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Diss.

This study examines three central claims by Charles Taylor: 1) strong
evaluations are inescapable for human beings; 2) strong evaluations are best
interpreted in a pluralist, moral realist and 'cultural' way; 3) such cultural moral
realism must ultimately rely on some 'constitutive goods'/'moral sources'. The
first two claims are defended in this study in a qualified form, but the third one
is criticized and rejected after close scrutiny.

The first part of the study examines some central concepts of philosophical
anthropology (human agency, personhood, identity, interpersonal recognition)
and asks how the notion of 'strong evaluation' can illuminate them. Taylor's
concept of 'strong evaluation' refers to value-judgements and evaluations which
are based on qualitative distinctions concerning the worth of options. The first
chapter is a detailed examination of this concept; criticizing some of Taylor's
own characterizations, defending Taylor against Kantian criticisms, but
suggesting a more extended theory than Taylor's own (making room for e.g.
'small values' and deontic norms). The next chapters specify and defend in
qualified form Taylor's views that human agents are inevitably strong
evaluators, and that they ought to have the basic moral status of persons, and
that a person's 'identity' consists of strong evaluations. Interpersonal
recognition is analyzed in this study in terms of norms and values.
Misrecognition an inadequate response to the relevant norms and values.

The second part of the study develops a novel 'cultural moral realist'
approach to ethics, claiming that values are relational, dependent on subjects
and cultures, but that cultural relativism, internalism, and non-objectivism are
wrong in restricting the validity of values. The moral theory defended covers
questions of the universal validity and relational ontology of goods, cultural
diversity, plurality, generality, and the incommensurability of goods, moral
knowledge and personal orientation. It draws upon the work of Taylor, John
McDowell, and Joseph Raz. The central thesis is that cultural moral realism
does not need any 'moral sources' or 'constitutive goods'.

Keywords: strong evaluation, Charles Taylor, person, identity, recognition,
cultural relativism, subject-dependence, moral realism, moral sources,
constitutive goods, pluralism, universalism, ethics, philosophical anthropology.



Author's address Arto Laitinen
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
P.O. Box 35 (MaB)
40014 University of Jyväskylä

Supervisor Docent Jussi Kotkavirta
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
P.O.Box 35 (MaB)
40014 University of Jyväskylä

Reviewers Professor Eerik Lagerspetz
Department of Social Sciences and Philosophy
P.O.Box 35 (MaB)
40014 University of Jyväskylä

Dr. Nicholas H. Smith
Department of Philosophy
Macquarie University
North Ryde NSW 2109
Australia

Opponent Dr. Ruth Abbey
Department of Politics & IR
University of Kent at Canterbury
Canterbury, Kent CT2 7NX
UK



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This dissertation was made possible by the support and guidance of many
people. I want to thank my supervisor Jussi Kotkavirta, whose keen interest in
the general issues that my dissertation is about has been of great help and
guidance since I was a student. Professor Eerik Lagerspetz and the whole staff
at the department of philosophy in Jyväskylä have created an encouraging
atmosphere for work on a doctoral dissertation. I want to thank Eerik and all
my teachers, colleagues and more recently also students at Jyväskylä.

I owe Heikki Ikäheimo special thanks for all kinds of initiatives and
support in our shared activities. The ideas presented in chapter five of this
study derive from our joint work on the topic of recognition. I wish to thank
Pekka Kaunismaa for discussions  on, among other things, narrative identity.
Some of the ideas in chapter four derive from these discussions and from a joint
article on that topic. I want to thank Heikki I., Jussi K., Petri Kuhmonen and
Ossi Martikainen for fruitful experiences in co-teaching, and Timo Lilja, Petteri
Niemi and others for all kinds of fusions of horizons since students.

During the years as a doctoral student, I have been fortunate to receive
guidance from many philosophers with different styles and backgrounds, in
addition to my teachers and colleagues in Jyväskylä.

I want to thank first of all professor Axel Honneth for valuable discussions
and comments and for support of all kinds.

I also want to thank professor Ludwig Siep for discussions on Hegel and
Taylor, and for a kind invitation to Münster during 2000-1 and on different
occasions afterwards. I especially want to thank Christoph Halbig and Michael
Quante for the seminars and discussions in Jyväskylä and in Münster. These
discussions have been most inspiring and valuable guides for me.

