddtie very same concepts acquire the
status of constituting (at least seemingly) theiadoreality in somewhat questionable
manner. John Gray notes that many social and gallitoncepts used “are characterized,
first of all, by a peculiar sort of reflexivity. This to say that judgements about what
comes into the domain of the political are themselpolitical” (Gray 1978: 393). Even
though this reflexivity concerns the notion of egsdly contested concepts as well, Gallie
does not account for it. | don’t mean to imply tlizllie’s theory is flawed because it
necessarily is a part of its research. What mustdiesidered as a serious omission,
however, is a lack of consideration for the profme of personsusing the concepts, and

how that affects a process of meaning formatiotho$e concepts.

% One such conception is briefly discussed in sac8ig} but this issue mostly left unresolved. Itl vaié
discussed in “Essential Contestability, Identitg airgumentation” (Pennanen 2012).
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Are the concepts Gallie is interested in essegt@htestedin the proper use of
the term)? That remains ultimately unclear; what H@ecome evident during the
examination in section 2.7 is that we should notieast, think that they are essentially
contestable | took under scrutiny the general claim accordiogwvhich Gallie’s theory
leads to undesirable conceptual relativism. It ®d& do so from the perspective of
linguistic autonomy, which is a kind of last nail Gallie’s proverbial coffin, since he tries
to find an explanation of the phenomenon that camésest on “metaphysical afflictions”. |
also assertedaceCare that the thesis of essential contestabiliukhnot be inflated to
beg the question of objectivity. Partly becausetladt, at the crux of any conception
approximating the basic idea of essential contédgtaintended by Gallie has to be a
plausible account of how people can conceive omeeaution as superior compared to
some other alternatiVé or, at the very least, a minimal assumption thae @an
meaningfully hold any conception at all given thel of correct answers in once-and-for-
all-sense. Without a notion of ‘superiority’ thens@rsion from one belief to another is
rendered unintelligible, even haphazard; one naetEassomereasons.

Anyone trying to develop Gallie’s notion has threetstanding challenges to
solve. First of all, one must frame the theory irway that any essentially contested
concept has to be a distinct concept, not a codfose. Conditions (VI) and (VII) serve
this purpose rather inadequately. But if the actmeent of the original exemplar can be
“seen in a different light” i.e. appraised diffetlgn depending on an interpreter it
complicates the process of distinguishing an egdbntontested concept from a simply
confused one. This kind of theoretical move woukb ashift the primary focus from a
concept to an interpreter appraising the concepiceSGallie clearly tries to argue that
there actually is a distinct group of concepts ésithtes to do that. While | admire Gallie’s

effort to keep the framework and vocabulary of thisory simply at the level of concepts

% This has been a matter of some controversy folowarcommentators of Gallie’s original thesis. The
response of Steven Lukes to K.I.MacDonald illugisahis nicely: “I altogether fail to see how miidee to
draw Macdonald's proposed distinction renders maevable to the charge of holding two incompatible
positions: (i) that the concept of power is essdiyticontested and (2) that the three-dimensionateption

is superior to the others. It is not inconsistentlaim that one of a number of contending perspesallows
one to see further and deeper than others, antbtthupe arguments and illustrations to support ¢hem”
(Lukes 1977: 419). One can agree with Lukes reggrthis point (as does Robert Grafstein, see: Giafs
1988). Maybe the reason behind the claims of inaiibjity stem from the failure to see the latitude
which Lukes, for example, operates. The bipolamumatof concepts such as subjective/objective and
particular/universal is likely to be in the roottbe problem. In this respect, Ernesto Laclau’stioution to
the matter might be illuminating. To put the matteughly, he sees the universal as emerging otlef
particular, “not as some principle underlying anglaining the particular”, rather “the universal tise
symbol of missing fullness and the particular existly in the contradictory movement of assertihgha
same time a differential identity and cancellinghtough its subsumption in a nondifferential medliu
(Laclau 1995: 101).
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this is something that one needs to do in ordefoton a more realistic model of
phenomenon in question.

Secondly, if a concept is deemed aseasentiallycontested concept—provoking
ever more interpretations about its correct use—hbaw we say anything at all about it?
Even if we don’t have objective standards of sudnd that we could define the concept
once-and-for-all, we have to hasemestandards of evaluation so that we can make sense
of the concept at all. When taken literally, Gadlichosen vocabulary implicates the
concept being so deeply linked to the exemplar tthatstandard of evaluation is found in
the use of concept itself. Gallie’s Wittgensteiniaots are well above the ground to be
seen here. However, one has an avenue availabldafafying the issue and for finding
sufficient standards of evaluation. That would imeobringing up a historical and social
perspective which would move the focus outsidelémguage (thought as consisting of
system of concepts with special features) yet again

The third challenge that confronts the seeker ofpde understanding is a
plausibility of an account according to which iré&asonable to continue a debate that is, in
principle, unresolvable in a sense defined earkaren if we admit a possibility of a
temporal closure it is not enough to make thesputes reasonable (or “pointful”). The
significance of Gallie’s theory approaches a zérb is deemed to be an account about
pointless debates that are unresolvifldn order to make sense of the reasonability of
continued contestation one must first take undeutsry a possibility of reasonable
conversion on a level of particular individuals.ckily, the idea of conversion from one
view to another concerning socio-political and nhonatters is intuitively appealing since
we can presumably perceive it in our everyday Iiflee biggest problem pertaining to this
issue is to evaluate whether it is reasonableitd tinat the conversion is plausible even in
the face of realizing that one cannot justify or@davictions as correct, in a strict sense.

Now that various problematics of Gallie’s origitlaéory are identified along with
some more general pitfalls any supporter of essleatintestability thesis may fall into, it
is time to develop the notion further. In the nelapter, | will specifically try to answer
the question “is it plausible to see the converdrmm one conception to another as a
rational and meaningful move when faced with theeutainty of definitive resolution to
these disputes implicated by the thesis of esdartrgestability?” As | see the issue, it is

190 Those criticizing plausibility of continued contason if the contest itself is unresolvable cams, along
with a sensical assumption that the substanceesktldisputes is moral and/or political, make aexinje
that the theory of essentially contested concegatdd to nihilism and radical moral relativism.
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necessary to incorporate a conception of ratignaitb the thesis in order to make sense
of the assumed superiority of one conception owetteer. | do not attempt to produce a
reductive mechanism for tracking the conversionieivs, however, but rather to provide a

heuristic standpoint for its evaluation.
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3. ANOTHER INTERPRETATION OF THE ESSENTIAL
CONTESTABILITY

In this chapter | attempt to look into the phenoorenf essential contestability
from another angle. It is no longer assumed thatst way to go about is to concentrate
on the issue solely at the level of concepts aed ttentral characteristics; the perspective
is now shifted to actual persons involved in disguiThe change of scenery is necessary, |
argue, to better capture the nature of the phenomém question. But there is another
assumption guiding this choice as well, one thafabeto take form during the course of
the previous chapter: the elucidation of the thesisssential contestability by focusing on
the concepts alone does not seem to be a pronasemnue for developing the conception
further as one encounters too often various sdriscommensurabilities and bipolarities
standing in the way of a more plausible thesis. éfalfy this widening of the perspective
does not muddle up the issue unnecessarily.

The objective of this chapter is to answer the goes's it plausible to see the
conversion from one conception (of essentially est#d concept) to another as a rational
and meaningful move when faced with the uncertaoftylefinitive resolution to these
disputes implicated by the thesis of essential esiability?” If one can answer
affirmatively to this question, it has wide readpitonsequences for the thesis offering also
a point of view from which the scope and charadkra plausible conception about
‘essential contestability’* can be assessed. In order to reach a viable accduime
rationality of conversion from one view to anothdre standard of evaluation must be
provided that is not in itself contested in thegsely exact manner the conceptions (about
essentially contested concepts) are contestedeircdlirse of disputes. This means that
certain analytical distinctions are to be made.

In the first section of the chapter | will focus tre appraisive nature of political
and social concepts stemming from the moral pofnview providing a rationale for
grouping certain criteria together under a rubfia concept. Behind any conceptual usage
there is a point behind a use to be found althaugtmains rather vague more often than
not. A concept of ‘normative frameworks’ is empldy¢o clarify the issue leading

naturally to actual persons and their identitieseiation to various interpretations of social

191 Erom now on the phenomenon of essential contdisyaisi referred simply as “essential contestapilit
When a theory concerning that phenomenon is undénestigation, it is referred to as “a thesiess$ential
contestability” which is distinguished from Galkeoriginal conception—from this point onward reéstras
“the original thesis of essential contestabilityGallie’s original theory” etc.
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phenomena. This insertion of a new theoretical eph¢akes us beyond the bounds of
Gallie’s original theory, the move which may leadanother impasse, as was shown by
John Gray in section 2.7, unless the problem adrnmoensurability is tackled sufficiently.
This section stands also as “the bridge” to theewjgkrspective needed which connects the
conceptual issue of essential contestability to dhlestantive matter of forms of life. A
couple of concerns left previously unanswered (#fiexivity of judgments, elucidation of
the role of social particulars, and the contestagmerging out of claims of insensitivity)
are discussed from the new perspective as well.mMbst central claim presented in this
section is the hypothesis according to which weoanter essential contestability when the
iIssues and concepts contested are related to timtides of the boundaries of respective
forms of life.

After the extension of the theoretical perspectimelertaken in the first section,
the substantive matter of what is at stake in #easive socio-political debates must be
illustrated more succinctly. In section 3.2, | wallgue that the primary motivating factor
behind the need to have these, at least seemagijess debates is the attempt to maintain
the unity and stability of one’s identity. It mulsé pointed out, that | do not aspire to
explain moral and political motivations in any retive sense, the point is rather to sketch
an outlines for the theoretical perspective fromiclwhactions and interpretations of
individuals can be seen as reasonable responsedbeincircumstances of essential
contestability. This in itself does not prove aimgdis of essential contestability to be a
correct characterization of the relevant aspectthefphenomenon dubbed as ‘essential
contestability’.

Section 3.3 is dedicated for the attempt to prowahe account of rationality
suitable to a thesis of essential contestabilitye Bpecific task set is to illustrate how a
conversion from one view to another, at a perséenl, can be seen as rational and
meaningful although no definite justifications fone view or another are attainable. For
this purpose | propose a conception of transitioatbnality provided by Charles Taylor. |
must emphasize the fact that the conception ofomatity thus produced is itself
contestable, and perhaps even controversial, athaupersonally see it as a plausible
account that goes quite well with the current magan views about human
psychology®®

1921t must be noted that the conception of ratiogafitquestion is not justified by referring to pagdogical
studies. What is alluded here is the point of vidthe most general kind according to which humarspns
are dynamic beings who are engaged in constardisrimg their cognitive schemas to fit the outsielality.
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Section 3.4 continues with the theme of rationahiyw widening the perspective
even more to ‘traditions’, specifically. With thelp of Alasdair Maclintyre it is argued that
the incommensurability of different normative franweks is not a grievous problem even
in the case of broader intellectual traditions. Kag feature of the notion advocated by me
in this section is ‘translatability’ of one languweagr one normative framework, to another.
Rather than seeing the translation as a problemetacircumvented, it is seen as a
possibility and, indeed, central to any plausikd¢ion that tries to tackle human condition
seriously. Although we can assess the rationafigrguments embedded in traditions only
comparatively, it is not the case that we shoutdwhour hands up in the face of the march
of stark relativism.

Generally speaking, two main arguments need to &denin this chapter. 1) It
must be shown with some plausibility or probabililyat there is nothing deeply
problematic with the notion of a person involvedaipervasive debate in which no knock-
down arguments can be presented for any singleeption. Despite the absence of once-
and-for-all justifications the persons involved tirese debates are justified—from their
own point of view—to change their opinions and dotiens making the conversion from
one view to another intelligible, reasonable antdonal. 2) The claim that human
understanding is socially and historically boundaast be given some light. As a parallel
to a process of single individuals finding theiag® in the social world historical traditions
and mentalities reflect the self-understanding istdnically situated societies including
inhabitants of such societies. It is argued tha thtionality perceived in different
traditions is best seen as constituted (in a loesg by the same traditions in which the
very rationality is realized.

After the arguments above are established it meistdsessed whether the overall

perspective commits one to a form of relativisnt thdest avoided.

3.1 Normative point of view from another perspectie

We began the examination of Gallie’s original thewith the evaluation of the
first condition, appraisive character, by statihgttthe essentially contested concept is
“appraisivein the sense that it signifies or accredits sonmel lof valued achievement”
(Gallie 1956a: 171). In this section, a point odwifrom which socio-political concepts
and related social phenomena are appraised is diéwm another angle, namely from a

perspective of actual persons involved in dispufesgroup certain set of criteria under the
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rubric of the concept is to make an evaluation fieertain perspective. Even if it would
seem from a third person perspective, that theraifor one concept or another are “open
to choice”, a matter of choosing them cannot plalydie viewed as a matter of being able
to detach oneself from that which has been chagenwe should avoid the temptation of
positing a socially disembedded agent for whomt#sk at hand is a simple matter of
scaling the respective relevancy of the criteriaretation to the concept substantively
defined by the same set of criteria. The scaléways tilted one way or another. To make
sense of the implications of such a tilting, we ché® introduce the notion aformative
frameworks

‘Normative frameworks’ is, for the present purpodefined as the framework
guiding the value-evaluations; the certain stahe¢ is consciously or unconsciously (with
due reflection or without) taken in various sitoag demanding one to take the stance.
Since we are especially interested in disputehienpresent study, it is pertinent to note
that the things that “demand one to take stance’rat limited to situations in which
someone actually is asking or pressing someone fetsa definitive answer to some

question or problem. William Connolly states that...

"To describe a situation is not to name somethaogto characterize it...

A description does not refer to data or elemeras dne bound together
merely on the basis of similarities adhering innthbut to describe is to
characterize a situation from the vantage pointceftain interests,
purposes, or standardsTo describe is to characterize from one or more
possible points of view, and the concepts with Wwhiee so characterize
have the contours they do in part because of thet @b view from
which they are formed" (Connolly 1993: 22-3).

Regarding the quote above, what Connolly seestesvantage point of certain
interests, purposes, or standards” | refer to asmiative frameworks’. There are a couple
of points of convergence with Gallie’s theory iretquote by Connolly that merit one’s
attention. First of all, to state that “to describéo characterize from one or more possible
points of view” is to practically repeat the insighf Gallie’s third condition: “the
accredited achievement is initially variously dé@sable” (Gallie 1956a: 172). Secondly, to
assert that the concepts “have the contours thew gart because of the point of view
from which they are formed” is to subscribe to @&l first condition, appraisive
character, but from another perspective. Both &allhid Connolly describe the situation
from a third person perspective—although Galli@suis is on concepts while Connolly is
mostly concerned with the normative perspectivedreceptions of concepts are formed
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from—that way ‘diverse describability’ must be irgeeted rather as a multiplicity of
possible conceptions (clashing) than as evidendehafrent complexity in this respett
The third person perspective is worth emphasizinghes point since | consider the
conceptions of normative frameworks and transitiorsdionality from a first person
perspective in the following sections of the cutremaptet®.

There are no “blinders” in the normative framewsovkhich are taken off only in
situations requiring reflection which goes to shgttwe are engaged in evaluating our
social surroundings all the time—although the degod (self-)reflection may vary
depending on the person. Despite the continuitythef process of evaluating one’s
surroundings according one’s normative frameworksé-andeed, perhaps due to that
very fact—the first stage of taking a stance to smgial issue arrives in a form of question
“should | take the stance concerning this issuallat This is indeed, the first point that
can be contested in relation to any socio-politisstie which is especially keenly shown in
political debates involving modal concepts like bpa' and ‘private’ which have the
function of being “watershed concepts” more ofteant not, meaning that they mark the
normative limits of a discussion or dispute to bewgiith. Of course, the concepts in
themselves mark no “natural” limits or viable boands within which a debate can
flourish; the certain boundary set is always a ematif interpretation. There are three
points that must be taken into account regardirgisBue: reflexivity, social particulars
and social (in)sensitivity/awareness.

To start with, let us consider the matter of “walerd” quality of some concepts
and their aptitude to cause contestations ovelfiriee distinguished. John Gray observes

insightfully that...

19 |n section 2.2 | grouped together the conditiohy &nd (Ill), internal complexity and diverse
describability, since in the case of singular cgisedt seemed that the latter is derived from themger.
When the perspective is shifted to persons antdinv hormative frameworks, more nuanced separadidam
order. At this point, it must be clarified that die the fact Connolly clearly seems to think talihough
diverse describability is seen as a result of pdsgioints of views on the matter, he still putseamphasis on
the internal complexity of concepts with his notiin‘cluster concepts’ discussed earlier. Thus,réHation
between the two notions (internal complexity andedie describability) is not as straightforward in
Connolly’s theory as it is with Gallie’s.

1% 1n my opinion Connolly is characterizing the issatehand in a second order sense. This is cleanwhe
contrasted to his discussion of the concept ofpoesibility’ and a possibility of it serving as adis for
more comprehensive account of normativity of padit{in current society) due to the fact that gaswidely
shared. In that case, Connolly is evidently talkifgput shared similarities in a first order seri§€annolly
1993.) In proposing a conception of rationalityttban serve to explain the conversion from one view
another when seen from a first person perspective, conception of rationality thus proposed must
necessarily be a conception in a first order sense.
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“Whereas, for a form of social life to exist at,atlertain concepts
delimiting the economic from the sacred, or ardanarality from areas

of prudence or aesthetics, must be treated as testahle, it is precisely
because contestability can break out in respecoafe of these basic
boundary concepts that concepts designating spesoftial objects and
practices tend to become contested” (Gray 1978;'394

The issue of reflexivity concerning the conceptshsas ‘politics’ has already
been touched upon in sections 2.7 and 2.9. We@#&eim a position in which the notion
must be tackled in relation to essential contektgab{Gray is right to point out that, in
order to exist at all, a form of life must emplogri@in concepts that can provide contours
to that specific form of life separating it fromhet possible forms. However, due to the
fact that these forms of life thus distinguishedsimbe intelligible both to the persons
embracing them and to the persons seen as others {hat particular point of view),
certain concepts intelligible to both (participaimsa form of life and “others”) and used in
a language common to both, a relatively unsatigfyiesult in regards to clarity is that
those embracing other forms of life, usually, makee of the very same concepts.
Regarding the famous phrase by Wittgenstein, therao such a thing as a private
languagé®® It is no coincidence that Gallie didn't considiee case of negative normative
valence originally; | claim that he had somethikinao this notion in mind although he
framed the issue analytically on the level of cqiseAlthough we could imagine cases
where persons would employ concepts of negativenative valence in order to delineate
the crucial contours of their respective formsifef, we can hardly consider them to be the

most typical cases.