My thanks are also due to professor Thomas Pogge for a kind invitation to
visit Columbia University during 1998-9. During that year I had a chance to
participate in seminars conducted by professors Philip Pettit, Thomas Pogge,
Joseph Raz, Carol Rovane, Jeremy Waldron and Brian Barry, all of whom I want
to thank for the instruction they gave.

I am grateful to Ruth Abbey, Heikki I., Irma Levomäki, Jussi K., Markku
Mäki, Sami Pihlström, Hartmut Rosa, Nick Smith, Thomas Wallgren and Mikko
Yrjönsuuri for exchanging views on Taylor's philosophy. These encounters have
inspired me greatly. I also want to thank William Hughes for the helpful
Taylor-bibliographies in the internet. In addition, I am very grateful Charles
Taylor for an interview (and, needless to say, for writing all the books).

As a graduate student, I attended several graduate school and summer
courses conducted by various visiting teachers, all of whom I want to thank,
especially professors Manfred Frank and Rainer Forst.

My thanks are also due to Simon Glendinning, professor Richard Norman
and especially Sean Sayers for intensive instruction during the preparation of
my MA-thesis at the University of Kent at Canterbury 1994-5.



Many of the claims that I defend here have appeared in print before, often
in a more rudimentary form, in Finnish or in English. Depending on the
context, the emphasis may be different from that found here. Here they have an
additional function as parts of a longer argument which seeks to defend the
inescapability of strong evaluation and to develop 'cultural moral realism
without moral sources'. I thank Taylor & Francis publishing for a permission to
reprint (with slight additions) the article 'Interpersonal recognition: A response
to value or a precondition of personhood?', Inquiry 45:4, 463-478. It forms the
basis of chapter five. Much of chapter six has appeared in A. Laitinen & N.
Smith (eds., 2002) Perspectives on the Philosophy of Charles Taylor. Helsinki: The
Philosophical Society of Finland. I thank the Philosophical Society of Finland
for the permission to reprint it. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 contain ideas from various
published or forthcoming articles of mine mentioned in the bibliography,
especially Laitinen 2002a, b, c and 2003b, c. An earlier version of the argument
against the notion of constitutive goods/moral sources appeared as "Moderni
moraalinen identiteetti: tarvitaanko moraalisuuden lähteitä?" in Explanatory
Connections. Electronic Essays Dedicated to Matti Sintonen. I want to thank all the
editors for their work and the publishers for permissions to reprint material.

During my years of research I have given presentations on the topics of
these chapters in Edinburgh, Helsinki, Joensuu, Jyväskylä, Kirchberg, Leeds,
Leuven, Münster, Mölle, Oulu, Oslo, Prague, Tampere, Tarto, Turku and
Utrecht, and I have received valuable comments from more people that can be
mentioned. Despite this limitation in space, my thanks to everyone for their
comments are sincere.

I wish to thank the reviewers of this text, Eerik L. and Nick S., for their
comments on an earlier version, and the opponent of my phil. lic. thesis,
professor Juha Sihvola, for comments on that work. I wish to thank Michael
Peacock for help with English language.

I thank the Academy of Finland, the Cultural Foundation of Finland and
the University of Jyväskylä for financial support.

I want to thank all my friends, and my uncle and aunt Terho and Raija
Vihavainen, and my sister Sari Laitinen for all kinds of support and Mitsein.  I
dedicate this book to my parents Lasse and Terttu Laitinen, whom I wish to
thank, well, for everything.

Finally, very special, loving thanks to Sanna Raasakka.

On the very day when the TV news tell us that the other, less admirable Charles
Taylor finally stepped down from power in Liberia,

Jyväskylä,
11th August 2003,

Arto L.



CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................11

I PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY OF STRONG EVALUATION

1 WHAT IS STRONG EVALUATION? A READING AND
RECONSTRUCTION OF CHARLES TAYLOR'S CENTRAL CONCEPT 19

1.1 The essence of strong evaluation: identity-constituting
evaluations based on qualitative distinctions concerning worth.....20

1.2 Additional characterizations of strong evaluation.............................30
1.3 Is the notion of strong evaluation too broad? .....................................35
1.4 Is the notion of strong evaluation too narrow? ..................................43
1.5 Conclusion................................................................................................54

2 HUMAN AGENTS AS STRONG EVALUATORS ......................................58

2.1 The disengaged and engaged perspectives.........................................59
2.2 Philosophical anthropology and the engaged view ..........................65
2.3 Why transcendental arguments? ..........................................................71
2.4 The inevitability of strong evaluation:

humans, persons, subjects and selves ..................................................78
2.5 The identity crises of Anna, Bertha and Cecilia..................................85
2.6 Counter-examples? .................................................................................89
2.7 Conclusion................................................................................................93

3 PERSONHOOD AS STRONGLY VALUED:
A STRONG EVALUATOR AS AN END IN ITSELF...................................95

3.1 Introduction: an end (in itself)...............................................................96
3.2 Descriptive or metaphysical personhood............................................98
3.3 The moral status of actual persons .....................................................106
3.4 The moral status of potential persons................................................109
3.5 The moral status of the fellow members of the species...................110
3.6 Conclusion..............................................................................................113

4 DOES IDENTITY CONSIST OF STRONG EVALUATIONS? .................114

4.1 Idem, ipse, collective and species-identity ..........................................115
4.2 Varieties of ipse-identity .......................................................................120
4.3 The formation of identity in self-interpretation ...............................130
4.4 Can one's identity and self-interpretations be criticized? ...............133
4.5 Conclusion..............................................................................................136



5 INTERPERSONAL RECOGNITION: A RESPONSE TO VALUE OR
A PRECONDITION OF PERSONHOOD? .................................................138

5.1 Re-identifying, acknowledging and recognizing .............................140
5.2 Interpersonal recognition: multidimensional, practical and strict 142
5.3 Due recognition and responses to reasons and values....................147
5.4 Three dimensions of recognition ........................................................152
5.5 Recognition - a precondition of personhood and identity? ............156
5.6 Conclusion..............................................................................................159

II ETHICS OF STRONG EVALUATION: CULTURAL MORAL REALISM

6 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 1: AN OUTLINE ...................................160

6.1 Phenomenological, hermeneutical, expressive, cultural .................162
6.2 The phenomenology of moral reactions and cognitivism ..............164
6.3 Evaluative features of situations and a plurality of goods .............166
6.4 The engaged perspective and the relationality of values................167
6.5 How not to face the intercultural diversity of values ......................169
6.6 How to face the intercultural diversity of values.............................171
6.7 Conclusion..............................................................................................177

7 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 2:
NON-COGNITIVISM AND QUEERNESS.................................................179

7.1 Non-cognitivism versus minimal moral realism...............................181
7.2 Are values metaphysically queer?......................................................189
7.3 Conclusion: quasi-projectivism and a return to moral realism?.....196

8 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 3:
PLURALITY OF GOODS AND REASONS ................................................198

8.1 Meaning of "good" and "a good".........................................................198
8.2 Pluralism, generalism and incommensurability...............................204
8.3 Are values equally "cultural"? Varieties of culture-ladenness .......213
8.4 Norms and reasons for action .............................................................219
8.5 Conclusion..............................................................................................230

9 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 4:
DIVERSITY, UNIVERSALITY, VALIDITY.................................................232

9.1 The reversed argument and the variety of goods ............................233
9.2 The non-objectivist argument..............................................................235
9.3 Is non-objectivism acceptable? ............................................................241
9.4 Objectivism, reflection and evaluative knowledge..........................245
9.5 Validity and universality .....................................................................250
9.6 Conclusion: internal criticism without internalist restrictions.......255



10 DOES MORAL REALITY NEED SOURCES? ............................................257

10.1 The first level notions: ordinary values and our access to them....259
10.2 Ontological background pictures .......................................................264
10.3 Does the constitution of goods need 'constitutive goods'? .............266
10.4 Doing without constitutive goods ......................................................275
10.5 Korsgaard's question (and answer) ....................................................278
10.6 The other roles of constitutive goods:

motivation, human nature, modernity, theism ................................281
10.7 Conclusion..............................................................................................287

11 EVALUATIVE BELIEFS AND KNOWLEDGE..........................................288

11.1 Acquiring moral beliefs and knowledge: normal cases ..................292
11.2 Cases of missing knowledge ...............................................................294
11.3 Real and motivated disagreements ....................................................300
11.4 Conclusion ..................................................................................................309