195 Consider also the following: “What boundary cortsepave in common with concepts to do with specific
aspects of social life is that in each case a joege that such-and-such a practice has a politicatacter,

or that such-and-such a relationship counts asraiage, is partly constitutive of the subject-matbé the
judgement. That judgements of this sort are ma@d! anters into their truth conditions in a wayigihdoes

not hold for judgements in the natural sciences'a¢GL978: 394). | use ‘watershed concept’ in similay

to Gray’'s ‘boundary concept’. The reason for tldsrtinological difference lies in the fact that | nvdo
reserve the use of ‘boundary concept’ to phenonogficdl concepts such as ‘consciousness’ and its
cognates.

1% The necessity of this can be illustrated withfdilowing heuristic: Let us suppose that there jseason A
who has, through some kind of revelation, beconmroitted to a form of life X. Then, let us assumatttine
rest of the population is committed to a form & I¥. In order to conceive X as separate from YmAst
have some idea how X can be distinguished from ruter to perceive her own chosen form of life as
different, and this can be done only in relationYtavhich is defined in certain language (as is o, that
matter). For there to be a difference at all, themest be a relation and a medium through which that
difference can be articulated. This is ever morigleatt in the case in which A tries to convince &eot
person B of the benefits of her chosen form of lEgen if we would assume that the languages ofcK

are widely different the difference between themsmuranslated through a common terminology or a
language. It must be intelligible in a broad sense.
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Quentin Skinner (1989) notes that “one type of argnt over appraisive terms
centres on the criteria for applying them. Now tkigertainly a substantive social debate
as well as a linguistic oh¥. For it can equally well be characterized as ajument
between two rival social theories and their attemaaethods of classifying social reality”
(Skinner 1989: 11). He uses ‘art’ as an exampla aebncept which “gains its meaning
from the place it occupies within an entire conaaptscheme... an argument over the
application of the termart is potentially nothing less than an argument oves tival
(though not of course incommensurable) ways of @gugring and dividing up a large tract
of our cultural experience” (ibid. 13). Indeed, whee consider Skinner's example of ‘art’
it is easy to see its status as the ‘watershedeminio a sense illustrated above by GPay
| take this to be the primary sense in which esakyntcontested concepts yield such
heated controversy that seems to reach to the &imee the contestation essentially
about various ways of approaching and interpretmigural experience there seems to be
no easy avenue for someone wishing to pinpoint g/htke possible confusion really
lies'®. Given the complexity of the issue it is probathiat even in the case in which
disputants agree on certain standards of ratign@iguide them in clearing the issue it is

more than likely that there are inconsistencies @ndusions to be found in all particular

197 The same point is made by Gray: “Instead, we mesbgnize that intractable controversy about such
terms as ‘freedom’, ‘justice’, 'power' and 'denuytraxpresses disagreement that is at once corategotd
substantive” (Gray 1978: 391).

198 By a curious happenstance that is not completetydantal, Gallie sees ‘art’ as ‘essentially coteds
concept’ (1956b).

199 The problem of pinpointing a possible confusionaigher difficult when the matter is seeing in tiela to
forms of life. That is because in many actual casesnceptual dispute can be arguably charactebatitas

a confusion about a concept and as a contestaiout dhe very essence of a form of life. For instarin
2010 there was a heated public discussion in Fihlgming on about whether gays should be able to get
married (see Gray's quote in fn.105). First of dllwas evident that different parties to the d&sian—
which didn't actually fall in line based on religialone, mind you—offered clearly different sengeshe
term ‘marriage’ and failed to see the argumentstbérs in any way reasonable at least partly dukedact
that they continued to talk past each other. lingeresting twist, Paivi Rasénen, the party leade®hristian
Democrats, commented on a tv-show that, from thatpaf view offered by the Bible, “being gay is
considered a sin”. That comment caused a lot afaget naturally, because people were offended &y th
implications of the term ‘sin’; many viewed it agr@ral condemnation of gays as persons, as if faéir
status as moral persons respectable in their aytvh was now taken away, or denied, by someonepinbéic
position. This example is interesting because ¢énm t'sin’ was interpreted and translated in a lauguof
secular public morality as signifying somethingelikmorally outrageous” which was then hotly corgest
Different forms of life clashed against each otb@ntesting the justifications of the boundariesesipective
forms of life—due to power relations “the Christiaitle” was mainly on defense—but few people thought
the dispute as a confusion about the concept ‘dircould have been easily argued, if wanted, that
situation in question is a typical case of two sitkgking past each other (though in this casd, wae not
very likely) in which the meanings of ‘sin’ and rsier’ are widely different depending on a persomgis
them in a certain context. According to the ChaistBible, all people are ‘sinners’ (and the Chdigtd for
those sins). Should all people be offended? Mytdméne is not to take a side, but to concludeithatlikely
that there are likely a lot of social conflicts tla@e much harder to analyze in this respect thesnparticular
example.
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ways of approaching the issue i.e. in the attengptvide and classify cultural experience.
Broadly speaking this sort of concepts at the astrarguments uphold complete social
philosophies of individuals directing the very sew$ their being in social world.

The second point we need to take into account coacsocial particulars’, the
notion by Norman S. Care, which was complementeth whe help of lan Shapiro,
illustrated in section 2.8. To see the issue ofmsal contestability from the view point of
normative frameworks tightly related to the formislite is to conceive the matter as
linguistic/conceptual and substantive at the sainge.t Concerning the substantive
moorings of any debate about socio-political issneshich certain concepts are contested
because the contours of a given form of life are,ai sense, constituted by certain
understanding or interpretation about those cos¢épinust be taken into account that the
contestation or dispute does not happen in a vadawvhich conceptions advocated by
those subscribing to different forms of life areconflict. It is very likely that disputants
share a general understanding concerning certaialgmarticulars at least to some degree.
For instance, if the political Right and Left disag on the scale of progressive taxing
reasonable and just, they do so under the assumgiat our economic system is a
predominantly capitalist free-market economy. Tlantimgent nature of the general
understanding about the structure of economic sygtequestion is visible in the fact that
it hasn’t always been so, and there’s no logicakoa standing in the way that the case
could be otherwise in the future.

To recap the point made by Care he asserts thate'ib a more primitive level of
identification of social particulars on which ammlent of stability is available as a guide”
and that “this level of identification is logicalfyrior to the level on which the arguments,
debates, and conflicts of participants are a maaiof” (Care 1973: 18). | previously
argued that these social particulars, even if carsd “noncontroversial truisms about
persons and their environment” (ibid.) may indeed Bp as being contested. Nonetheless,
there is no reason to perceive the matter as esiigressential contestability unless—it
can now be hypothesized—the contestation abowsdbil particulars has significance in
defining or marking the contours of the form okliinvolved in the debate in which the
said social particular is contested. By keeping themarcation criterion in mind, it is
easier to pinpoint what elements in a given dispuiteessentially contested, what social
particulars are acknowledged by the participanterliocked in a dispute, and what
empirical facts are yet to established—after whiiey are seen as sort of social particulars

themselves in a sense that general understandiogt abem has been achieved. The
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clarification of the elements of any dispute inunly validation of some position with a
reference to a form of life, whether this is donm@wingly or unknowingly, is a step
towards a better understanding of key issues ememah in pervasive socio-political
disputes that may even lead to a practical cloBore time to time. Moreover, this sort of
approach is particularly appropriate for findingextial confusions; it might even be that
some pervasive disputes turn out to be merely Vafber the disputants have established
the set of social particulars they all acknowledge.the negative side, the addition of yet
another “level of arguments” (even if only as acttetical notion) may complicate the
matter needlessly. It must be remembered thatowdih it is more than feasible that the
participants of any given debate about a socidipaliissue do indeed share some basic
assumptions—thought of as social particulars—aloeitly other empirical facts to a lesser
degree, perhaps, the issue of import is not us@aityatter of seeing eye-to-eye about the
current situation. Instead, the contestation isutlibe empirical means with which to
achieve some generally accepted goal. Nonethdlesgyrientation towards the future has
no practical effect on the matter of “what counss essential contestability?” We can
roughly say that the setting of future goals inidew socio-political context is typically a
matter essentially contested (when pertinent tanoof life suitably different with each
other), although the issue of how that goal, oretgis achieved is not typically a matter
evidencing essential contestability (with a quaedifion that the means used to achieve that
goal do not contest the boundaries of some forife)f'°. As an example of a dispute
within which ‘means’ can become essentially comtgsine can mention certain abortion
disputes. It is more than plausible to think theacpically all participants of the said
dispute share the goal of improving the health omen and support women’s right to
make decisions about their own body as such. Talepreblem arrives to the scene when

one particular ‘mean’ to achieve both of these gjoah abortion for instance, is viewed as

10 All'in all, the role of social particulars in thentext of essential contestability must be furtdecidated:;
to merely briefly sketch the general relation of #ocial particulars to issues essentially conteistenot
enough. Specifically, one must make sense of haticfEants of these debates view these social qudatis
from their first person perspective, and how furtblaims are argued for within the framework praddoy
them. | assume that in order to do that one shoahdider the nature of practical argumentation notrsely
(cf. Pennanen 2012). That is not reasonable witiérbounds of the present study.

~90 ~



a violation of the sanctity of life which is a caimsting concept behind certain forms of
life™*,

Thirdly, | want to return to an issue discussedsgction 2.4, namely the
conception by Quentin Skinner that “a refusal tplgphe term in a certain situation may
constitute an act of social insensitivity or aded of social awareness” (Skinner 1989: 13).
This idea was particularly unsuited for the framdwproposed by Gallie since one could
easily conceive a situation in which disputantseagabout the criteria for applying an
appraisive term but the dispute nonetheless ememyest whether a given set of
circumstances warranted the normal use of the té&kfth the notion of normative
frameworks we are in a better position to charatehe nature of the dispute of this kind.
| argued then that contesting parties must alsceg(ad least partially) an understanding of
how the criteria are applied in concrete cases—.&hich circumstances the criteria are
pertinent. These concrete cases, the circumstancegich the criteria are pertinent,
consist of various social particulars that aream@ not, acknowledged. If we consider the
example of torture mentioned in section 2.8, we siamise that the (assumed) failure to
see a particular practice of questioning prisormér&ar as ‘torture’ (the person seeing it
instead as ‘enhanced interrogation’, for exampleks$ to be the sort of case in which the
contestation is about the certain application eftérm ‘torture’ in certain circumstances,
rather than being a dispute about the criteriat@ture’ per se And yes, actual disputes
about the issue tend to suggest that to be the Taseparty favoring the characterization
of the concrete situation under dispute as ‘enhdmuerrogation’ may point out that the
situation is completely different (of that of ‘tare’) because the interrogation situation is
controlled and supervised by doctors and the adhteirogation has well defined goals
concerning pertinent information that can be redala¢her than being about inflicting pain
“just for the sake of it”. Naturally, one can eggibntest this sort of characterization of the
situation by the advocates of ‘enhanced interrogatview. However, what is important
for the present purposes is to conclude that thatspn characterized in this particular way
is not a case of essential contestation since peapo forms of life is made—more
specifically, no boundaries of certain forms oéldre questioned. It must be kept in mind

that parties disputing the descriptions of eacleothight acknowledge the same basic

11 At this point it is worth to remind a reader titia¢ thesis of essential contestability | personatlyocate
for is not meant to prescribe any certain ethitahee in any given issue. Also, | would not consitias a
valid argument to use the thesis as “a cop-outny given argument although one might still exgaet
other party to give at least some appreciatiorhéofact forms of life are at stake (although qaitien this
too would be contested, | imagine).
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criteria for ‘torture’. Social or moral insensitiyi as such is no indication of essential
contestability™2

Generally speaking, sensitivity to an issue (in $kase above) is more likely to
arise as a result of interpreting a concept or mlgrding to one’s normative framework.
Generally speaking a person is ascribing a posiivenegative valence to a concept
according to her normative frameworks—now seen general attitude to issues of moral
and social character—and these valuations may graatly depending on the concept in
guestion—some normative concepts are clearly mamgptetely shared than others which
implies an effect of socialization on valuatibfis-but also depending on the person
appraising the concept. Sensitivity in itself isebative concept; by uttering it we implicitly
assume that some people are more sensitive thamsogiven if, at the same time, we
demand sensitivity to issues personally considérgmbrtant or, to be more precise, we
demand sensitivity to particular arguments for gaiast certain issue. By doing so we
assume that sensitivity is not solely a naturalacédp of an individual randomly
predestined in birth, thus, as a social matteleast partially, we assume it evolving in the
course of human life and in interaction with otpeople. Therefore I'm inclined to think
that the sensitivity towards some issues and imbahstowards others is the perceived
result of “correct” or “incorrect” application ofi¢ normative frameworks of interpretation.

Be that as it may, there are, | argue, cases @dldasensitivity or failure of social
awareness that can be characterized as evidenssegtel contestability. These cases are
typically manifest in occasions in which a partaulgroup demands another group—
usually a majority of population in a given societgr political/legal authorities to

recognize the form of life embraced by the (mindrigroug™® Examples of this are

112 The accusation of ethical or social insensiticign be undoubtedly considered as a rhetorical rbave
not without significance since we commonly vievad a “fair move” or “valid point”. On the other lirn
social situations we often view ethical sensitivityerriding “being correct” or “winning an arguménive
can characterize the issue in psychological tenmsbt without remainder, | assume, since sociasisi@ity
has meaning for people and its meaning is constducitersubjectively which has a tendency to offjethie
meaning on normative level, possibly transformimg hormative requirement for social sensitivityatstatus
of social fact. | cover the relation betwead hominemargumentation (distinguished froad personam
presumptions and acknowledged social facts in ‘iitssle Contestability, Identity and Argumentation”
(Pennanen 2012).

113 The extent to which concepts are shared is nousged in this study (see fn.120 in the end ottheent
section).

14 There is an ever growing literature available, [t commonly as ‘politics of recognition’, in which
these type of considerations are discussed. Degdoomic reasons it is not reasonable to coverttbgg
and | can only refer to couple of works. Charleyl®is “The Politics of Recognition” (Taylor 1994)nd
Axel Honneth’sThe Struggle for Recognitiqd995) are especially noteworthy. To get a clegrasp on the
political aspects of the issue, | would also recandThe Political Theory of Recognition: A Critical
Introduction(Thompson 2006) andedistribution or Recognition(Fraser and Honneth 2003).
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plentiful, one could mention for instance femimsbvement, struggles to get recognition
for one’s sexual identity, the “black” rights movent, various language minorities etc.
What is common to all is an attempt to find a pladthin larger framework of forms of
life. This requires drawing a line between the godemanding recognition in such a way
that the specific characteristics of the form & lre acknowledged and accepted without
losing the features marking the group distinct Ire tfirst place. The struggle for
recognition is undertaken within certain set ofigbparticulars generally accepted and
about which there is a widely shared understandtog.instance, the gay rights advocates
can argue that they are entitled to get marrieédbas the equality principle—seen now as
a contingent social particular codified in law, @sta moral principle—found in the most
constitutions of (Western) societies. No one isyiten that the citizens should not be
treated alike. What is contested is the relatiom@riage’ to the form of life in question,
and more to the point still, what is contestedesrelation of ‘marriage’ to a form of life in
guestion on the grounds that ‘marriage’ has a speelationship to another form of life
from which it cannot be separated.

Of course, there are various disputes around flisdamental” issue, some of
which are not to be characterized as evidencingngéisé contestability. Due to the nature
of the struggle for recognition matters such agtipal and moral rights, relations of
power, respect, non- and misrecognition, the stafusthical categories in relation to
structural social-political categories, to namet jgew, enter into the picture as soon as
the surface of the issue is scratched. Their oelato the phenomenon of essential
contestability is not straightforwardly clear andish be bypassed for now although the
case can arguably be made that large tract of yeegr essential contestability” can be
characterized with the approach explicit in varitheories of recognition. Furthermore, to
broach the matter of essential contestability witie perspective of the politics of
recognition may be particularly suited to circumtveame of the problems arising out of
the view of conceptual frameworks as incommenseraith each other.

It was argued above that to characterize the madtarthe help of the notion of
‘normative frameworks’ makes it easier to answansaf the concerns problematic and
left open while Gallie’s original theory was disead in the previous chapter. Along with
the brief examination of the issues of reflexivitgocial particulars and social
(in)sensitivity/(un)awareness | formed the hypothed essential contestability emerging
out of the contestation between various forms fef lit is now pertinent to consider the

relation of normative frameworks to the evaluatmnparticular socio-political concepts
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from this point of view in order to create more ldgue with theses of essential
contestability—Gallie’s theory being the main citipnaturally—that focus on the matter
on the level of concepts aldr@

There are a wide variety of concepts that are fdrfnem normative or moral
perspective. The very understanding of those cdad@pge on a normative framework of
an individual, or, on at least partially sharedmative framework of community (or social
group, society etc.). Whether we are “right” or tmg” in our interpretation of a situation
does not change the fact that we do so from nowengberspective. Or, as William

Connolly characterizes the issue...