12 MORAL REALISM AND REASONS OF ONE'S OWN............................311

12.1 Reasons for commitments, commitments as reasons ......................313
12.2 Orientation and commitment..............................................................315
12.3 Uniformity and stance-sensitivity of reasons ...................................318
12.4 The nature of personal resonance.......................................................324
12.5 Conclusion..............................................................................................328

13 CONCLUSION ...............................................................................................330

YHTEENVETO ........................................................................................................343

BIBLIOGRAPHY ......................................................................................................347



INTRODUCTION

This study has two parts. The first part concerns some of the central concepts in
philosophical anthropology, and the second part some of the central questions
in ethics. One of today's leading philosophers, Charles Taylor (1931 -), suggests
with his notion of 'strong evaluation' that these two areas should be studied in
tandem: the self and the good are interrelated, and the nature of persons is in-
tertwined with the nature of values.1 Strong evaluations, i.e. value-judgements
and convictions, or 'evaluations based on qualitative distinctions concerning
worth', are in Taylor's view internally related to identity and human agency.

The questions I ask in this study are, first, what exactly is strong evalua-
tion and what is its role in relation to human agency, personhood, identity and
interpersonal recognition? Secondly, can a moral theory be developed, which is
realist concerning strong evaluations and yet rejects Taylor's idea of sources of
morality?

The goal is first of all to defend the general relevance of strong evaluation
in philosophical anthropology and to make contributions to more specific on-
going debates (concerning personhood, identity and recognition). Secondly, the
goal is to argue that a realist moral theory need not rely on anything that Taylor
calls moral sources or constitutive goods, and to outline such a 'sourceless' the-
ory (which I call 'cultural moral realism'); and in so doing, to contribute to vari-
ous specific questions of practical philosophy (for example concerning cultural
diversity, universality and validity; the subject-dependence, subject-
independence and 'reality' of values; the nature of individual orientations,
commitments and general goods; the nature of values and norms; the nature of
evaluative opinions, truths and justifications).

This study grew out of a plan to compare the tensions of contemporary neo-
Hegelian and neo-Kantian practical philosophy, especially that of Taylor and

                                                
1 Taylor 1985a, ch. 1, Taylor 1989a, 25-52. To avoid repetition, I give references very

selectively in this introduction. Full references can be found in the chapters that fol-
low.
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Habermas, to their historical roots in Kant and Hegel. In a way, this study real-
izes only one quarter of such a plan, focusing explicitly on Taylor's theory. Full
comparisons to Kant, Habermas or Hegel remain to be made in later studies,
although they do occasionally surface in this study as well, when relevant to the
argument. This study is not 'historical' - trying to map Taylor's views against
thoose of his historical predecessors, or resting content with reporting what
Taylor 'really said' - but 'systematic': trying to assess the philosophical creden-
tials of Taylorian views. The attempt is to formulate a good theory of the role of
strong evaluations in philosophical anthropology and a good theory of 'cultural
moral realism without sources'.

While the starting point and much of the conceptual apparatus come from
Taylor, I end up putting forward suggestions of my own, drawing from a vari-
ety of sources, including numerous critics and commentators of Taylor. In ad-
dition I draw from theorists who have defended closely related views in philo-
sophical anthropology (M. Merleau-Ponty, P. Ricoeur, A. Honneth) or in ethics
(J. Raz, J. McDowell, A. MacIntyre) or in both these areas. It may be that the de-
bates in analytical metaethics have influenced this study more than is custom-
ary in discussions on Taylor's philosophy, but in general, the approach is Aris-
totelian or Hegelian or Taylorian, as opposed to more dualist, formal or reduc-
tive approaches (Plato, Descartes, Kant, Utilitarianism, Physicalism).

Before turning to a more detailed overview of the two parts of this study, a
couple of words on the general approach. In both areas, in ethics and philo-
sophical anthropology, an 'engaged' view will be defended: in living their lives,
humans orient actively towards the world and participate in practices and en-
gage in various meaningful activities, encountering demands and realizing val-
ues. Such an engaged view is broadly Aristotelian, Hegelian or phenomenologi-
cal. It is opposed to so called 'disengaged' views: various reductivisms, formal-
isms and dualisms (for example, Physicalist worldviews, Kantian or Utilitarian
formalisms in ethics, Platonic, Cartesian, Kantian or Sartrean dualisms). Charles
Taylor's major 'therapeutic' goal has been to point out various re-incarnations or
residues of these ideal types of disengagement in different areas of philosophy.

The engaged view stresses that the human relation to the world is inten-
tional in the sense that consciousness is always about something, it is world-
directed. It is directed at various kinds of meaning and significance, and these
significances are given by the active purposes that humans have, or can have, or
ought to have. While animals perceive their world in the light of certain natural
meanings (prey, food, etc.), humans perceive and understand their world as in-
filtrated with specifically human interests, values and norms.

Such understandings concerning meanings, values and norms are often
implicit in the emotions, know-how and pre-understandings of the agent. Val-
ues and norms are to be understood in this engaged manner: they are not mere
projections of sentiments or ideas, nor are they Platonic Ideas somewhere be-
yond the everyday lifeworld. They are aspects of the world.
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The significance of Taylor's concept of 'strong evaluation' lies in its capac-
ity to point out the pervasive nature of values and evaluations in the lifeworldly
reality, possibly in a more satisfactory manner than, for example, such philoso-
phers of the engaged view as Heidegger, Merleau-Ponty, Gadamer or Wittgen-
stein. Taylor builds on the legacy of these thinkers, and tries to re-appropriate
on that basis Aristotelian views on practical reason, Hegelian views on the rela-
tions of 'Moralität' and 'Sittlichkeit' and Herderian views on self-expression.

Often those who defend an engaged realist view in philosophical anthro-
pology are not uncompromising realists when it comes to ethics, but, rather,
historicist internalists of one kind or another (Gadamer, Wittgenstein or Hei-
degger on one reading); or then they end up relying ultimately on subjective
conscience (Wittgenstein or Heidegger on another reading). Taylor is a moral
realist, but he, too, is in a sense ultimately undecided between historicism and
universalism/objectivism, as his defence of the latter is "falsifiable" in a peculiar
sense which will be discussed below. I will follow J. McDowell and J. Raz in
giving more uncompromising arguments against internalist and historicist re-
strictions on validity. One of the main opponents is Bernard Williams, a sophis-
ticated defender of internalism as regards reasons and of non-objectivism in
ethics.

Thus the defence of universalism and realism given here is more uncom-
promising than Taylor's. But it would be wrong to think that this is because
Taylor's views are more deeply rooted in the engaged perspective. The nature
of 'objectivism' or 'universalism' defended here is not of a Platonic variety, it
stays well within the confines of an engaged, lifeworldly approach. The sug-
gested defence of the universality of goods is different from the garden-variety
alternatives in concerning thick universality in two senses of 'thick': in B. Wil-
liams's sense of thick evaluative-descriptive concepts (as opposed to merely de-
scriptive concepts), and in M. Walzer's or C. Geertz's sense of 'thick' as opposed
to abstract or 'thin'. Usually it is taken for granted that thinness and universality
go together, but here the claim is defended that the thick, concrete, specified
values are universally valid. They are not universally practiced, or often even
universally accessible, but that is no restriction on their validity. In that sense,
their validity is 'potentially universal': they are not actually pursued every-
where, but if they were, they would be valid goods.

One can even say that the defence of the engaged perspective given here is
more uncompromising than Taylor's. He accepts that moral theory always needs
some moral sources or constitutive goods, such as God, or the Platonic idea of
the Good, or Nature, or the capacities of autonomous reason. Rejecting the very
question of 'constitutive goods' (see below) enables a more rigorous defence of
the engaged perspective.
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Strong evaluation and philosophical anthropology

At first glance, strong evaluation may seem quite an unproblematic aspect of
human life. It is quite plausible to think that people want their lives to be good,
that they pursue goals that seem worthwhile to them, and that they accept
moral limitations to their pursuits. Thus it is quite plausible to claim that hu-
man agents are strong evaluators and that their identity or their status as recog-
nized persons depends on strong evaluation. As soon as one says this, however,
a number of 'what exactly' - questions arises: what exactly is strong evaluation?
What exactly is strong evaluation indispensable for: human agency, subjec-
thood, selfhood, personhood, identity? What exactly is 'personhood' or 'iden-
tity'? What exactly is it to 'recognize' the status of someone as a person, or some
kind of a person?