“These concepts describe from a moral point of yieat in the sense
that to say one has broken a promise is alwaysotwlade that the
described act must be wrong, but in the sense tihat concepts
themselves would not be formed, would not combiitaimw one rubric a
set of features, unless there were some point ingdso - unless we
shared a moral point of view that these conceptretize and reflect”
(Connolly 1993: 24)'°

In relation to the claim that essential contesigbis manifested as a result of
attempting to mark the limits of a form of life, wean now assume, | claim, that the
normative frameworks serving as lenses through hwparticular socio-political concepts
are formed provide the point to combine set ofue=zd within one rubric i.e. the criteria
the concepts consist of are put in a ranking ortdeigllow Gallie’s expression, so that the
concept now substantiated concretize and refleasbranative point of view. When the
concept in question is used as defining the costofithe form of life, it has potential to
be the object of conceptual dispute that Gallieattarized as essentially contested. These
contests, empirically speaking, do not take placevery situation in which the concept
central to one or another form of life is employeecause there to be a contest at all
requires opposing views, thus the expression “giaénNonetheless, if the statement that
these contests revolve around the various chaizatiens of different forms of life is

plausible, there is reason to believe that theexing ‘essential’, if it is assumed that it is

15 One way to see the change of scenery from thesfocuthe concepts to the perspective of normative
frameworks is to consider it as the translatiorttaf concerns of the former to the language of #tier
which is hopefully better suited in handling thissues.

16 For a viewpoint directly opposed to the one presirin this section, sefolitical Concepts: A
ReconstructioOppenheim 1981) in which Felix Oppenheim trieexplicate unambiguous set of neutral
and descriptive concepts for social sciences. 8illiConnolly has argued—rather convincingly, in my
opinion—that Oppenheim’s reconstruction of ‘powédbes not represent a neutral language of political
inquiry” instead expressing “a technocratic idefapolitics” (Connolly 1993: 221-5). As such, itsrported
neutrality is highly questionable.
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necessary for the disputants, or people in genteréfame the contours and boundaries of
their affirmed form of life in order to make serfahat form of life. The locus of meaning
would be, then, found in the dispute itself. Thesik of essential contestability that takes a
definitive stance affirming, for example, the owogical status of value pluralism (in which
values are seen as radically incommensurable waith ether) as the fundamental source
for the essential contestability, would posit theus of meaning to the same level actual
forms of life are affirmed. That would make it a&$is of essential contestability in a first
order sense. Whereas in the latter conceptiondbecs for essential contestability is seen
as emerging from the (incommensurability of) subjeatter, the former conception sees
the matter as both conceptual/linguistic and sulbist

To characterize any social issue or to interpret smcio-political concept of
normative quality—i.e. any concept we see as hammgnative implications; one cannot
hope to make an exhaustive list beforehand—is teadwithin the normative frameworks
one has. We see things as we are. This is espegalgnant considering that these
concepts also include epistemic construals corzeetin the ways we use them. In other
words, various epistemic construals are enmeshedrtain concepts to such a degree that
using those concepts directs not only our normativdook but the way we gain an
epistemic access to the world as well. These caacae often presented as bipolarities;
‘subject/object’ being the paradigmatic pairing.gBably there also exist concepts which
“rest” on certain epistemic construals having cleamative implications as well. ‘Public’
and ’private’ are good examples of that type ofasgats. Some of the concepts can perhaps
be reduced to their respective elements like indase of ‘public/private’ in which a
conceptual background structure can be seen asnao$uuniversal/particular and a
normative component deriving its precise concrétpnafrom societal structure. However,
these kind of reductions are somewhat awkward amdnot usually give us much
substantive insight into the nature of a concepfiuestion and they can indeed be even
misleading if other pairings such as ‘internal/en&’, ‘irrational/rational’ and
‘female/male’ are not taken into account as relécannotations.

Perhaps the most important aspect of the normdtammeworks, providing a
rationale for grouping certain features of conceptder one rubric, is the possibility to
reinterpret a phenomenon or a concept in questorchanging circumstances. The
commonsensical assumption here is, as | see itctimeepts in themselves do not contain

any inherent rationale that would ordain the needlgghges in new circumstances. It is
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exactly the normative point of view (or, a moralimioof view, as Connolly putsit)
which orders the necessary changes, so to spedke taanking order of the criteria the
concept consists of in unforeseen and changingrmistances® this viewpoint is capable
of retaining the spirit | claim to be explicit inatie’s theory, namely the objection to
conceptual essentialism. With the above consideratof epistemic construals concretized
in the ways we use them and the ability to evaltiaecriteria of the concept in changing
circumstances we can tie these notions more claselthe discussion of the relation

between forms of life and essential contestability.

“To understand a concept, to grasp the meaninghefwords which
express it, is always at least to learn what tiesrare which govern the
use of such words and so to grasp the role ofdheept in language and
social life. This in itself would suggest strondhat different forms of
social life will provide different roles for concispto play. Or at least for
some concepts this seems likely to be the casetifMyae 1998: 13'°.

Regarding Gallie’'s original theory | have concludduat the problematics
associated to it point outside the actual concéptthe notions of ‘form of life’ and
‘normative frameworks’. As the above quote from Migre suggests there are elements
in our conceptual usage that, to be understoodepiygpcan be explained only in relation
to considerations taking account not only linggistispects but substantive matters of
social life as well. Although it is frustratinglyald to demonstrate the latter part of
Macintyre’'s assertion, it offers us a fertile grdumto which the seeds of essential
contestability may be plausibly planted. As Wittgein has shown us there certainly are
at least some concepts and practices which caneotinderstood outside their own
language game that is intimately linked to a palacform of life (‘praying’, for example).
And certainly the factors looked into previously—ely reflexivity and social

(in)sensitivity/(un)awareness—that might reasonably seen as potential sources of

117+To say that an appraisive concept is understgodxploring the connection between its criteria #ad
point is not, remember, to conclude that neithethelse dimensions is ever subject to dispute” (Gibyn
1993: 29-30).

18 \william Connolly states that “(W)ere we to igndhe moral point of view from which each is formed:
would also lose our ability to judge how these @pis apply to new and unforeseen situations" (Cibnno
1993: 28).

19 Connolly makes a similar kind of claim: "Their pté can be understood only by grasping the way in
which they summarize and crystallize shared marddinents, but their rules of application are netc#ed
finely enough to ensure that every conceivable falting within the rules specified embodies (foreth
community that shares these ideas) the moral judgthat most such acts do" (Connolly 1993: 27).
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essential contestability point towards the sameesction: to account for essential
contestability one must take into considerationssarttive forms of Iif&®.

3.2 Identity and the normative frameworks

Stuart Hall begins his introduction in QuestionsCafitural Identity (Hall 1996)
by asking: who needs ‘identity’? In the presentisecl argue that the theoretical concept
of identity is needed by a plausible thesis of e$akecontestability. From a substantive,
more personal first person perspective, it can laésasserted that the notion of identity is,
still, quite useful in making sense of the matiarsvhich notions such as ‘a form of life’,
‘the social reality’ and ‘a sense of being a petstiound. There are two main objectives
set for the current section: 1) to elucidate tHati@en between the normative frameworks,
identity and forms of life, and 2) to provide fawii for the next section, in which the
notion of transitional rationality is presentedoirder to make sense of the conversion from
one conception to another, so that the conversightrbe viewed not only as rational but
meaningful as well.

Before tackling the concept of identity, | have &ddress the matter of
interchangeability between ‘normative frameworkstdidentity’. In normative political
philosophy these two concepts are often used eschngeable i.e. one could replace one
concept with another without incurring a substdrigasion in a theory. This is illustrated
especially well in the matter of identity claims.iin a situation in which one is seeking or
demanding recognition for one identity or anoth@ihe matter was previously
characterized as a matter of social sensitivity dertain forms of life, a yet another
conceivable portrayal of the issue. The partiahpbehind the normative frameworks, as |
have defined the matter before, is to form a liekneen a person and concepts requiring
normative judgments in such a way that we coultebemderstand the twofold process of
the interpretation of the concepts, in which a pensiterprets the concepts (and the things

120 There are a lot of relevant considerations foomprehensive account of essential contestabiliy ilave

not been covered in this section. Regarding thegtio#l of concepts of normative quality and the egtoal
frameworks of individual interpreting them, espdgiacute are 1) likely/possible incompletenessladired
concepts, and 2) the separation between ‘thin’ ‘#inidk concepts’, the latter of which “seem to eaps a
union of fact and value” (Williams 1985: 143) ariek tpossibility of ‘disentanglement’ of fact and wel(l

am indebted to Arto Laitinen for pointing out tisiscond consideration). Although | have affirmedyenor
less, that one should not be too focused on theraadf concepts, the essential contestability as a
phenomenon both linguistic/conceptual and substantnakes it necessary to view the issue as
comprehensively as possible. The aspects of thes issentioned and their implications for the thesis
essential contestability will be discussed in “Edisg Contestability, Identity and ArgumentatioiPgnnanen
2012).
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these concepts represent) according to his norendtameworks while his normative
frameworks change and evolve as a result of tlegsabjective interpretation process. We
can frame the same basic situation by using theemiridentity’ instead by depicting the
process by saying that it is as if the person mrsthis identity in relation to the concept
or issue at hand, and as a result of this positgrine forms a conception of a concept.
However, this is linguistically rather awkward. Ftrat purpose the term ‘normative
frameworks’ suits better, in my opinion. But, thene obvious advantages in using the
term ‘identity’ as well. For once, we can make muubre commonsensical assertions
about the interplay of various social roles andeexgtions, quite possibly being at odds
with each other, with the use of ‘identity’. Thatto say, the use of ‘identity’ converges
better on the common associations, concerningntieerelated issues, in ordinary language
than the term ‘normative frameworks’ would.
What is actually the substantive difference betw®enmative frameworks’ and

‘identity’ besides the fact that they are used ased heuristic means to achieve an

understanding on the matter?

“In common sense language, identification is cartséd on the back of
recognition of some common origin of shared chardstics with
another person or group, or with an ideal, and withnatural closure of
solidarity and allegiance established on this faiiwh. In contrast with
the ‘naturalism’ of this definition, the discursivapproach sees
identification as a construction, a process newenpeted — always ‘in
progress™ (Hall 1996: 2).

It is exactly the twofold quality of ‘identity’ thanakes it so adaptable for various
theoretical purposes. In the first sense, the ijerst seen as a somewhat concrete entity
that is derived in rather unproblematic fashiomfroertain ethnic and social background.
Because the connection to the origin (real or imad) can be drawn, the identity one
holds presently must be something having a contin{gften separated to subsequent
stages of life). In the second sense, the idemitthought as a process in which one’s
identity is in a constant flux. Whereas the idgnitit the first sense was something one can
affirm, the second sense affirms a fact that natitieis ever complete as an individual
strives to construct her identity in discursiveatin with the surrounding social reality.

There are two main perspectives to the issue @ntification as a construction”
specifically. In relation to the social world th@entification processes of individuals or
groups serve as sustaining and maintaining thetsiel of the social world. In this picture
the identification is thought as recognition of coon origin of shared characteristics
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between persons and groups or as an allegianaarte gleal (type) present in the social
world. From this perspective, the process of idmatiion is never completed as one
generation after another takes part in constructimg social reality exceeding the
limitedness of individual beings. In relation tcetkife project of an individual person,
however, the process of identification cannot baugbly seen as “maintaining” or
“sustaining” but rather as an attempt of findingesnplace in social realm. When the
continuous nature of the process is seen from aléss perspective, the issue of finding
one’s place is transformed to a sort of choiceemfiding with which parts of social reality
one is “identical”. This sort of thinking is espalty glaring in cases in which one is trying
to sort out the standpoint of some other individwhio is expressing his views about
matters of social or political significance. Is {herson “leftist” or “right-wing” is a matter
of attempting to place her on the landscape alréagijace. These sorts of identifications
are not unusual even when the person herself Isauzg her own position.

With these considerations in mind we can proceedevaluate the relation
between the normative frameworks and the identity.section 3.1 the normative
frameworks was examined mostly from a third perpenspective. With the notion of
identity in the mix it is now of paramount importanto view the matter from a first person
perspective. Thus, the normative frameworks sesviemses through which an individual
views the things encountered in everyday life.dvwusly argued that the composition of
the normative frameworks is intimately bound tooenf of life an individual has adopted.
The rules governing the usage and interpretatiagooio-political concepts and particulars
are partly derived from such forms of life. Withethotion of discursive formation of an
identity on the table, we can regard the normdtameworks as a conceptual map guiding
and regulating the process of constructing oneéstity. The actual process takes place in
present tense but it is important to realize iteropature; our current normative
frameworks have formed in a particular way as altes what has happened before, what
import we have attested to significant events aflde. The identity—i.e. what makes us
the persons we are—is not only a result of what hegspened before but includes our
future hopes and dreams as well: what kind of persee want to be in the future?

The analogy between a map and a some kind of caradepol kit—defined as a
normative framework, set of conceptions or somethiimilar—is often used and for a
good reason. It seems to capture the essentialtyqoélour conceptual usage, that is to
say, our ability to navigate around the social wdsly showing us how one feature is

related to others and highlighting some featuresrasl important. Without these kind of
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conceptual maps the social reality would be a ¢bastquence of incomprehensible
phenomena, or so it is often implied. Let's constthe following comparison from Gerald

Gaus:

“Now, one thing a rational agent wants is a comrsisimap. Imagine you
are visiting Australia, and you wish to drive fr@ydney to Melbourne.
After nine hours, you stop to consult your mapéde gist where you are.
Unfortunately, your map has two different, incotesig parts; if you look
at the first sheet you are almost in Melbourne, ibutou check the
second, you have gone entirely in the wrong dioecéind will soon be in
Brisbane. Where are you, and which direction shgaldgo? Clearly, an
inconsistent map is no help at all. Until the entinap makes sense and
all its directions are consistent with each otltedpes not even begin to
help you make sense of your (conceptual) world"u&2000: 38y

Indeed, a consistent map is superior to an inctergi®ne as far as an individual
using the map to make sense of her surroundingsniserned. This does not automatically
guarantee that the map is the correct one, howewvieen viewed from a third person
perspective. It might be that the locations andggaghical contours shown on the map
depict the reality quite oddly: mountains are diésd merely as hills; cities are portrayed
as villages, for instance. With the map of thisdkthe individual using it to navigate her
way in the world is not doing so haphazardly, ammtenimportantly, is able to arrive to
“right” locations but we would not be inclined taysthat she has a realistic understanding
of her surroundings. And yet, it is likely that theps we all are using on daily basis are
not thoroughly consistent or able to portray somality without complications. It is often
the case that one is confounded by the things ertemd in social reality and it may take a
while to translate these irregularities and abnditrea to the language of one’s conceptual

map of interpretatiolf>. Thus, there is a need to keep one’s conceptuplasaonsistent

121 Gaus is actually using this example in relationhi idea of essential contestability hoping taifsiahe
issue in his boololitical Concepts and Political Theori¢2000).

122 The necessity of this sort of translation as farhmman persons are concerned seems to be quite
fundamental. In sections 2.6 and 2.7 | raised &eonthat the idea of essential contestability imayied to
modern liberal understanding of one’s place in @éetg. The necessity of translation depicted herethe
contrary, seems not to be a result of a partiqitardern) understanding. Naturally, there are diffiees in
outlooks typical to various epochs. For exampleyéf encounter a violent person raving about thegthi
only he can see, we are inclined to view it as seareof mental disorder requiring for treatmehiwés not

so long ago that a person behaving in exactly éineesway was viewed perhaps as possessed by a dehon
needing a treatment of another sort, namely exworcis both cases the common denominator is the
translation of an encountered irregularity to fiets conceptual mapping of social reality.
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as possible although it is not complete in a sehaé the particular map could show
without a hinge of doubt that one’s take on a dasge is corret®

As | see the situation, the intersubjective procasmterpretation is equivalent
with checking one’s conceptual map. Same turns amdts, confrontations and
collaborations with other people, provide a grofmdthe re-evaluation of the (normative)
conceptual framework of the individual person. Tiiecess is continuous in a sense that
the whole human experience is essentially a comtmOnly when we take a synchronistic
look on a person in separate points in timend {, can we fathom the situation in terms
of checking the parts of social reality one is fitleal with”. Regarding a time perspective
of individual human beings, the paradoxical statetmare often unavoidable. If one views
the time perspective of the person as the continuma can arrive to the conclusion that
the person is always in a starting location andairdestination at the same time,
metaphorically speaking. Nonetheless, | want to le@sjze the conception that the
conceptual mapping of social and political worlcefsectively happening as a continuous
series of checks and balances to the extent awiddil is concerned. It is entirely
plausible that despite these checks and balanegsetison “arrives at the wrong location”
by her own admission (or by others’).

In the case of specific concepts of normative dquale are interested in, the same
logic requiring consistent definitions in the foroh ranking order of various criteria of
application seems to be at work. The need for onefeceptual map to be consistent is
parallel to the need for one’s definition of a cepicto be consistent. In the first instance,
the failure to achieve consistency is evidencednbgherent evaluations of social issues
while the failure to form a consistent set of ardgor a concept is a mark of confused use
of a concept i.e. two or more concepts are, typicabnfused with each other. Can we
plausibly follow this logic to the extreme by stajithat the inconsistency evidenced in
one’s conceptual map is a sign that two or moreqey are confused with each other?

In order to conceive an individual personality asd#d to the degree that one can

entertain oneself with the idea of separate pergoeenflict with each other requires the

123 Thus, when Gaus states that “(C)learly, an instest map is no help at all. Until the entire magkes

sense and all its directions are consistent witth edher, it does not even begin to help you makese of
your (conceptual) world” we should, in my opiniage his statement as a black-and-white-depicticdheof
issue which turns out to be rather implausible wtadeen literally. | personally see the approachagnitive

psychologist who sees the perceived irregularitg atarting point for learning—compelling an indival to

reorganize her conceptual schemas accordingly—péauaible depiction of the situation.
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timeless third person perspecti¥e—in order to compare these personalities on equal
footing—implying a conception of identity according which our identities have cores
that need to be found in order to realize one’selm a larger scheme. The failure to
identify a stable and unchanging core would meathis framework, that there are several
cores which in turn would imply that there are sal@ersons—in relation to several life
stages—instead of acknowledging the problematiaalre of even assuming such a core. |
claim that this sort of account misconstrues theational character of identity formation
by ignoring historical contingencies. If the coritef one’s identity is identical to some
aspects of social reality already in place, it nsetmat his identity has some essential
characteristics that are straightforwardly commeaisle with the social reality. There are
certainly some characteristics common to all hubmgings which are as essential as can be
conceived—this set of characteristics is typicaiffled ‘human condition’'—but they do
not determine the whole of identifications, whemagived as finding one’s place in social
reality, as it is more than plausible that varigessons identify with cultural and social
ideals not necessarily commensurable with eachr.othere so, someone who claims that
identification is a matter of comparing one’s (edi&d) identity in relation to the social
reality must answer to the question of change emtifications over time. To phrase it
bluntly, the world is full of capitalists who we(self-admittedly) hippies or socialists in

their youth. For that reason alone it is quite $afassume along with Stuart Hall that...