Answering these questions is the goal of the first part of the study. Pur-
suing this goal will result in a qualified defence of Taylor's views, or a differen-
tiated defence of what were initially more undifferentiated claims. Going
through the various 'what exactly'-questions will reveal that there are many
significant distinctions and reservations to be made. In addition, I will examine
some explicit counter-arguments, and discuss Taylor's transcendental and com-
parative arguments for his views.

Part one consists of five chapters. Chapter one scrutinizes the concept of
'strong evaluation'. Roughly, evaluation is 'strong' if it is based on 'qualitative
distinctions concerning worth', and 'weak' if not. How this rough definition is to
be refined is the topic of the first chapter, where I go through several sugges-
tions made by Taylor and by his critics and commentators. I discuss Kantian re-
interpretations of strong evaluation, which distinguish sharply categorical,
moral issues admitting of universal truth from optional 'ethical-existential' is-
sues related to one's self-interpretations. The view that I defend differs from
Taylor's in taking so called small values, deontic considerations and the differ-
ence between 'moral map' and 'moral orientation' more seriously.

Chapter two argues for the inevitability of strong evaluation, using tran-
scendental argumentation. As Charles Taylor claims, human agents are neces-
sarily strong evaluators. Taylor puts the argument in several different ways,
and I try to disentangle a 'core claim', and distinguish it from several other the-
ses which could equally well be advanced by saying that strong evaluations are
inevitable for persons, humans, subjects, selves or identities. Further, I try to
clarify the nature of the 'pathological state' or 'crisis' that the lack of a strongly
evaluative framework can, in Taylor's view, entail. Taylor puts his views in
terms of 'identity crises', and I try to disentangle several forms of identity crises,
not all of which are caused by a lack of strongly evaluative framework.

In chapter three I take a closer look at personhood. While the discussion in
chapter two concerns humans seen as strong evaluators, chapter three thema-
tizes the ethical implications of this view: the dignity or moral status of strong
evaluators as ends in themselves. I ask whether, and on what grounds, all hu-
mans can be said to possess the moral status of persons, as Taylor claims they
do. I scrutinize the relationship between descriptive and moral personhood in
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the case of actual persons, potential persons and those individuals who, while
belonging to the homo sapiens species, do not possess the required potential.
Here, the Aristotelian-Hegelian approach makes it possible to see actual per-
sonhood literally as an end, an achievement. This in turn helps in conceptual-
izing the rights of potential persons, but it seems that Taylor's conception ig-
nores the case of those who, while biologically human, never possessed the re-
quired potentials.

In chapter four I ask whether personal identity consists of strong evalua-
tion. The discussion aims at clarifying what is at stake in claiming that identity
is constituted in strong evaluation and in which form we should accept the
claim. I distinguish four senses of identity (species-identity, idem-identity, ipse-
identity and collective identity) and further four senses of ipse-identity (practi-
cal, biographical, qualitative and singular) and claim that only practical identity
consists directly of strong evaluation. Yet I argue that biographical and qualita-
tive identities are heavily but indirectly dependent on strong evaluation. Again,
these are not clearly separated by Taylor, but the central point comes from him.

In chapter five, I focus on the Hegelian theme of interpersonal recognition
(respect, esteem, love), which is located at the junction of the realms of ethics
and philosophical anthropology. Here I substantiate the claim that human rela-
tions to others are infiltrated by strong values. I defend the view that recogni-
tion is both a response to values and norms and a precondition of personhood
and personal identity. The essence of intersubjectivity cannot be detached from
strong evaluation. I compare Taylor's theory to that of Axel Honneth and de-
fend a 'Honneth-type' theory of recognition; one, however, that still owes a
great deal to Taylor.

Strong evaluation and ethics

While part one focuses on the view that human agents pursue goals and re-
spond to values, which seem worthwhile or valuable to them, part two ad-
dresses the further question of whether something can really be valuable (in-
stead of merely seeming so to the agents). I defend the view that there are in-
deed better and worse answers to ethical questions, but that they are not totally
independent of what seems good and right to the practically wise agents.

In ethics, the mere concept of strong evaluation does not get us very far, it
is the value-pluralist, generalist, universalist, engaged, cultural realist conception that
is more interesting and controversial. Even if strong evaluation is an inescap-
able phenomenon in human life, moral theories may still try to explain the phe-
nomenon away in "non-cognitivist" or "error-theoretical" ways. Or they may
stop short of endorsing the objectivist version of value pluralism, and suggest
cultural relativism or internalist restrictions of validity instead.