“...directly contrary to what appears to be its Iséttsemantic career,
this concept of identity [conceived as strategid @aositional] does not
signal that stable core of the self, unfolding frdsaginning to end
through all the vicissitudes of history without olge; the bit of the self
which remains always-already ‘the same’, identtoaltself across time”
(Hall 1996: 3).

It is a common assumption nowadays that individdexhtities are fragmentary by
nature. If identities are never unified or singut@ing rather “multiply constructed across
different, often intersecting and antagonisticcdigses practices and positions” (ibid. 4) it
is hard to see why we would assume people to haverent, comprehensive and
commensurable conceptions about social mattersadstf bits and pieces here and there

always in a constant tension. If we take as givat the identities and social roles of

124 This assertion is based on an assumption tharsopeaking a first person perspective to her itient
cannot avoid a time perspective in which one igaséd in the present looking back to the past qirp
something from the future. Naturally, the persookiag into the matter from a timeless third person
perspective does so from a first person perspeofiveer own rendering the third person perspedtivee a
necessary abstraction.
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people are created and maintained in an interstiNgetterpretation process in which
normative frameworks play a crucial role as theg #re medium through which the
concepts and “signs or symbols” of the complexWierld are interpreted as meaningful,
we caught a glimpse of these identities and roéebeang mostly comparative by nature.
For a concrete person, | argue, the transition fom& position to another is meaningful as
a comparative matter, not as a matter of evalualiegobjective merits of one position or
another based on a standard outside actual expereemd viewed from a timeless third
person perspective. It is in no way clear that \Wweutd evaluate the intelligibility of
possible conversion—bringing the focus closer ®gpecific issues of our interest—from
one view to another as a matter requiring critexral reasons founded outside the
perspective of a particular persdh The very experience of “growing as a person” is a
matter of comparing one’s experiences and, mostagspy, one’s attitude, responses and
general perspective to a life that has been arygtiso come, in other words, to make a
better sense of personal and social life. Regarding “mgldense of one’s life” a certain
type of asymmetricality between the different stagélife is evident. The list of people
who think that they understood the world better mvkigey were younger is thin indeed.
This experience may be caused due to a psycholagitanalization but the main point
I’'m trying to make here is that the notion of corsten from one view to another despite
the lack of objective justification (in a strictrse) of the new view (or of the old, for that
matter) is intelligible and a person going throdlgbse conversions can be motivated to do
so possibly in the future as well despite the laicthe standards of strictly objective nature
with which to ground one’s views about the worldainnce-and-for-all-sense.

The concept of identity, along with its cognatesat the crux of the matter in
understanding a personal view point of a particutaividual in relation to wider
perspectives to social world. We can conceptualiee issue by assuming that each
individual has a uniqupersonal outlook on lifeor a “philosophy of life”, which typically
consists of often incoherent elements since it besn formed through a process of
practical responses to various challenges facethencourse of one’s life. The main
condition for a successful form of life in this pest is notably pragmatic by nature.
Usually one cannot choose the events of one’snifeding a pragmatic response in any
meaningful way when wanting to live “a full lifef not for any other reason than the fact

125 This type of thinking seems to be required inroiithat the idea of essential contestability—seea a
matter of there being no definitive once-and-fdrelffinitions of concepts to be had—makes the cmsioa
from one view to another insensible and unintedligi
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that our fellow human beings throw us challenges$ guestions demanding some sort of
an answer on daily ba$# In contrast to personal outlooks on life are whgousworld
viewsto which individuals and groups subscribe. Thesaltto be more comprehensive
accounts of the order of social world often impiiecg ethical positions that are more
general in nature. These general world views caoftes presented as comprehensive and
coherent perspectives to various issues presestdial world. Whereas one is deeply und
unavoidably embedded to one’s personal life aloith the good and the bad it brings it,
the general world views identified are thought éoseparate from individuals having often
a life span of many generations. It is temptinghiok the situation illustrated as akin to
the situation in which one is in a grocery storeading what to eat today. Despite our
personal preferences the store holds various gibadsre there also tomorrow. We could
continue by saying that even though one’s very amdividual preferences have not a
large impact on available goods the clientele efstore as a whole determines the goods
that are offered. The products in themselves ateunmue although the way we fill the
shopping cart can be seen as such.

The analogy presented should not be stressed todMaat is salient for the
present purpose is a realization of different pectipes one can take on the issue. We can
look the matter of choosing between various gensaald views as a matter of rational
choice for which there are rational reasons todumd in a peculiarly more objective and
theoretical way than we often do in cases of peaistives deeply embedded in concrete
situations. As a matter of forming opinions abdw thultifaceted social reality the world
views actually adopted are surely influenced by mensonal outlooks for which we often
have no clear reasons that are in a coherent aelat each other. This can be

conceptualized by stating the obvious: our actypkegences in life affect the way we see

126 Even if one would want to avoid controversial amgleasant situations in one’s social relations tain
be unavoidable when a friend or a loved one demgndsto “choose sides” in a conflict involving your
close relations. It is often the case that one raimply try to survive the day while hoping to nain a
personal integrity and honesty
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social world in a more general way. Still, the fa€tthe matter is often downplayed or
belittled when general world views and the readmisnd them are consideréd
The overall picture can be rudimentarily presentelden identity is taken into

account, as follows:

personal outlook(s)« identity/identities < general world view(s)

Stuart Hall (1992) distinguishes three conceptiohsdentity still prevalent in
modern times: Enlightenment subject, sociologicddject and post-modern subject. The
Enlightenment subject is based on “a conceptiothefhuman person as a fully centred,
unified individual, endowed with the capacities r@ason” whose inner core remains
essentially the same “throughout the individuabsseence... the essential centre of the
self was a person’s identity” (Hall 1992: 275). ThRalightenment conception is often
called “Cartesian subject” for its assumption thdtuman being is capable of disengaging
oneself from the actuality of one’s situatedneseriter to find self-evident knowledge by
reason alone. The core of one’s identity is noé@éd by one’s surroundings rendering
identity as one, a thing that is truly identicatiwitself.

The assumption behind the sociological conceptibmdentity denies that the
identity remains essentially the same over timee Tdentity is “formed in relation to
‘significant others’, who mediated to the subjdw tvalues, meanings and symbols—the
culture—of the worlds he/she inhabited... The subgtitk has an inner core or essence
that is ‘the real me’, but this is formed and maaifin a continuous dialogue with the
cultural worlds ‘outside’ and the identities whittey offer” (ibid. 275—-6). According to
this conception identity brings together the publiorld, or ‘outside’, with the personal
world, or ‘inside’, in unifying manner. Before | ed the grocery store example to illustrate
the nature of general world views, now, along wiie sociological conception, we can
present the identity as a place in which generaldwiews and one’s personal outlook on

life come together forming a coherent whole thatlike the Cartesian subject, is

27 |n the liberal tradition the difference betweemspmal outlooks and general world views is elingdaby
subjugating the difference entailed (in the digion) by carving up the social reality to its pubdind private
realms in a seemingly self-evident way. As is theecwith practically all bipolarities one partiqugolarity

is (usually) considered as more important thanathmer, namely ‘public’. As an upshot of this pautar

conceptualization the difference is objectifiednasnageable factor i.e. private preferences arefyamed
into mere interests—and as belonging to a groumtdrests’—which are treated as same. Well, ofrsep
one must treat that which is same as same. Howehisrijs clearly an attempt to conceptualize theiedo
reality by using the bipolarity of public/privateggressively with a background interest of managimg
difference.
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continuously affected by the social surroundings;smnificant others’ making it a more
fluid conception. Still, the identity is one, altigh a one that changes over time, and it can
be considered unique from a first person perspectiv

Thus, the sociological conception of identity “swsl' the subject into the social
structure stabilizing the subject and the sociatldvoespectively. Stuart Hall claims that
this balance between the subject and the sociattate is now in jeopardy as a result of
structural and institutional change in late-modeime. “The subject previously
experienced as having a unified and stable idensitgecoming fragmented; composed not
of a single, but of several, sometimes contradyctorunresolved identities” (ibid. 276-7).
The purpose of the sociological conception of idens to unify the identity as a result of
identification process through which actual persqmsject themselves into cultural

identities. That process, however...

“...has become more open-ended, variable and prohiema
[producing] the post-modern subject, conceptualiagdhaving no fixed,
essential or permanent identity... The subject assutifferent identities
at different times, identities which are not undfiaround a coherent
‘self” (ibid. 277, brackets addetff.

The conception of identity implicated throughout thesis is very similar to the
sociological conception explicated by Hall. Alsohdve stated that we cannot close our
eyes from the fact of fragmentary nature of idegiin late-modern times. Does this mean
that both the Enlightenment conception and the obogical conception have to be
dismissed outright? It seems that the Enlightenmenteption should be rejected at least.
The main reason for that is its implausible dem@nabetween a subject and a concrete
social context said subject finds herself in. | miat wish to claim that one could not
improve and develop the Enlightenment conceptiathéw. For the present purpose of
treating the phenomenon of essential contestalaiitintimately linked to various forms of
life the conception purporting a view, according winich a subject is capable of
disengaging oneself from her social situatednegsalmematically, seems to offer little
resources. The sociological conception, howeversdoot need to subscribe to a
problematic conception of reason and rationalityhef kind explicit in the Enlightenment

conception?®. But is it still defective notion in its attemmt provide a unified identity?

128 Hall makes a convincing case about the reasonsamses behind the arrival of post-modern ideiity
The Questions of Cultural Identityhose interested in “the birth and death of tlwelenn subject” would do
well to see his account of the issue (Hall 1992t-21).

129 Compare to the discussion about apodeictic reaganithe next section.
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| will argue for the notion that we still need anception of identity resembling
the sociological conception because of our phenofogital experience of ourselves as
social actors. It is plausible to assume that “imitlis are contradictory identities, pulling in
different directions, so that our identificationse aonstantly shifted about” (ibid. 277).
Also, | agree with Hall that “if we feel we haveuaified identity from birth to death, it is
only because we construct a comforting story orratave of the self’ about ourselves
(ibid. 277). But, if we hope to have any understagan the issue of conversion from one
view to another as a rational move, we must takeettperience of ‘narrative of the self’
seriously, for it is only within such a narratitbat pragmatic comparison on the merits of
the new conception over the older one can be maad avhen the issues irrevocably
connected to the life-projects and forms of life aonsideref®. This perspective to
‘identity’ has an upshot of seeing the identityaaspace in which the evaluations made
through one’s normative frameworks of interpretattake their concrete form in open-
ended way i.e. no single conception of any keyadoaor political concept—which are
considered as “tools” for carving up the sociallitga-can be meaningfully evaluated
without taking into account the normative framewdéndm within the evaluation process
takes place. Thus, no single conception or a sebéeptions can be evaluated solely as a
matter of ‘personal outlook’ or ‘general world vieabjectified as separate from identity.
To adopt the perspective advocated in the presmiios is to reject Gallie’'s attempt to
frame the thesis of essential contestability witheovecourse to metaphysical grounding as
misguided or, at the very least, unfruitful projétt If the specific approach being
explicated in the present chapter is deemed mangsillle, one cannot do without at least
some ontological judgments.

Naturally, to understand matters (of social impacgor otherwise) in a general

way, one must do generalizations. Despite thaptbblem is that of distorted perspective

130 What makes the post-modern identity “post-modeimthe emphasis on historicity as opposed to
sociological or biological unity. Putting emphagis contingency of the various stages in buildingl an
forming various identities is to see each particudientity as unique in principle. One can abstriet
perceived uniqueness by forming a synchronistitupgcof the identity but not without a loss of difénce.
The same loss of difference confronts a particplkenson trying to construct her ‘narrative of théf’ ses
unified i.e. as something that stitches togetheatsiole’ with ‘inside’. Ultimately, that makes theggess of
forming a unified identity an unstable and openeshgroject. If there is no stable and self-evideatial
reality outside a particular personal perspectivee found, the pragmatic stability a person yefonsan be
found only temporally within a frame of normativafeworks and personal identities which are incagss

of constant change. To acknowledge the need fastarttal perspective and narrative identity does n
necessarily mean that we should abandon the sgaaloconception as outdated. Indeed, it can baedtg
that the need to unify one’s identity is a centpaérequisite of post-modern outlook. Otherwise the
fragmentation of identity would not be seen asabjam at all.

13 with a qualification: “unless we want to embraadical relativism in a form of linguistic autonomy”
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when one is denying a motivation of an individualihdergo a conversion from one view

to another, or rejecting the plausibility of motiea of an individual to have a contestation

at all, when the issue is seen solely on the lefelorld views demanding rational reasons
to back them up. It is as if one should provideeason for an abstract person with an
interest to have that general interest atwahen faced up with a realization that there is no
clear alternative to choose in respect of it havimegonce-and-for-all rational reasons to

back it up. But, we do still make calculations evkethere are no self-evident basis for

‘mathematics’ to be found. We do still have a matiion to buy products in a grocery store

even if we do not absolutely know what product aoebination of products is best for us

for we have to eat, it is our human condition.

To state the assumption made here explicitly: firesumed that the motivation to
hold beliefs that are essentially uncertain, ag$atheir ultimate conditions of being true or
correct are considered, “springs forth” from thespective of assuming an individual life
as unique, as far as a person herself is conceilriesl. may be due to reasons that are
characterizable in terms of psychological reasohghvcan be framed as an element of
our human condition. Were this assumption of unigse to change dramatically in the
future we would be no longer humans in the senseseee ourselves nd#. With the
notion of identity as a continuous narrative of ‘'sngersonal life formed in an on-going
intersubjective process of interpretation (checkd balances) by the “employment” of
normative frameworks—remembering the sense of chtergeability between ‘identity’
and ‘normative frameworks'—that serve its use okim@ sense of the world best when
consistent and coherent, we can begin to graspritag need for the stability and unity of
one’s identity. From a third person perspectiveioast of an individual tend to be
perceived as following each other but random ambdirary when one focuses on singular
actions. This sense of the lack of interconnectssirgissipates when the first person

perspective to identity is considered. The impdrtaalization is, of course, that a person

132 There is a logical possibility that human speeiisevolve as a species with a hive-mind, for exéenin
which case there would be no sense to talk of wrigas as a matter of personal experience. Then,agai
there is no point to consider those kinds of alibmes. More interesting and forceful criticism che
presented against the case I'm trying to make Heven if | would explicate the position adopted hwi
theoretical precision going beyond the scope ofptlnpose of the thesis, | assume it could be @t as
being inescapably historically bound conceptionpas of social condition, which, at best, wouldtseed
only in illustrating the motivational character \&festern people. | have no objection against timateed, |
want to embrace that sort of self-conception myséléir understanding of ourselves is deeply and
inescapably historical and socially contextualizédom that perspective attempts to understand the
historically bound nature of our social being isirdique enterprise even if shared by contemporaries. For
clarification, | assume that the motivation to d@giical philosophy — to which we, as researchars,
evidently motivated — at all is parallel to a matien of a single individual to understand her umiglace in

a larger scheme of things.
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may take a third person perspective to her owndifening the floodgates of uncertainty.
Nonetheless, it is certainty that we yearn follalm, thus one has to assume a conception
of identity that is not uncertain by its very coi@, instance, the post-modern outlook. This
is a sort of phenomenological requirement to sessolife as a meaningful, continuous

whole. Consider the following:

“The need for certainty is much older than somethralled the
Enlightenment Project, obviously implicated, for ample, in all

religions. The need for certainty is endemic to lthenan condition; it is
a mechanism of psychological denial as the youngre&aargued,
deriving from our terror at the transience of dafings, including

ourselves, and we can no more abandon it than dealse intelligent
creatures. To deny this will blind theorists to wpgople continue to
construct foundational theories, however ricketgytlurn out to be and
whatever they fail to explain” (Shapiro 1989: 69).

In an attempt to provide a plausible conceptiondehtity that can support the
conception of rationality presented in the nextisacit is not enough to make a blanket
statement that a consistent identity or conceptuegb is better than an inconsistent one.
The notion must be tied to our human conditionrehrelies its strength and weakness as a
background assumption. For that purpose, | gudss, Bnlightenment conception of
identity could serve as well although | personédiyor the sociological conception since it
has capacity to make sense of our connection to smaial surroundings more
comprehensively and plausibf§. The disputes involving concepts used to mark the
contours of various forms of life are now seen liceaten the certainty needed thus
transforming “merely” definitional disputes to beocait the stability and unity of one’s
identity.

3.3 Transitional rationality

In the course of the last two sections | have gitechto provide an alternative
perspective to the issue of essential contestabifitthis section | concentrate on the issue
of conversion from one view to another, the matthich is considerably problematic in
Gallie’s framework for reasons discussed earliechapter 2. The key task at hand is to

provide an account of rationality suitable to astheof essential contestability under

33| do not mean to imply that the post-modern cotioegis without its uses, on the contrary, it seras a
well thought characterization of the concern endeimiour current social condition.
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development. More to the point, one must illustdfabgv a conversion from one view to
another, at a personal level, can be seen as ah@on meaningful although no definite
justifications for one view or another are attaiealiRather than forming a conception of
rationality from scratch, | turn my attention toettworks of Alasdair Macintyre and
Charles Taylor and claim that the model of traosii rationality proposed by them is
particularly suitable for the present purpose. Gtwtribution of Taylor is given some light
first after which we can turn our attention to Magte’s views concerning the issue in
section 3.4.

Charles Taylor has nicely formulated the positiomchhakin to mine in his essay
“Explanation and Practical Reasoff993) in which he focuses his attention to ratibya
of transition from one position to another in aecagactual persons committed to a certain
view or conception. Taylor claims that adequaterdibn has not been given to practical
reasoningof ad hominert?* character which he contrasts wilpodeicticreasoningAd
hominenreasoning starts from the fact of human beingsgoeammitted to certain goals,
views and conceptions to begin with whereas aptideitode of reasoning typically tries
to disengage a human being from his held convistiamd beliefs about life in order to
unburden the rationality to the extent that différenotions and conceptions can be
rationally evaluated as neutrally as possible. Adiog to Cartesian conception of
reasoning, we need self-evident truths to startt aiter which we have a firm foundation
on which to build. (Taylor 1993: 211-3; see alsd-22, 230.)