It is possible to distinguish three steps in Taylor's argument: 1) the claims
for the inevitability of strong evaluation, 2) pluralist value realist interpretation
of strong evaluations, 3) the attempts to back up value realism with the notion
of ontological constitutive goods/moral sources. I think these steps are logically
separable, and I hope to drive a wedge between the last two steps in particular.
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Some philosophers accept only the first step, Taylor's notion of strong evalua-
tion (and give it a subjectivist or historicist re-interpretation) without accepting
the second step, Taylor's value-based pluralistic realism. I try to defend the first
two steps and criticize the third. This means separating two layers in Charles
Taylor's theory, the real engaged, cultural, lifeworldly layer of strong evalua-
tions and the layer of ontological sources of morality, which is an ultimately a
superfluous theoretical construction or fiction. I argue that we can defend an
engaged, cultural moral realism while dropping the notion of ontological
sources altogether.

As one might expect, the weaker the claim, the stronger the argument in
its favour: the inevitability of strong evaluation can be argued for transcenden-
tally, it is a condition of specifically human agency. Yet the mere concept of
strong evaluation leaves open many kinds of conception (for example objectiv-
ist, historicist and subjectivist ones). The next step, the defence of a pluralist re-
alist conception of strong evaluation and ethics is a theory supported 'merely'
by phenomenology and comparative arguments: it can answer central criticisms
and furthermore it avoids some of the objections which can be made to rival
theories. It is at least on a par with other theories, and it should be favoured be-
cause of the phenomenological priority it enjoys. I will argue that the further
thesis concerning ontological sources is misconceived, idle, and distortive of the
engaged view (hence the title of my study: "without sources").

The moral theory defended here shares Taylor's basic idea of an engaged
or 'cultural' value realism, and fits in with the engaged anthropology defended.
Yet it differs from Taylor's theory in several respects: in conceiving of values in
a more encompassing way, which includes 'small values'; in being more
friendly towards deontic concepts (reasons, norms, 'oughts'); in not presup-
posing any ontological sources; and further, in disagreeing in detail as to how
the various desiderata that Taylor hopes to capture can actually be made to
hang together.

Part two opens, in chapter six, with an overview of the moral theory de-
fended here, 'cultural moral realism'. The point is that while cultural relativism
may get things roughly right as regards the ontological dependence of value on
valuers and cultures, it gets things wrong with regard to the assumed relative
validity of values. Chapters seven to nine provide a closer scrutiny of the differ-
ent claims already touched on in chapter six, and chapters ten to twelve add
further elements.

Chapter seven argues against non-cognitivism and defends minimal real-
ism. It advances the thesis that values are not metaphysically queer, but are
culturally-dependent aspects of the engaged, lifeworldly reality. The discussion
tries to clarify the differences between Platonism, projectivism, and the engaged
view, connecting the debates about the ontological status of values to the gen-
eral debate concerning engaged and disengaged views of reality, and to the re-
lated ontological status of persons. In these respects I fully agree with Taylor's
defence of the engaged view and hope to defend it further in chapter ten by
showing how Taylor's engaged realism needs, pace Taylor, no moral sources.
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Chapter eight clarifies the nature of goods: their plurality, their often con-
flicting nature, their generality and incommensurability. The chapter aims to
clarify, among other things, the notion of "a good", and the notion of "hyper-
goods" and to use the idea of commitments to argue for generalism, against
particularism. Further, I suggest a classification of five kinds of value based on
their degrees of culture-ladenness. The chapter also analyses the nature of
norms and reasons. I introduce some basic points about reasons for action, es-
pecially J. Raz's idea of exclusionary reasons.

Chapter nine defends the universality of values in a more uncompromiz-
ing manner than Taylor does, who in a sense leaves open the possibility of rela-
tivism. I discuss two challenges to universality: the skeptical argument from di-
versity, and B. Williams's claim that only non-objectivism preserves the possi-
bility of moral knowledge. Concerning the former, I follow Joseph Raz's argu-
ment that social or cultural dependence is compatible with the universal valid-
ity of values. Concerning the latter, I try to show that moral knowledge is com-
patible with objectivist interpretations in all of the five classes of values distin-
guished in the previous chapter. Chapters six to nine contain the major argu-
ment for pluralist cultural value realism: it can guarantee universal validity
without resort to implausible metaphysics. It can combine historicity and uni-
versality without segregating the historical issues and the universal issues. I
think the basic insight, based on J. Raz's recent work, is quite novel and opposes
the conventional distinction between universalism and historicism.