“Our knowledge claims are to be checked, to besasskas fully and
responsibly as they can be, by breaking them dawhidentifying their
ultimate foundations, as distinct from the chainndérences which build
from these towards our original unreflecting beliefhis foundationalist
model can easily come to be identified with reageaslf... from the
foundationalist perspective, only apodeictic modfleeasoning is really
satisfactory...” (Taylor 1993: 213).

Enlightenment notion of practical reason has celstaits uses in (hopefully)
freeing one from parochial perspective by demandimgersal principles justified outside

one particular, perhaps very conservative, pointi®iv. Nonetheless, | have to agree with

134 The way in which Taylor uses the tead hominenshould not be confused with a rhetorical argument
often characterized as “the personal attack typaylor's use is more akin to the Lockean type @yetd by
Locke in An Essay Concerning Human Understandiwhich Douglas Walton calls “argument from
commitment” (Walton 2000: 104; for a more compretie@ account of arguments afl hominentype, see
Walton 1998). Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (19¥Me also made this distinction by separatath
hominem which deals with consistency or inconsistencytha beliefs of a particular audiendegm ad
personamwhich involves a personal attack intended toredic an opponent.
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Taylor in his assertion that “the belief that dical morality, by its very nature, rules out
thead hominemnmode of practical reasoning” forcing us to “recagnihe apodeictic mode
as the only game in town” is deeply mistaken. (i@iti4.) At the root of the problem lies a
deeply held assumption that, when assessing nadriteo different moral conceptions,
what the argument needs are ‘criteria’ for theseceptions through which to assess the
relevant merits of the conceptions, the criteriaclrare sufficient to show that one of the
conceptions is right while the other is wrong.

Before going further with the presentationaaf hominemargumentation, a brief
remark in relation to the theory of essentially tested concepts must be made. In the
course of elaborating the conditions (II) and (bF) Gallie’s original thesis | introduced
William Connolly’s interpretation of the thesis, maly the addition of the notion of
criteria of a concept for which different weight @scribed according to particular
normative frameworks of an individual. The sensa&vinich the criteria are needed in the
apodeictic mode of reasoning illustrated aboveh& they provide a neutral standpoint
from which to evaluate the conceptions whereasctiteria Connolly talks about are
formed from a subjective perspective which arguaddy have a lot in common with
subjective perspectives of other people dependmgoowhat extent the concept (or the
conception of concept) in question is shared. T&ishe difference which, ultimately,
makes essential contestability theses compatilileadi hominenteasoning.

Charles Taylor focuses on ‘transition’ between aartconceptions making it an
issue of comparative judgment. Rival positions enecked against the facts i.e. their
respective performance is considered as a mattenowf they face the reality. The
emphasis on the transition has an upshot of makémge how rival positiondeal with
each otheiin addition to how thegeal with facts Taylor takes under scrutiny an example
offered by Alasdair Maclnty’é”, the move from Renaissance sub-Aristotelian views
Galilean theories of motion, as a striking casehofv a latter theory—even if the
terminology of that theory is, along with its basissumptions, non-intertranslatable in
relation to the former—can elucidate the probleosatf the former theory in a way of
making sense of them in addition of being a clegprovement in other respects. “This
show an asymmetrical relation between them: you roane from Aristotle to Galileo
realizing a gain in understanding, but not vicesaér (ibid. 216—217.) The matter here is

not simply characterized as one of theoretical tprality, however, for a pre-Galilean

135 |n section 3.4 | will characterize Maclintyre’s fim concerning historical traditions in relatiom the
broader framework of this thesis.
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person is operating “with a quite different parawdigof understanding, to which
manipulative capacity is irrelevant”, namely thegmse of “physics” for her is to discover
one’s proper place in the cosmos in a meaningfyl, wamatter which is not self-evidently
realized in modern technological civilization. Eatteory has its own built-in criteria of
success that relate to the understanding soughielegant i.e. to what is the overall
purpose of the theory. In the case of PlatonictAtedian tradition the criteria of success
relate to “moral vision and attunement” whereas t46#ailean understanding seeks
“manipulative power”. What we are lacking here, [balaims, are criteria: “there are no
decisive considerations whiddothsides must accept”. (ibid. 218-9.)

This kind of stand-off resembles the one | havaiified in the case of essentially
contestable concepts. Since there are no decisiteri@ as objective standards of
evaluation to be found, we are in a situation inclwtwe must conclude that either 1) the
participants in a dispute must have some critesramon to both for the dispute not to be
pointless or a confused one, or 2) the situationchsracterized as one of deep
incommensurability rendering the dispute unsettabhich in turn makes any attempt to
have a rational conversation impossible. If ones siferent conceptions as locked in an
eternal struggle, the challenge a relativist casgeourely looks an insurmountable one in
the second case. On the other hand, the firshalige doesn't seem to fare any better; to
assume that to be a case, the hope for trying derstand conceptions dissimilar to one’s
own is slim, the hope for finding strong justifimats for any such view almost non-
existent. That is, if we assuntiee criteria outside conceptions themselves are what we
need®® In section 3.1 | argued that the moral point @w provides a rationale for
grouping various criteria together in a case oingls concept. Now | will claim that the
moral point of view (one could call it social orlpical point of view as well) provides a
rationale for individual conversion from one viesvanother.

Taylor argues convincingly that there does not nieede any specifianomaly
bringing about the “defeat” of one conception blokére can be something which the

138 |n a rather ironical twist of history the emphasisone’s ability to reason universally typicalQartesian
project and subsequent Enlightenment has generatwé@ suspicion about one’s ability to reason in a
foundationalist way than ever before. By detachitgnality from actual comprehensive accounts ahis
relation to the world “the canonical, foundatiosalnotion of arbitrating disputes through critegienerates
skepticism about reason, which disappears onceewdhat we are often arguing about transitions¥/i@ra
1993: 220). This skepticism is “perfected” in theris of Nietzsche who took Cartesian methodological
skepticism to its extreme, or, as Paul Ricoeur isetly characterizes the difference between thaseolis
“doubters™ “In the same way that Descartes’s dquisiceeded from the presumed absence of distinction
between dreaming and waking, that of Nietzsche gads from the even more hyperbolic absence between
lies and truth” (Ricoeur 1992: 13).
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vanquished theory should have taken into accoung lgutside the scope of its original
standards; in the case of Platonic-Aristototelisadition that something was that the

success of mechanistic science posed a problenth@dheory that went before it).

“If we ask why this is so, we are led to recogn&éuman constant,
namely, a mode of understanding of a given domaiwlich consists in
our ability to make our way about and effect ourpmses in D. We
might borrow a term from Heidegger, and call thiglerstanding as we
originally have it prior to explication or scientif discovery ‘pre-

understanding’. One of the directions of increastngwledge of which

we are capable consists in making this pre-undeistg explicit, and

then in extending our grasp of the connections whiderlies our ability
to deal with the world as we do” (ibid. 220).

According to Taylor there exists a certain linko® perceived between a practical
capacity and an understanding which is “deeply efded in the human life form” (ibid.
221). The task is not to convince someone who hotus conception (thought as a first
principle of a kind) steadfastly, undividedly anaconfusedly. Rather, as is the case with a
pre-Galilean, we have to show that an adherent rofearlier conception couldn’t
undividedly and unconfusediepudiatethe deliverance of a new conception which has
succeeded in enhancing the practical capacity diishuals in a way that is compatible
with the pre-understanding of those individualsug;hone is not appealing to independent
criteria outside the framework of the “old” condept or outside the one replacing the
earlier, but to one’s implicit understanding of @newn form of life. The case should not
be characterized as a radical conversion from ttimeaie premise to another, according to
Taylor, that would indeed be irrationaleteris paribus “On the standard foundationalist
view, the protagonists are seen as closed exglysitems... But the real positions held in
history do not correspond to these water-tight daéde systems, and that is why rational
transitions are in fact possible” (ibid. 221).

We have already seen that, in the case of certampgof concepts which Gallie
labeled “essentially contested”, clear and exptetinitions with fixed sets of criteria are
confoundingly hard to articulate for the conceptgeria seem to “spill out” to span the
definitions and criteria of other concepts simijjaHard to articulate. Various sets of
conceptions, consisting partly of these elusivecepts, held by different people are not
any easier to treat since to evaluate held comvistand beliefs of a particular person is to
make a statement about her personal understandiadarger scheme of things i.e. of the

way she personally “carves” the social reality.clam that the particular acquired set of
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conceptions is irrationally held would seem to beasge of succumbing to the chronic
human peril of underestimating the value of onganent’s views, indeed. To focus
one’s attention to the transition from one conaeptio another instead of comparing
conceptions in a timeless manner has several enigifist of all, it helps us to realize why
the “wrong” conception is held at all by emphasigthe significance of practical capacity
in relation to one’s particular form of life. Seatly, it renders the conversion from one
view to another intelligible as a matter of enhagcone’s practical capacity in life—the
goal surely rational for every human being as fawa currently conceive what it is to be a
human. And last, assuming a notion of rationallpsely tied to transitions we may have
prima faciereasons to treat others with more respect; asnadtioeings nothing more or
nothing less than ourselVés

For assessing the rationality of the personal cmiwe Taylor's model of
practical reasoning is highly suitable also becaiisseems to go rather well with
phenomenological experiences | claim most peoplat@. Consider the following:

“The transition fromX to Y is not shown to be a gain because this is the
only way to make sense of the key consideratiaherat is shown to be
a gain directly, because it can plausibly be dbsdrias mediated by
some error-reducing move. This third mode of argunoan be said to
reverse the direction of argument. The canonicaindationalist form
can only show that the transition frofto Y is a gain in knowledge by
showing that, sayX is false andr true, orX has probabilityn, and , and
Y has 2.... But consider the possibility that we might idgntthe
transition directly as the overcoming of an erromstead of concluding
that Y is a gain overtX because of the superior performanceYpfwe
could be confident of the superior performanceYdiecause we know
thatYis a gain oveK’ (ibid. 223).

Taylor sees that the rationality of transition daen viewed as a matter of two
different perspectives that can be taken regartiwgissue: the superiority of “latter”
conception can be seen as a definite gain fronovits perspective, but not necessarily
from the perspective of “former” conception (evaough the practical capacities possibly
gained by adopting the new conception—that caneotatiained by holding to the old
conception—may prove to be too substantial to ighofhe judgment made in this picture
is still grounded in the differential performancetbe conceptions in question, a view

which is too much alike with foundationalist fornf argument, as far as Taylor is

137 feel the need to stress, however, that the théneficial consequence identified is not necessawew
the overall conception advocated by me as plausiiiese sorts of ethical implications can be dramty
prima facie perhaps, even, only by those already willingubsgribe to them.
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concerned. The asymmetricality between the conmeptiis in plain sight but the
rationality is conceived still as differential. iib 223.)

In the case of biographical transitions—with whiamm mostly concerned in this
section—we can consider the transition itself dfjgstifying, as a move which is by its
very nature error-reducing. Taylor offers an exampl which “Joe” is uncertain whether
he loves “Anne”, because of a resentment he feelsrds her. He is confused about the
whole situation since he assumes that love (aglandg is incompatible with resentment.
But he comes to see that these two actually argatibbe emotions with each other in a
way that one is not trumping the other. “Joe isfickemt that his present self-reading (I
certainly love Anne) is superior to his former seléding (I'm not sure whether | love
Anne), because he knows that he passed from otteetother via the clarification of a
confusion, that is, by a move which is in its veature error-reducing” (ibid. 224). How
typical is the picture presented by Taylor? Forepritis somewhat clear that at least a
similar kind of logic is at play in all cases obfgraphical “moral growth”. The example of
a person checking his conceptual map touched up@edtion 3.2 is a clear example of
this kind of process. Since he does not have tWferdnt conceptual maps by which to
navigate an unknown terrain, he checks his maptantig along the way hoping to solve
his confusion about the correct way to a destimatilWhen a clear path emerges as an
alternative it is seen as a rational to followltitmight be that he is lost along the way, but
that is the predicament he is in, he has no otheice. The asymmetricality perceived
earlier is reflected on a personal level as an ssjiality to turn back time.

Taylor claims that the same form is applicablehte situations of interpersonal
argument. From an inescapably limited perspective can offer an (moral, political or
social) interpretation of a situation (concernimgerson or a group of persons or even a
society as a whole) which can bring about the jsslifying transition in other

interlocutor. For Taylor, this is “the commonestrifoof practical reasoning in our lives”.

“But this is a form of argument where the appeatriteria or even to the
differential performance of the rival views in rédm to some decisive
consideration, is quite beside the point. The itemsis justified by the
very nature of the move which effects it. Here @ldehominenargument
is at its most intense, and its most fruitful” (ibR25).

The basic point Taylor is making is that, althougdnsitional arguments can be
seen as offering a definite gain as a reason fionalt conversion, they are alsal
hominemi.e. directed to the persons holding some conoegtalready. These type of
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arguments offer a much more modest claim than fatimglal ones in virtue of being
inherently comparative. “The claim is not thatis correctsimpliciter, but simply that,
whatever is ‘ultimately’ truey is better tharX” (ibid. 225). This is a plausible claim, in
my opinion, since to adopt it one does not havpuibone’s hands up in exasperation and
commit to some form of agnostic relativism as atistg position, while it univocally
rejects the model of reasoning according to which must be capable of distinguishing
reason from “everything else” in order to be aamdl being with justified reasons for
actions. It is a humble position to take since oonception conceived serves as the ultimate
resting point for inquiry, and thus, it is compé#ilvith a thesis of essential contestability
that does not try to deny the notion of superioatd takes seriously phenomenological

experiences and the requirement for historical tstdeding.

3.4 Rationality within and between traditions

By now | hope to have made it clear how one camdé® conversion from one
view to another as a rational move at a personal keven in the circumstances that do not
warrant oneself to believe one particular judgnmanthe matter (contested) to be true in a
once-and-for-all sen$®. Next | take under scrutiny the historicist viewegented by
Alasdair Macintyre inWhose Justice? Which Rationalit{988) concerning the place of
traditions in our overall thinking. My purpose i8 frame the issue in a way that is
compatible with the argument made in the curreaptdr earlier, namely the claim that the
concept of identity is at the crux of the two adeseemingly different perspectives to the
world: the personal outlook to life and the genevakld views both of which seem to
impose us a set of requirements quite differentrndansidered from a phenomenological
standpoint. The specific goal in this section isewaluate the interplay of traditions
through the lenses of the conception of transitioa@gonality proposed previously. In the
end, | also briefly point to an avenue for seeing tonceptual frameworks provided by

traditions as non-incommensurable.

138 The need to even assess the truthfulness or toesacof conceptions in “once-and-for-all-sense” is
something inherently typical to apodeictic reasgnibonetheless, it can be argued that the apodeicti
reasoning has its uses as well even in the evemjss/of individuals hoping to make sense of tharld/but

| do not see it as the right kind of standard (effémought as regulative) by which to assess #imnality of
personal transitions.

~116 ~



In Whose Justice? Which Rationalitf88) Maclintyre focuses on the question
of rational justification for any view or theory tihe extent that different traditions of

thought are concern&tl. His main point is nicely illustrated in the foling quote:

“Each tradition can at each stage of its develognpeavide rational

justification for its central theses in its own ey, employing the
concepts and standards by which it defines itseif,there is no set of
independent standards of rational justification dppeal to which the
issues between contending traditions can be decidéacintyre 1988:

351).

Thus, Macintyre views traditions as a successiorstafjes for each of which
justifications can be offered in terms found withihe tradition itself. Competing
(intellectual) traditions quite possibly sha@mestandards but it is often the case that what
is shared is not sufficient to provide enough comngoound to resolve disagreements
between adherents of various traditions (ibid. 3Macintyre sees each particular rational
enquiry, a tradition, as beginning “in and from somondition of pure historical
contingency, from the beliefs, institutions, ancgtices of some particular community
which constitute a given” (ibid. 354). Enquiry itself is both “tradition-constituted” and
“tradition-constitutive”. What is important to reae is that, even though authority has been
conferred upon certain texts or voices within a samity, the community is always in a
state of change. It is plausible to assume thdereéit interpretations on the original
authority or authorities emerge when those claindghggiance to a certain tradition face
new situations or are confronted by unforeseenugigtances to which original
formulation of a belief system cannot provide adaguesources to deal with. The needed
changes to an original belief system should ndhbeaght only in intellectual terms but “as
that through which thinking individuals relate thegtves to each other and to natural and

social objects as these present themselves to tfibi” 355).

“We are now in a position to contrast three stagesthe initial
development of a tradition: a first in which théexant beliefs, texts and
authorities have not yet been put in question; eors@ in which
inadequacies of various types have been identifigtinot yet remedied;
and a third in which response to those inadequdr@ssesulted in a set

139 All in all, it can be argued that the overall pisibphical project of Macintyre is mostly focusedtha
question of relativism, and more specifically “wifroblems generated by the differences between
“incommensurable” conceptual schemes, alternativgems of belief, and incompatible ways of life”
(Baynes et al. 1987: 381). That makes his coniobuto the matter especially suitable for the psgmoof

my study.
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of reformulations, reevaluations, and new formolasi and evaluations,
designed to remedy inadequacies and overcome fiamtd (ibid. 355).

What makes a traditiomational i.e. what the requirements are for even to
conceive it as the one and same tradition, is“d@he core of shared belief, constitutive
of allegiance to the tradition, has to survive guweipture” (ibid. 356). Indeed, there must
be an element of continuity to be found in develeptrof tradition for it to meaningfully
be a tradition at all. However, it would be a miderstanding to assume a content of a core
to be some sort of set of prepositions providirigra foundation for a tradition—although
that can be the case as well. It is conceivable tfadition can consist of several
epistemological assumptions concerning a prefemethodology intertwined with social
and political assumptions (of often ideological ute} without there being even an
exemplar in a form of (collection of) texts or sedf°.

The key point underlined by Macintyre is that, dgrithe stages of a tradition,
followers of the tradition become able to contithstir new beliefs with the old perceiving
the old conceptions as false or misguided. He ddhmat this should be viewed as a failure
of the mind rather than its objects that standa imeed of correction. The presupposed
conception of the mind is not Cartesian mind doithg reflection in a vacuum
independently but that of the mind as “engagindhwiite natural and social world in such
activities as identification, reidentification, tmiting, separating, classifying, and all this
by touching, grasping, pointing, breaking down,lding up, calling to, answering to, and
so ort*” (ibid. 356). The falsity of previous conceptioiss‘recognized retrospectively as

a past inadequacy” in a manner of not comparingtmeeptions to the objective world as

149 As far as intellectual traditions are concerndik tould be the case more often than not. Foriimst,
‘positivism’ seems to be a tradition of this saytain methodological similarities can be perceireworks

of “positivists” although no single binding set pfinciples has gathered univocal support within the
tradition. Curiously, Macintyre himself is most @ft dubbed as a “communitarian”, as is Charles Taylo
although both of them have never felt comfortabi whe label (and especially with the descriptitimst go
with it). Be that as it may, both are generally rmkledged to be part of intellectual tradition edll
‘communitarianism’ to which they have also providedgeneral outlines. This goes on to show thaher
ironically, the founders of one or another intelled tradition may have no say about the interpiata
made by subsequent “followers” or “outsiders”. Gaiflg speaking, the fact that traditions are embdaas
well as “projected” complicates the process of tdgimg traditions accurately.

1“1 This conception of a mind is notably similar te #me | have embraced in this chapter. It corredpamot
surprisingly, also rather well with the conceptiinTaylor presented in the previous section. Is tieispect,
the following quote by Macintyre is to the pointOfie of the great originating insights of tradition-
constituted enquiries is that false beliefs andegludgments represent a failure of the mind, roitso
objects. It is mind which stands in need of coioect Those realities which mind encounters reveal
themselves as they are, the presented, the martifeainhidden. So the most primitive conceptioirath is

of the manifestness of the objects which presasthiielves to mind; and it is when mind fails to resgnt
that manifestness that falsity, the inadequacy iofino its objects, appears” (MaclIntyre 1988: 3&3¢ also
follow-up in 357—-8 and the discussion about “tinssleess” of truth in 362—4).
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such i.e. as separate prepositions taken apart fin@enbackground assumptions held by
adherents of given tradition, but as a perceivédriaof past conceptions to correspond
with the reality when compared to a new understandihere may be a time when the
supporters of a tradition are at loss, so to spea&aning that they perceive the
inadequacies but not the remedies, as identified Macintyre, but the following
“remedies” proposed do not usually start from attr. It is certainly possible that the
complete overhaul of system of beliefs may be resrgs—and in some of these cases we
may see a start of a new tradition—but it is imaottto realize the nature of the enquiry
needed: it attempts to answer for the failuresefdld tradition while providing an avenue
for further enquiry. (ibid. 356-8.)

“The identification of incoherence within estabkshbelief will always

provide a reason for enquiring further, but notitself a conclusive
reason for rejecting established belief, until stmmg more adequate
because less incoherent has been discovered. At stage beliefs and
judgments will be justified by reference to theidksl and judgments of
the previous stage, and insofar as a traditiondoastituted itself as a
successful form of enquiry, the claims to truth madthin that tradition

will always be in some specifiable way less vulbéato dialectical

questioning and objection than were their predexsssibid. 359}

Macintyre has now introduced an idea of progresslegelopment within a
specific tradition made possible by the assumptltat each tradition provides rational
justification for its central theses in its ownnex. Because every tradition is based on its
particular, although possibly vague, backgroundumgtions the issues and questions
relevant to that tradition are produced within trelition in question. The answers “will
compete rationally, just insofar as they are tesdiatctically in order to discover which is
the best answer to be proposed so far”. It idylikeat some questions and problematics
encountered are not specific to one tradition dmly are debated within some other
tradition. The identification of this state of affais “recognized as the same in the light of
the standards internal to this particular traditisdinich may eventually develop “defined
areas of agreement and disagreement with such kher dtadition”. The rational

justification of any given tradition is “at onceatkctical and historical”, meaning that it is

192 As it happens, | argue that from the view pointtafnsitional rationality my account of essential
contestability is superior to Gallie’s because ribrpises a more nuanced approach to the phenoméhon o
essential contestability and increased capacityatalle the issues involved with at least a glimofenope

of plausibly describing those concerns. Howevewauld be a grievous mistake to assert that this best
conception possible in once-and-for-all sense. Téeson is not the lack of humility but an informed
theoretical point of view to issues of this naturee which is characterized by Macintyre in thetgquo
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justified in a course of surviving the process oéstioning vindicating itself as superior to
its predecessor. Nonetheless, “no one at any stagever rule out the future possibility of
their present beliefs and judgments being showpetinadequate in a variety of wa¥s"
(ibid. 358, 360-1.)

Macintyre’s view on the character of rationality tedditions fits very well with
the idea of essential contestability. Indeed, tlageemany historical examples available of
various traditions ‘“living side by side” without ing able to reconcile their basic
differences without a remainder even though thezeuadeniable elements of rationality to
be found in eactt’. The fundamental point sought by W.B. Gallie washow that there
are genuine disputes that are perfectly reasordddpite their pervasiveness to be found.
When we consider competing traditions each wittséis of background presuppositions,
criteria of relevancy, authoritative examples antkda of justification, it is easy to see
how the disagreements between adherents of vatradgions might be considered as
evidencing essential contestability. Moreover, Niagle seems to be on the right track in
arguing that naadherent of a single traditioman ever rule out the inadequacy of their
particular views in the future. The perspectiverfravhich we try to conceive the issue is
highly important. Even though one who is commitieaertain view cannot know for sure
that the future generations wouldn't rule his vieas false and inadequate, he is still
committed to them personally claiming a correspordewith the state of affairs (social,
political, moral etc.) in the world he perceivesb a superior to older conception(s). The
conception elaborated is historical in charactet parallel to the one presented earlier in
sections 3.2 and 3.3 in the case of an individeaing his own life as a continuum or
narrative that has led him to a particular poinkfia The conception thus presented is not
relativistic since the relative nature of it isnséormed as relational when historical
perspective is considered. It is seen as relatvistly when Cartesian requirement of self-

evident truths is taken as a standard for the ewalu of rationality of conceptions in

13 Thus, it seems likely that Macintyre would notutef the notion of universality as emerging out faf t
particular in quite a similar way as Ernesto Lacteas portrayed the issue (cf. fn. 99 in sectior).2Zl'Be
plausibility of this particular kind of take on tpgressive development’ is evaluated in “Essential
Contestability, Identity and Argumentation” (Penaar2012).

144 For example, the medieval legal tradition in Ewrayas a curious concoction of at least three distie
traditions living side by side: Roman, Christiarddncal “laws”. The actual conception of law apglim
different regions was usually a pragmatic comprenistween the demands of each. Despite the differen
often incompatible, demands all three traditionsiséed quite some time.
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question®. That kind of conception of human being as dissged and disenchanted
being—despite its apparent popularity after Enkginbent—is highly implausible account
of what is going on when actual human beings trevaluate life and its phenomena
rationally with the resources they have.

In section 2.5 | presented a broader reading oli€Zabriginal exemplar alluding
to a possibility of seeing it as a tradition of ight. After (briefly) treating Macintyre’s
notions about the nature of enquiry as traditionstibuted and tradition-constitutive, it
becomes clear that ‘tradition’ can indeed serve aakind of ‘exemplar socially
determining the range of forms of life available iiodividuals and communities to choose
from**®. However, it seems to do so in virtue of incorpiogithe standards of rationality
within which the tradition itself becomes intellagg and, at the same time, open to further
criticism. These “standards of rationality” withia tradition determine the range of
questions that can be asked within said traditimh the relevancy of the answers given to
those questions. This is shown especially welhadase of philosophical traditions which
tend to treat the questions presented within sanmgesrealm of thought as relevant even
though all of human thought cannot be organized mtcomprehensive and coherent

whole"*’”. It might just be that the fundamental differertwetween natural and social

4% This is tied to the notion presented by TayloreboApodeictic reasoning evident in Cartesian thug
requires one to present a set of criteria outdidepairticular bounds of one’s concrete social sdanavhich,

in turn, relativizes the significance of that pautarity to begin with. This is true with more idegical
constructions based on the same logic of reas@sngell. For example, ‘liberalism’, or at least sostrands
of it, can arguably be portrayed as a traditiothofught that attempts to mitigate the perceivedatdizing
effects other traditions of thought may impose be tocial stability of society. The key point worth
emphasizing is that ‘liberalism’ can have this daging function only if other traditions are evated and
“put to their proper place” by the set of critefiaund outside them. Whereas apodeictic reasoning is
supposed to be “the only game in town” (to quotgldr, the liberal tradition has the same practeféct in
straightforwardly replacing other traditions or pignattesting its supremacy as the general straoiithin
which “merely particular” traditions coexist. Holdi@n Leviathan makes a triumphant return in another
guise. | guess Maclntyre had something like thisind when he remarks that “modern liberalism, bain
antagonism to all tradtion, has transformed itge#fdually into what is now clearly recognizable revsy
some of its adherents as one more tradition... Becawery such rational tradition begins from the
contingency and positivity of some set of estalgiisbeliefs, the rationality of tradition is ineseéty anti-
Cartesian” (Maclntyre 1988: 10; 360). See also Mbek’'s reasoning why he thinks tradition-consgtut
enquiry as anti-Hegelian as well (ibid. 360-1).

1 In section 2.7 | concluded that, from the two op$ available, linguistic autonomy and social
determination, that can be seen as the sources$ental contestability in general, we would beladlvised

to concentrate on the latter one if we wanted ticaembracing conceptual relativism while retainthg
insight between the idea of essential contestgbifitMacintyre’s view about traditions is taken gisen, it

is hard to see how one could form a thesis of ¢sdegontestability as based on the notion of lista
autonomy since it is somewhat antithetical to aomobf social determination (of any degree).

1“7 This seems to be even truer with the advent ofpienological conceptualizations (as a distingulshe
separate field) which seem to guarantee (at leashé foreseeable future) that no aggregatiomudigcal
knowledge is enough to “challenge” phenomenologisiown terrain.
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sciences can be searerelyas a matter of how many different starting pofotsenquiry
constituted by traditions there are available.

There are certain consequences for assuming theokatependency between
‘tradition’ and ‘rationality’. A first, it renderistorical context as conceptually linked with
the aspect of being human | cadicial condition Whereashiuman conditions best seen as
a set of those characteristics without which weldowt begin to think a particular human
being as belonging to the group of human beinggeimeral, social condition is a set of
more contingent characteristics. As a rudimentxanele of the difference between the
two we could state that, even if we could not corean individual who has no capacity
for self-reflectiot*® to really be a human being (human condition), vem clearly
conceive a human being who, when looking at aystky sees embodiments of gods or
supernatural beings in constellations and hasgmeadi oneself and one’s place in the world
accordingly (social condition). If we see ratiohalas tradition-constituted and tradition-
constitutive we have no problem to call the lafterson “rational”, although we prefer our
own understanding of the physical world (with otheiut more secular notions). This goes
well with an intuitive fact commonsensically takéor granted that there have been
rational persons in the course of history and thellebe some in the future as well—even
if the views of those, who have been here beforeand of those, who are yet to come,
have been and will be different from the notionsongrently subscribe to.

The perspective seeing standards of rationalitinesrporated into traditions is
not without its problems either. If the proces®enfuiry begins and ends within a tradition
utilizing standards of rationality fundamentallyertwined with that tradition, how can one
compare the merits of different traditions or ewerderstand what the other tradition is
trying to say and achieve with its own particulageiry? The situation is much simpler in
cases illustrating assumed progresghin a tradition since we can somewhat safely
presume that adherents of the same tradition deeshdhare the standards of enquiry to
the extent that subsequent alterations can explawiously confronted problems using a
language congruent with the rational self-undeditam of the tradition. If, however, we
assume that there are two different traditions edclihich employs its own standards of
rationality in order to evaluate the progress madidin its own tradition as well as
appraising the merits of other tradition, we casilgaarrive at a situation, in which these

148 | have no desire (or ability) to list necessaruoifficient characteristics of human beings in & et we
could answer for the questions such as “is theitalged patient with no brain activity a humanrog?”.

~ 122 ~



two traditions are seen as deeply incommensurablehe traditions cannot be judged,
measured or considered comparatively. Are we atltlael end?

It is important to realize that adherents of aitrad can and do, in fact, compare
different traditions with each other; they do sonir the perspective of their own
tradition—from which other conceptions are oftereed as falsdncommensurability
emerges only in the situations in which one attsnpttake a neutral view point outside
both traditions.In this type of situation the first question todmked should not be “which
tradition is correct?”, rather, one hagranslateclaims of each tradition to a language that
is capable of encompassing substantive concerna@ndvements of both traditions. It is
a central presumption in this thesis that one caaluate various concepts, claims or
phenomena only from/within a certain framework ofterpretation—a rather
commonsensical assumption—which, due to the nabéirsocio-political concepts and
social phenomena, is normative in a sense of beangposed of normative commitments
(tied to the identity formation and personal oukloon life as a matter of continued
narrative formed pragmatically). In section 3.1 aratgued that the moral point of view
cannot be subtracted from the evaluation of saaal political concepts as it provides a
rationale for grouping certain criteria under a rirabof a concept. The evaluative
perspective outside two or more different tradisienf seriously hoping to translate the
relevant concerns of traditions—must have a capdoitpreserve moral rationale for
grouping the criteria together, hence it has taaggh the evaluation from a moral point of
view. The other alternative would be to assume tmtintuitively that even if conceptions
within a tradition can only be expressed from a ahgoint of view (or through a
normative framework of interpretation) the positioh an interpreter when evaluating
different traditions, none of which he himself srgonally committed to, is fundamentally
different. It may be that a person who has “leskest” in a debate or conflict between
adherents of different traditions can offer a vipaint less prone to underestimating the
value and merit of conception(s) professed by ojmgoparties, but there is no reason to
think that the situation is therefore fundamentdifyerent conceptually. If the moral point
of view is needed regardless of one’s positionelatron to conflicting views, there is no
reason to assume that “a third party” would be &bkeanscend the limitations imposed by
the standards of evaluation as tradition-constkated tradition-constitutive rationality. If
the contrary would be possible, we would be ablprtmuce a language able to translate
social, political and moral concerns in a neut@hion, an avenue that seems highly

unlikely. Thus, incommensurability is perceived whetandards of rationality immanent
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within traditions or sets of conceptions are nanslatable to a sufficient degree by the
perspective with its own standards of rationalitiyterpretation isin effectan act of
translation making it sensible to speak of norneaframeworks of translation instead of
interpretation although no definitiistinguois needed as they seem to be two aspects or
modes of the same process.

‘Translation’ is a highly important theoretical @apt since it ruptures a
conception according to which only that which isargd (in a strict sense of being
equivalent) is understandable. In the case of quecé is often assumé&t that for two
people to have an understanding about the sameepprik) the held conceptions of the
concept must hava common core2) there must be sonoeiteria of the concept that are
commonly shared, or 3) people having a debate rehate standards of evaluation
(usually standards of rationality) so that they n@ake sense whether they speak about the
same concept in the end. Let's say that there @ie gersons who hold different views
about an activity they see as worth their admirmattbe person A admires ice-hockey, the
person B appreciates wrestling, the person C thimdgisly of theater while the person D
enjoys reality-TV. A(ice hockey) holds a convictitmat wrestling is not “a sport” while
understanding the passion of C for theater. B ajiess the physical aspect of ice hockey
and an entertainment factor of reality-TV while womprehending what C sees in theater
as a worthwhile activity. The appreciations of @ &hare similarly in conflict with others
(the exact way of how is not relevant here). How taese people proceed in finding a
common ground? At first, they may try to convinahers of the merits of their own
reasons and criteria for admiration. It might bat thome are swayed as a result, but let us
assume that this does not happen in this case. iffagyalso agree to disagree which,
despite its sensibility, is not an alternative we mterested here. Certainly, it is hard to
find a plausible common core of these differentrapgtions which would give a rise to
greater understanding. It is also quite difficuitto find shared criteria that would enable
greater appreciation of the views of others. Faaneple, C’'s proposition that all these
activities have a common criterion of “giving enjognt through a sense of perception” is
immediately rejected by others as irrelevant ingeserality and misguided since not all
agree that all these activities are enjoyable. Bbat if B introduces an idea that the
common ground for all these activities is that they “spectacles”? Let’s also assume that

all participants in the discussion have a concémajacity to see the activities in question

199 Though, it must be clarified, not by me.
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as “spectacles”, and worth of admiration for thedson. “Hmm, | haven’t thought it that

way,” D may say “but | think you are on the righdadk in your assessment why we all love
these activities”; A and C voice their agreementval. Is agreement a case of one of the
three alternatives (common core, shared critetdamdards of evaluation) presented before?

It seems that the participants of the discussioe lgmined some common ground
on which to build further understanding. After thimeakthrough” it is certainly possible
that they find even more in common with each otliHowever, the situation is not best
characterizable as finding a common core or cdtemot even as finding shared standards
of evaluation. What has actually happened is thdtaB accomplished to describe the
situation in terms that each can agree upon. filasisible that other such descriptions
would have been possible as well, for example hséig have proposed that all these things
are “plays” in more than one sense of the word.a@tloeless, what is most important is that
all participants have common conceptual languagenterstand the situation variously
even if their convictions about “worthwhileness”tbg activities would remain unchanged
now and in the future. They still have their owrrtigallar and substantive standards of
evaluation. The use of common language with itsstuttive (and contingent) historical
background makes it possible to characterize thatson in acceptable terminology which
does not automatically result in new and betteinttedns transforming the particular
conceptions of the disputants.

In the case of traditions it is easy to see simgergressions throughout the
history. What made Cicero’s work so remarkable Wwasability to use the language of
Latin in such an innovative way that he was abldrémslate the concerns of Ancient
Greeks to another language while neologizing Latithe same tinf’. Of course, how
well he really succeeded in this is a matter otriptetation. The relevant point I'm
attempting to make here is to see our modern-dagulages as formed out of several
historical traditions. In various stages of its elepment a great many concerns have been
characterized through an innovative use of languagelucing the language that is
conceptually very rich. Certain asymmetricalityeigident:. while we have a conceptual
arsenal to characterize the concerns of Cicerdy @Gitero’s Latin one cannot characterize
the concerns of today. Does this mean that we calerstand everything that has gone
before us? No, of course not, but at least we laleeta trace those concerns meaningfully

and even begin to understand them.

130 This is an example offered by Macintyreithose Justice? Which Rationalit{1088: 372—3).
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If we see modern-day languages as a product obrlgat contingencies it is
plausible to see the standards of rationality feife in suit. Yet again, Enlightenment
looks to be a watershed in this resp¥ctThe standards of rationality employed by the
thinkers of that era made it possible to evaluateryhing in unproblematic fashion
through the use of one’s (pure) reason. New coneg¢ptrsenal was needed, and by this |
do not mean to imply that “first there was an idd®en became a need, thus, a new
conceptual apparatus was formed”. This sort of ie®f primacy is misleading. What is
more important is the apparent fact that with thésv conceptual apparatus—seasoned
with an assumption that one must start the reagopmiacess without prior convictions—
made it possible to relativize different concepsi@md traditions as “particular” instead of
“unique”, but because of that particularity as Hepsly biased, as one among many. Since
everything can be assessed through universal regsamothing can be “unique” in its
exact sense as “without equal or like; unparallel@tiat also meant the downgrading of
historical understanding—understood as making sefiseuccession of unique events,
diachrony—producing curious concoctions like ‘higtism’ of late 19" to the first half of
20" century according to which historical events sHoog, and could be, described “as
they happened”. In the case of social, politicall amoral matters it has relativized, for
example, a concept of ‘commitment’ through and tigio

The notion of translation by itself implicates attempt to transform relevant
considerations (whether they are linguistic, soetal) of the matter to another language
capable of presenting them sufficiently. ‘Trangatiis a particularly fit concept for
expressing a substantive assertion that the pbinterpretation process is not to compare
the correctness of two or more conceptions direaslyf one could view them as separate
and directly comparable with each other in a néddishion without a mediating language,
framework or perspective—i.e. from a neutral thietrson perspective. When we recall
that the social and political concepts tend torttertiwined with other such concepts when
their criteria are explicated—the articulated créeypically include other perhaps equally

151 Begriffsgeschichtéheorists, focusing almost solely on the concdphiistory of German speaking world,
are famous of identifyinGattelzeitperiod, roughly from 1750 to 1850, when certaindamental changes in
the conceptual arsenal were perceived to have happéRichter 1995). Reinhardt Koselleck notes that
approximately at that time various “isms” were @utuced (republicanism, liberalism, socialism etbat
replaced the previous concepts in place from Atlistto the Enlightenment, political concepts thatved
primarily “to collect experiences and develop th#raoretically” (Koselleck 2002: 128). New horizoh o
‘expectation’ was necessary in order to not onljeco past experiences but to evaluate by the fism®'s
reason what it is to be done in the future as Welblitical and social concepts have become thegadional
instruments of the changing movement of historyeyldo not only indicate or record given facts. They
themselves become factors in the formation of donsoess and the control of behavior” (ibid. 129).
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controversial terms that require explanation im+uit seems that the analogy about
learning a second first language as a requirementéing able to translate relevant
concerns from one language to another illustrated/iacintyre (ibid. 364—7; 370-388)
holds somewhat true for all conceptual translatidiben “truly” learning a second first
language—to understand nuances of a languageustoit$ most basic expressions—one
must focus his attention on the overall culturevimch that language is spoken. | am now
talking about everyday expressions formed in nuoeeravays. For example, some
expressions and terms may hold non-textbook mearang connotations, whose origin is
in popular TV- game shows, ads and comedies, iack@s of populist politicians, in past
history of that given culture, in stories of nat®nfamous athletes, in mythical
characterizations of typical members of that celtetc. Redick and Underwood (2007)
have characterized the situation I'm referring $o'rmarrative field*>> Whatever the term
we want to use it is clear that to understand &iBpexpression, one must understand a
language; and to understand a language, one mdstatand a culture (and/or history).
Social and political concepts follow a similar eatt to understand a concept, one must
understand other concepts linked to it in a conmpframework; to understand a
conceptual framework, one must understand a toad(br a culture, narrative field etc.) in
which a conceptual framework is given its spedibien along with substantive definitions
of concepts. Internally complex character of maogia and political concepts is always
appraised in a twofold sense: as a matter of patsmutlook and as a matter of general
world views given their substance by certain tiadis). These two perspectives entail a
difference in a sense that the substance of thegoleecannot be compared directly to the

other. Translation, then, must also take placeidm®ne’s head”. Most of the times we do

132 For example, Redick and Underwood point out tifarrational creatures, the genesis of sentierseiri

the nexus of rationality and narrative. They musxist to foster cognizance and personhood. ...thés
narrative that provides the field in which symbolieaning rises. Rationality is working in the shiit
gestalt, but does not precede it. There are esseatipects of reasoning that cannot be captured
independently of the context in which they are &wed and presented. In short, an adequate acobtim
argumentative mode of reasoning cannot be consttugiithout reference to narrative” (Redick and
Underwood 2007: 398; 404). Despite the fact thatsdhir Macintyre has been perhaps the most infalent
exponent of the idea that narratives are fundarigrtannected to the ethical nature of man, thecept
'narrative’ is conspicuously absent in the presstotly although some thought have been given tatitgtien
formation and forms of life. The reason for thatisstly economic, | will discuss the matter in “Esgal
Contestability, Identity and Argumentation” (Penean2012). Regarding the above mentioned notion by
Redick and Underwood | must note that, despiteatiger controversial ideas they advocate, the attiores
between ‘rationality’ and ‘narrative’ should be pued especially by someone wanting to make a aase f
essential contestability thesis. Since the thekisssential contestability cannot be built on aocsgion
which relies on ultimate correctness of respectivvs, various modes of reasoning and argumentation
should occupy a central stage.
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not think about it, but sometimes it emerge asablpm when we are confounded by the

events and situations we find ourselvesin

3.5 Remarks

In sections 3.1 and 3.2 | have argued for the petsge, crucially different from
that of Gallie, according to which the source fasential contestability is found in
personal attempts (of intersubjective nature) t&kemnsense of the social world in constant
relation to significant others. Identity is basigadeen as the locus of meaning in which
various considerations about personal life and ngmeeral worldviews—both aspects
falling under the rubric of ‘form of life'—come tegher quite probably straining the unity
of one’s identity to a considerable degree. AltHoug can easily conceive a possibility of
there being a person with a totally unified idgntalong with the normative frameworks
that are thoroughly consistent, we are not likelyrteet that person during our lives. The
situation should not be characterized in a bipfalahion; the extent to which one’s identity
is unified or fragmentary is always a matter of réeg The fact that different times and
circumstances place different sort (and strength)demands to an individual, and
consequently to her identity, does little, if angth) to discredit this basic notion despite
the certain vagueness of the present charactenzati‘form of life’. That also goes to say
that my particular thesis of essential contestgbiklthough perhaps controversial and
needing further clarification, is not relativistic.

The specific task undertaken in this chapter wasveduate whether and how we
could consider the conversion from one conceptmartother as rational. | hope to have
done so with the notion of ‘transitional rationglipresented in section 3.3 and further
examined in section 3.4. From a first person petsgethe conversion was regarded as a
self-justifying and -correcting move in the coursk which the new conception was
considered (still from a first person perspecti&e) practical gain in increased capacity...

to make sense of the world, we might add (in thetngeneral of terms). Pictured in this

133 The general issues and problematics concerniagstation’ cannot be discussed here with a required
precision; although one can certainly understared pbint of such a notion heuristically it needsttar
elucidation. It might be fruitful to consider ‘tralation’ from the perspective of practical argunagion i.e.

the process of translation itself could be seem &rm of argumentation. The basic idea behinchsac
notion is simple: when a statement or judgmentasdiated according to one’s normative framewookihé
language of the very same frameworks, it is evalliat relation to “everything else” within that fn@work.
Thus, as a matter of argumentation, there is rferéifice between what is “stated by someone” elderduat
“pops into one’s mind”. The common aspect for bistthe necessary evaluation of “the input” withimets
normative frameworks. The devil is yet again in dedails, though.
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particular way we do not need to ask what motivétesconversion; the motivation and
actual conversion is one and the same thing. Ircéise of traditions, we can see similar
kind of logic at work when adherents of a particutadition are considering the need for
further adjustments within the standards providgdhe tradition in question. When two
(or more) different traditions are in conflict, tsguation is slightly altered since the first
thing required is to assert the need to transtaeclaims proposed to particular languages
of traditiond®® It is my contention that no neutral language ragdg the dispute in
uncontroversial way is possible; the process ofdiion takes place within the normative
frameworks provided by one’s situation which in@dudne’s personal outlook on life,
commitments to certain principles and ideals exg@eswithin a particular tradition (or
several traditions), and these socially determipadiculars compose what we typically
refer to as a form of life.

Speaking of socially determined particulars, | vieghhe new framework of
essential contestability now developed—within whéshpirical phenomenon of pervasive
disputes characterized by deep contestability sessed—as one that does not disregard
the import of social particulars and empirical dies demanded by lan Shapiro in
section 2.8. On the contrary, the source for coabégy is identified as being caused by
the deeply held commitments having particular sigance for persons trying to make
sense of the world in a manner that would pres#reeintegrity of one’s identity to the
extent possible in the circumstances requiringtonake a stance. Thus, “agents, actions,
legitimacy and ends” (Shapiro 1989) cannot be aadicven if wanted, in descriptions
stemming from my thesis of essential contestabiiy the other hand, Norman S. Care’s
demand to not exaggerate or inflate the thesisssémial contestability (Care 1973) has
been met with regard to social particulars (of &md) in a following way: there is no
reason to perceive the dispute at hand as evidgressential contestability unless the

contestation about the social particulars has aksignificance in defining or marking the

154 This is, however, only an analytical distinctidmat is meant to clarify the extent to which these t
(within a singular tradition and between severatlitions) situations differ from each other. Inanrtrivial
sense, to interpret is to translate—it is, perhapsn possible to argue for a notion that to afgaetically is
to translate since in the course of argumentatiffierdnt claims are transferred and translatedpphain
various situations and within certain contexts. HBtength of this claim will be evaluated in “Essain
Contestability, Identity and Argumentation” (Penean2012). In all honesty, an additional complicatio
must be pointed out. In the case of particulaniiddials with identities, the move from one viewaaother
can be viewed from a first person perspective Hgusgifying. In the case of traditions, such asfiperson
perspective is not available due to the fact thet must take a third person view which tends teatify
aspects of some tradition as a social entity angsiin its own right. While the individual can indkgustify
one’s views concerning some traditions as ratioifdhose views seem to offer oneself a better ciypao
understand social phenomena, the same recourseuisstically not plausible enough when traditions
conceived as sets of central principles are condpaith each other.
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contours of the form of life involved in the debatewhich the said social particular is

contested. | think that this qualification is infoative enough without being too strict in

defining the range of future contestation of thisdk The research of empirical questions
in general and the relevancy of research in otieéals of social sciences—for the purpose
of expounding the all-important details of contéetss given the specific area of

interest—is of utmost importance for getting furthesight on the issue of essential
contestability, as far as | am concerned. Only ivind into the gritty details can we gain

an insight on concrete matters related to various$ of life.

Ultimately, the thesis of essential contestabiligs it is characterized in the
present study) rests on a certain understandinguafan condition. Thus, the type of
contestation characterized is not a surface disaggat butstructurally necessafy” in
relation to that understanding, or so | boldly mlaHowever, more detailed look on the
iIssue is needed. In section 4.2 | list some matterseed of clarification. One definitive
weakness the thesis illustrated has, as it staadss obscurity concerning some of the
theoretical concepts used, for example, ‘trangtatibhe process of translation between
various sets of principles must be articulated mondre precisely, so far we have only
glimpsed the surface. When one compares or triesmderstand in any meaningful way a
character and import of a tradition in questiorg gitocess never takes place outside all
traditions of thought—this was Maclintyre’s centaajlument—and it cannot be assumed

beforehand that all traditions are capable of tedimgy central insights of another tradition

1354To say, however, that a concept is essentiallytested rather than contestable is to make a alien
different kind. For if this view is to be consistéhmust rest on some claim that locates all meguuiutside
the concept itself and in society. If the contesteissential' then it is not the concept that gsentially
contested' but what the concept represents; asccém only be maintained by claiming that some esiat
are structurally necessary” (Clarke 1979: 124ijt i§ acknowledged that my thesis of essential estability
depicts contests that are structurally necessagycauld state that the things the concepts represeter
dispute are “essentially contested” in the speaénose of essential contestability presented. Becafithe
evident connotation to the sense of the term miep@allie, it is probably best to drop the usagestmtially
contested” altogether.
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to a language preferred by adherents of the toad#ttempting the translatibti, although
| see no reason to be pessimistic concerning thtenether. To what extent this leads to
incommensurabilities that offer “no way out” is yetclear.

Perhaps the challenges discussed above should etet ds too much from
assessing the significance of the present exaramatithe case of essential contestability.
For the general idea of essential contestabilitypéoplausible, for it to “work”, only
minimal assertion about the plausibility of holdiagview at all, despite the assumption
that there is no ultimately correct conception bithe view) to be found, has to be
established. The need to preserve the unity ofsadentity, which we may call our human
condition, in social world requiring one to hold laast some views regarding different
social phenomena, which is socially determined aw@. social condition, provides the
ample reasons for that (holding a view at all) adecw to the framework | have presented.
This means that | have now rejected Gallie’s oagimtention of finding reasons for
essential contestability (being about the nature pafrvasive disputes involving
ambiguous/vague/contestable socio-political corg)ephich need not be explained neither
in terms of psychological causes nor metaphysitfitteons. | unambiguously argue for
the notion that it is better to explain the issug¢darms of my choosing and, thus, needed.
Therefore | claim that the theoretical framewor&c@ding to which the phenomenon of
essential contestability should be assessed asllgoadetermined, does not lack

explanatory capacity in comparison to Gallie’s oréd) theory.

1% Cartesian reasoning has been the example prefeyrete throughout the study. It serves its purise

in this instance, especially since it rejects aewithargin of judgments (generally considered to be
philosophical) as invalid, but this does not neaglbs mean that there could not be other such tiat,
perhaps failing the translation in ways yet unimadgie. In fact, one could even argue for the vieat the
very thing making one tradition distinct from anaths the perceived inability to translate conceshene
tradition to another completely and comprehensivalyeit that claim cannot be examined. Nonetheliess
serves as a critical reminder that, if we assuneeetiio be several distinct traditions, we very weight
expect there to be problems of translation involMadnany instances, in which we perceive an irighib
translate the concerns from the language of owitiva to that of another, the relation betweentthéitions

is asymmetrical(recall “concerns of Cicero and concerns of thespnt time” discussed in section 3.4). |
would venture a guess that there would be onlyrg kmited number of cases in which the relatiomvsen
the partially incommensurable traditions is “evamid the most central claims are mutually unintélleyto
approximately same degree.
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4. A RECKONING WITH ESSENTIALLY CONTESTED
CONCEPTS

In this last chapter, | will summarize the key argants established in the course
of the study. At first, | will approach Gallie’sigmal theory with three simple questions:
what is contested, why is it contested, and hoivgsntested? After that, in section 4.1, |
move on to discuss the central points of the thesissential contestability preferred by
me. Section 4.2 is reserved for the evaluationuotass regarding the specific tasks | set
for myself in the Introduction. In that concludisgction, | will also briefly review the
rather extensive list of outstanding questionddather study.

The most difficult question to answer, and the éreave been concentrating
mostly on during the treatise, is “what exactlyQ@allie talking about when he speaks of
‘essentially contested concepts’?” After going tigb all seven basic conditions set by
him, it was still unclear to what exactly was héereng ta">’. With the help of Barry
Clarke in section 2.7, in which | evaluated thetioem against Gallie’s supposedly
relativistic underpinnings, | was able to narrove tthoice to two basic alternatives: 1)
either the phenomenon of essential contestabdiseen from the perspective of linguistic
autonomy rendering the concepts themselves to dedbrce of contestability, or 2) the
concepts are contested, in fact, as a by-produsbmie socially determined process which
can be characterized as essential contestabilithodAgh Gallie is asserting that the
concepts involved in the pervasive social dispatas be identified from other concepts
(confusedly) used by including two additional cdiuis that clearly refer to the social
contexts of use, original exemplar and progressivenpetitiort>®, his insistence to
characterize the issue focusing on the attribufesoacepts posits him quite firmly to
accept the first alternative mentioned.

After briefly answering “the question of what” came now proceed to the
guestion of why some group of concepts generatels endless disputes that warrants the
use of ‘essential’ regarding those concepts? Tibeih, there must be some property or
characteristic found in a concept causing it to‘dmsentially contested/contestabie?

Two possible candidates for this role, norm-depangend open texture, were introduced

37 The summary of the seven conditions is alreadyemiagection 2.9.

%8 |n principle, the condition (VI), original exemplacould be interpreted as implying conceptual
essentialism but that interpretation should beighitrejected for various reasons including thosationed
already in the Introduction.

19 Gallie’s original phrasing was of course 'contesteut 'contestable’ is also included in this inste as it
would be the proper terminological use (see sestia and 2.7).
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in section 2.7 (while the criticism by John Grayswhscussed) and found lacking. That of
course does not automatically mean that no sugheptyof a concept is to be found at all,
only that during the examination of the basic ctinds for essentially contested concepts
and in the course of focusing more precisely to odhe most probable ones of those
given by Gallie | was not able to find any. | takes a plausible reason to look for that
elusive property elsewhere.

The last question is not insignificant despite greblematics of the first two;
actually I argue that it is the most relevant ofeewlooking for other substantive options
to ground a thesis of essential contestability updine answer to the question of how
these concepts are actually contested Gallie givesthree related conditions: (V)
reciprocal recognition, (VI) original exemplar, af\dl) progressive competition. With the
condition of the reciprocal recognition Gallie ssaming that the participants can, indeed
they even should, have these contests meaningfudly if they mutually acknowledge the
fact that their “own use of it is contested by #ho$ other parties” (Gallie 1956a: 172). Not
everything is radically contestable in these cotdlisince “each party must have at least
some appreciation of the different criteria in light of which the other parties claim to be
applying the concept in question” (ibid.). Firstaf, we might be persuaded to view this
condition as an affirmation by the participantstthi@ere indeed is some attribute of a
concept to be found that causes it to be contdsyedthers (norm-dependency or open
texture, for example). The additional clause comicgy the different criteria (of appraisive
nature) of application seems to pinpoint the sowoffcéispute to be the norm-dependency,
not open texture. This is open to interpretatianyéver, as it is quite possible that Gallie
is referring to the notion instead that to eventesna certain use of concept, one has to
share something besides that which is contestedth&n possible interpretation would be
to assert minimally that the disputants need tcaware that their uses of this kind of
concepts are contested as an empirical matterfag.arhat would not, though, contribute
to the “essential part” of contestation at the l@feconcepts in any significant way.

All in all, it seems that the condition of recipedbadecognition concerns certain
social aspects of the contestation as it referthéonature of stance they take to actual
dispute. Same seems to be true regarding the emmslitof original exemplar and
progressive competition, the latter being a ratiiear cut case referring to social activity
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that can hardly be a formal condition of a cont®pfhe status of original exemplar, on
the other hand, is murky as ever if indeed the@®tor contestability lies in the nature of
concepts alone. First of all, if the essentiallyntested concepts are distinguished from
other confused concepts in part by their link te triginal exemplar, why the original
exemplar itself is not essentially contested buats@rve this distinguishing function? If the
original exemplar is not essentially contestechm $ame way that the concepts to which it
serves as exemplary are, how can a concept ofelitfestatus help to distinguish the usage
of essentially contested concepts from other cascept relevant in this picture? If the
original exemplar refers to some socially determigenception that guides the uses of
concepts it would seem that the resources for iiyerg essentially contested concepts as
such are separate from the actual properties gkthoncepts? With a stress of imagination
we can conceive that some group of concepts hagendition (in a strict sense) of
referring to some other concepts but should we thnabout socio-political vocabulary
as a whole, not about singular conc&p®s The notion according to which a concept can
hold a special status in relation to some otheceptas a condition of that concefs far
from clear. This is especially so since it wouldkeanore sense to treat that kind of
exemplar in relation to a debate in question—tloeeefbringing actual participants
(including their relations to each other and to thygic disputed) to the fore—rather than
treat the theoretical status of the exemplar asaméwhat) necessary condition for

distinguishing the concept in question from conéLisencept®?

180 We can simply ask the following question: in whaact sense can we conceive the development salely
the level of concepts while assuming that thesgiilsat least one attribute that makes the coneptestion
‘essentially contestable’? On the other hand,éfphogressive competition refers to empirical inmeroents
concerning the conceptions held by people in soomak setting, how can this help us to distinguésh
property causing the concept to be essentially estable without that property being actually sdgial
determined? The theoretical framework having theaciy to provide answers to these questions natst,
least, be far more rigorous and clear than theQuaibe is offering.

181 This sort of interpretation is not uncommon (egllB998: 80; cf. Grafstein 1988: 19) though theuat
reasons for preferring it vary considerably. | wiicuss the relevancy of the approach that seesétter of
essential contestability as an attempt to chariaeteéhe political dimension and/or vocabulary oféocial
arena elsewhere (Pennanen 2012). There are sorbempsoassociated with the notion of how one can
examinewholevocabularies. In the case of political vocabuldoy,instance, the contestability encountered
is typically seen as a result of peculiar selfagflity of political language, the conclusion whitdkes into
account the non-trivial fact that certain degreeaftestability is caused by our linguistic resestc

12 The theoretical and terminological choices madeGajlie complicate the matter unnecessary, in my
opinion. In this instance, for example, one hadniude some kind of mitigating prefix (in this eas
“somewhat”) in front of a term like ‘necessary’ whishould be rather unconditional, if anything. Téason

for this is Gallie’'s assertion that not all conalits are fulfilled in “real world” cases in a sinmilaay they are
fulfilled in his artificial example. Another unwasd complication is the usage of the term ‘confusaacept’
since to remain faithful to Gallie’s terminologyeshould replace it instead with “confused usesootepts

in a debate”. However, Gallie does not make a ditstinction between ‘identification of a concepnd
‘identification of a use of a concept’ which makesarder to describe his position with due diligerand
respect for his original framing of the matter.
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Thus, even when interpreted from a definitive spamot, asserting that Gallie is
indeed focused on the essential contestabilityooicepts from the perspective similar to
that of linguistic autonomy, there is an explidieoretical residual pointing way to the
explanation of the issue as socially determineldetdound in his theory that confuses the
issue of tracking the underlying reasons for thteactable feel of the debates involving
certain socio-political concepts. My argument ie ttourse of the present study has been
that we are better off when we change the thealetozus from concepts to normative
frameworks and forms of life. That means favorihg tesidual part of Gallie’s theory in
the expense of much of what he has stated abowgstbentially contested concepts. That
does not mean that Gallie’s project was an uttéureg on the contrary, it is indeed in the
nature of many significant philosophical projedtattthey draw criticism like honey draws
flies. Usually that is because there is some ckmbsight evident in them but the
theoretical articulation of it is lacking in somespect. To conclude, one could say that
Gallie had the right idea or phenomenon in mind Hmutfailed to articulate it at the right
level (ie. social determination instead of lingidsautonomy, forms of life instead of

concepts)®®

4.1 Essential contestability as socially determinggrocess

For a thesis of essential contestability to beaaigible account able to explain the
underlying reasons for the phenomenon of theregbeumerous pervasive and seemingly
intractable disputes about certain social issueseéds to reject the notion that these
disputes are solely caused by the nature of coscegéd. It should be emphasized,
however, that a proponent of such a thesis neetbrmammit oneself to a view that there
are no disputes whose origin is conceptually rdlat@rious sorts of verbal disputes and
conflicts due to ambiguous usage of a conceptatitiund. One of Gallie’s shortcomings
was to define the scope of his theory of essent@lhtested concepts in such an obscure
manner that it was too easy to interpret it to emgass practically all socio-political

concepts in use due to the unclear status of tinglittons supposed to do the job of

183 Naturally, | have mentioned many other omissiomg).(the need for the notion of superiority) in the
course of the study but these considerations predeme the most central for my argument. Evenphins
me to leave things unsaid, this is a matter in twlaoe cannot hope to cover all bases, so to speaak.
example, | see the issue of translation to aridva scene after it has been already settled trasbould not
discuss the issue of essential contestability atlekiel of linguistic autonomy solely. This is aoie that
simplifies the matter to some extent as the questibindeterminacy of translation could be taketoin
account while discussing concepts, not forms ef kifs the source of contestability.
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distinguishing that special group of concepts.hie €nd, his error is quite plain to see: too
much effort was made to answer the problem of tresipility of confusion without giving
enough attention to the question of what is acjuatl stake in these debates (prone to
confusions). After it was decided that people iasth debates contest a certain concept
disputing preferred applications of others of thene concept, the focus on the “special”
characteristics of the concept veiled two at leagtally important factors concerning the
issue: an actual debate including its nature (stsnduished from the nature of the concept
in question) and “that elusive something” the catseaeferred to. In a sense, Gallie’s
thesis already contains the insight | personallyisethe idea of essential contestability; if
only had he replaced ‘the original exemplar’ withe form of life’ thought exemplary by
the some disputants while rejected by others orgtbands that some other form of life
should serve as exempld} the assumption after which other conditions wdird their
respective place in the overall account somewhsilyeaalthough it remains debatable
whether one is better off when framing the matteiorm of conditions at all.

How should we view the matter of essential contelty, then, and should we
even talk about the “essentiality” of it? In chap&| have framed the outlines of an
alternative we should give a closer attention. G&etral notion is that the phenomenon of
essential contestability should be viewed as emgrgut of attempts to frame and reframe
the boundaries of respective forms of life of thaseolved in disputes in which those
boundaries are questioned. My general convictigdhasone cannot, and should not, avoid
the talk about forms of life. When we are dealinghvwhe normativity and differences of
opinion regarding how our common political and abtfe should be organized, the way
to go is not to evade the problems associatedaryifig the matter in terms that are easier
to order into a theoretical framework because éxactly the intractability of the issue we
are interested in. | assume | belong to the mindrére but each and every head butt to a

wall is significant in its own right as one becongesivinced that there indeed is a wall.

%41t can be argued that those that picked the isgufom where Gallie left it, most notably John Raw
with his distinction between concept/conceptiom, Kot commit the same mistake. Nonetheless asnedu
out, Rawls retained the idea that the situatiorukhaot be characterized in metaphysical terms kviéc
clearly shown by his work afteTheory of Justiceculminating in “Justice as Fairness: Political not
Metaphysical” (1985) an®olitical Liberalism(1993). What was now sought was a reasonable @isagnt
while facing ‘fact of pluralism’ but mitigated bye liberal principles. Instead of concentratingtios nature
of concepts, he focused on the dispute, and rigddlyThe trick, of course, was to take the plunalfer
granted—thus evading philosophical claims “I shdikd to avoid, for example, claims to universaittr, or
claims about the essential nature and identityes@ns” (Rawls 1985: 223)—and find the exemplarynfo
of life in ‘public reason’ thus making his overaltcount suspect.
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Speaking of head butts, it is not enough to makdaaket statement that we
should be concerned with forms of life rather thath concepts. | also argue for the view
point that we should give closer attention to tbeigphenomenological experience of
actual individuals in conflicts involving the seili of the boundaries of the respective
forms of life. That necessarily means that onetbagve at least somewhat cohere, and as
plausible as possible, description of how peoptealy form and sustain their identities,
and how this affects the conceptions (and theiomatity thereof) formed through one’s
particular normative frameworks. In sections 3.Bhave offered a conception of the
relation between these elementary concepts comguch the end, that, even though one
could not compare the superiority of respective ceptions from a third person
perspective, the matter is not as problematic whewed from a first person perspective.
According to the conception of transitional ratitityathe conversion is regarded as a self-
justifying and -correcting move in the course ofieththe new conception is considered as
a practical gain in increased capacity. What abtuigl a practical gain in increased
capacity to make sense of the social reality hglpinfind one’s meaningful place in it is,
of course, debatable. This is definitely one aré&re all social and humanistic sciences
have something to offer. The fact that there areasy and straightforward answers in a
form of certain set of principles likely to be hegbarding this important question, is no
reason to dismiss the notion of essential contésyalfas intimately tied to human
condition) advocated in this study. It must be doteowever, that the fuzziness of my
views concerning the role traditions play in the} picture is a cause for concern... and
for further study.

| also assert that the forms of life are at stakesame of the persistent socio-
political disputes evidencing contestability toegtee that we are tempted to consider that
contestability as essential. What motivates agpaaicipants in those debates to keep the
contestation on—despite the fact that it has proierbe tremendously hard to find
convincing justifications for socio-political viewssed on different conception on how we
should live our lives—is the very human aspiratiormake sense of the world in a way
that does not shatter the unity of one’s persatetity. This is quite minimal assumption
about the ontological nature of our identity anddeof being in the world, nonetheless, it
is an ontological assumption and thus opposed theGastated intention to avoid
explaining the issue with a reference to “metaptalsafflictions”. It is our affliction as

human beings, however, our human condition.
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Is this sort of conception, albeit a rudimentarye ,ooharacterizable asssential
contestability? In attempting to evaluate the esalkty of the notion we should recall, yet
again, the statement by Barry Clarke quoted in@e@.7. “If the contest is 'essential’ then
it is not the concept that is ‘essentially cont#sveit what the concept represents; and this
can only be maintained by claiming that some castae structurally necessary” (Clarke
1979: 124). As | see the issue, we can indeedlsstythe contests arising out of need to
ground one’s particular conceptions on forms of kire ‘essential’ if two arguments are
established: 1) The characterization of the simatinderlying the contests—specifically
distinguished as those concerning the forms of difel their respective boundaries—is
valid, and, 2) the situation characterized is sti@t contests necessarily come up as a
result of it. | do believe that to be the casealtfh | would be seriously amiss if | would
not emphasize that there is no logically coercigason to think so in sight; there is
probably no way to demonstrate (in a strict setisis)to be so without resorting to some
set of basic assumptions that can be thought otberand that there can be other accounts
describing the situation that do a far better jeb they are superior to the one whose seed

is planted in this study.

4.2 Final conclusions and the outstanding questions

In the introduction | set out to find answers toeth particular questions: 1) does
the notion of essentially contested concepts byi€lalad to an undesirable relativism; 2)
can we even conceive a contestation with no esegint as rational; and 3) is there a better
way to characterize the elementary reasons foptieeomenon of essential contestability?
First, | have concluded that Gallie’s theory caneed lead to conceptual relativism
although his position is more than difficult to gpaconcisely. The inner tension between
the focus on the nature of the concepts, on thehand, and the aim to frame the social
aspects of the issue, on the other hand, is caasideand arguably difficult to resolve
satisfactorily. If anything, the situation is unédxhe from a theoretical stand point although
| leave the evaluation of the degree of undesitgloégarding conceptual relativism to the
reader. Concerning the second question | will clthat, when seen from the perspective
linking the disputes to forms of life, it is someatleasy to see why people want to have
these contests despite that there is at least seesen to believe that they are not going to

be resolved any time soon. Thus, the actions @utlsits and their conversions from one
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view to another can be perceived as rational floenperspective of transitional rationality
which makes the contests themselves reasonalt@gh not all conceptions held by the
participants are necessarily “reasonatff®” The third question is naturally the hardest for
me to answer personally. Yet, | will tentativelyich that there is at least one way, namely
the conception presented by me in chapter 3. Howvévie only a preliminary account in
which the complex matter of essential contestgtigitonly cursorily examined.

There are quite a few open issues for further cmmation. Even though | have
tried to strongly argue for a view that one shootd be overly focused on the nature of
concepts, there are some conceptual issues thattode taken into account. First of all,
one must consider the possibility that it is adyu#the incompletenessf concepts that
causes persistent disputes. Another matter of st import is thdact/valueseparation
and the possibility/need to disentangle the twce @gfinitive answer to this dilemma has
undoubtedly significant reverberations for any thesf essential contestability. One
important issue conspicuously absent in the presenty is examination of the notion that
these pervasive disputes are grounded on seves tfconfusionslt is also well within
the realm of possibilities that our human capattitgolve our normative issuesiisperfect
to a degree for some or another reason that camsessunattainable—although in that
case the contests would still be essential, but doother reason. And yet another
consideration worth looking into is issue of di#fat vocabulariesand theirself-reflexive
nature.

The second group of outstanding issues concernsutbetantive understanding of
the phenomenon of essential contestability. Itlmamrgued, for example, that the issue of
essential contestability should be understood latios to the notion of original exemplar
although in a sense of social determination; pestiae phenomenon is not about forms of
life but a matter of claiming to thieue successoto some earlier belief/system of beliefs.
For that and other reasons as well, more comprefeesamination of traditions is in
order. Another perspective to the issue worth logknto is to picture the situation mostly
in terms ofrecognition’. This would not mean that the outline of my conmeppresented

in this study is necessarily false, but that tharght be much better characterization of the

185 From the account of the issue | have offered ammet make a conjecture that all conceptions anallg
valid. This is structured in the notion of tranmital rationality in the form of viewing the decidificriterion”
to be a gain in practical capacity to make senghefvorld. Although there is bound to be much corersy
about what exactly is considered the gain in angmjinstance we can be safe to assume that nchaiges
of belief are gains.
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same issue readily at hand. In this group | wiloaplace the need to evaluate the
rhetorical aspect®f the phenomenon includimyactical argumentation

The third set of outstanding issues relates masttize topics already discussed to
some extent here. For instance, the thesis of ggkeontestability, as | have presented it,
needs the conception of ‘identity’ for its suppamd it should be examined more
comprehensively, what sort of identity we are altyualking about? As | currently see the
matter, the thesis of essential contestability \Wdag enriched by thearrative conception
of identity If the connection of narrativity to essential wstability can be established in
an informative way, we can finally say somethingpgtantive about ‘meaning’... other
than it is a curious term that seems to attraclopbphers to study it. Another avenue
already mentioned that must be given a serioustaite is thepolitical aspectof the
matter. Can we plausibly distinguish some kind @litgal dimension that transforms the
concepts used in the specific way? And speakingrasfsformations, what can we say
about conceptual changén this respect, and how does it affect the cheramation of
essential contestability? That, if anything, is alusive issue. With it come the
considerations related synchrony/diachrongndhistorical understandin§®.

What about my general purpose, stated in the lottoh, of finding out “what
essential contestability as a supposedly inescagai®nomenon tells us about the relation
between man and the world?” Unsurprisingly, theiltesn that regard are inconclusive. |
have argued for a point of view that sees the pmemon as a sign of a contestation that
goes on much deeper at a personal level but peddapsetween different traditions of
thought as well. Essential contestability in itsdlies not tell us anything, it is the
theoretical perspective attempting to track theactability and pervasiveness of socio-
political disputes characterized by, and evidenceggential contestability that offers us
certain answers with which come even more questidnsetheless, | am convinced that
what has been described by W.B. Gallie, me and ofdaste commentators taking a stance
concerning the issue as “essential contestabilis/”not just a matter of surface
disagreement that must be cleared from the wayrédfe real work can start. There are
lots of issues and concerns, indeed, through wbieh must thread one's way by placing
them in proper relations with each other but thal @nd substantial question one is
interested in is all the time at hand. In a seageanswer to that question must be given

188 |t must be noted that W.B. Gallie himself discissearrativity and historical understandingfhilosophy
and Historical Understanding1964). | actually think that his remarks aboustdiiical understanding are
more relevant to the notion of essential contebtpahiam advocating than to his own. His considienas
will be discussed in further works.
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right from the start so that one does not lose @lhesthe tangle of interweaved concerns.
Exactly that first step has been taken in the prieseatise by contending that various
forms of life and the integrity of identities are sdake in these contests and/or disputes.
One should not fall victim to a much too common iigjbthe true test of this particular

theory is what insight, and of which kind, can la¢ghgred on the basis of it in the future.
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