In chapter ten I argue that cultural moral realism does not need moral
sources or constitutive goods, it stands on its own. In Charles Taylor's moral
theory there are two levels, two meanings of "moral space": the level of ordinary
life-goods and the level of constitutive goods. The latter are "features of the uni-
verse, or God, or human beings, (i) on which the life goods depend, (ii) which
command our moral awe or allegiance, and (iii) the contemplation of or contact
with which empowers us to be good." Taylor calls constitutive goods "moral
sources" when they have an empowering or motivating role. I argue that no
second-level constitutive goods or moral sources are needed. This is not to
claim that ontological or metaphysical issues are irrelevant. On the contrary, I
defend the relevance of so-called "ontological background pictures" and of the
ontological background features that those pictures try to grasp. So the fault in
constitutive goods is not that they are ontological. But when one distinguishes
ontological background features from constitutive goods, one finds that the
former are relevant, but the latter irrelevant to the constitution of goods. Con-
stitutive goods/moral sources are either superfluous or arbitrary. This criticism
of Taylor's theory highlights a quite widely felt unease with Taylor's way of
combining theism and moral theory in a new way, leaving the engaged realism
intact but criticizing all constitutive goods and moral sources equally, not only
theistic sources. The argument is directed at Taylor's theory but something is
also said about its relevance to theories of sources of normativity in general.

In chapter eleven I turn from the evaluative features themselves to our
ways of acquiring beliefs, especially justified and true beliefs, about them. I ask
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whether moral knowledge is a matter of some mystical "moral sense". A quite
mundane story can be told about the acquisition and justification of moral be-
liefs: they are acquired by participating in a shared lifeform. Learning to master
evaluative distinctions is like learning to master any set of concepts. The discus-
sion concerning belief-acquisition proceeds in the light of distinctions between
normal cases, and cases of missing knowledge (what if someone does not get
it?, what if no-one knows?, how can we know about the goods practised in
other cultures?), and cases of disagreement. The basic idea is to leave room for
disagreements and anomalies in our evaluative views, but to insist that we do
not acquire normal moral knowledge in the same way as we overcome dis-
agreements or anomalies, or in the same way as we 'argue' against skeptics. The
point is that we should not set the criteria for knowledge too high: we do not
need to be able to strictly prove something for it to count as knowledge. Justifi-
cations are comparative, as the models of Taylor and A. MacIntyre try to show.

Kantian doubts against such an engaged, substantive, comparative view
are in a sense pre-empted by distinguishing several issues: the questions con-
cerning the truth of a statement, the justification or rational warrant for a belief,
and the practical entitlement of autonomous agents to hold a belief (whether or
not it is true and warranted) and to act accordingly. It seems that Kantian-
Habermasian views on justification do not separate these questions clearly
enough. Such views start from the insight that one is not morally entitled to
harm others, but the choice of whether to live one's life in a counter-prudential
way is one's own. This insight may be correct as regards practical or moral enti-
tlements, but it is wrong to conclude that one is the sole judge concerning the
truth or justification of one's views about good life and identity.

In chapter twelve, I try to show that the pluralist realism defended here
can leave room for 'personal reasons'. I discuss the difference between orienta-
tion to the good and commitment to the good, and suggest that their difference
is the role they have as reasons for action (here I draw on the discussion of 'ex-
clusionary' reasons for action in chapter eight). Commitments play a stronger
role in practical reasoning because they are reasons themselves. I further dis-
cuss the non-uniformity and stance-sensitivity of reasons, and ask whether dif-
ferent people have stance-sensitive reasons to form different commitments. Fi-
nally, I discuss the nature and the various functions of stance-sensitivity, relat-
ing them to the values of autonomy and authenticity. Seen from the viewpoint
of 'strong evaluation', part two concentrates mostly on putting forward a realist
interpretation of 'qualitative distinctions concerning worth'. The discussion in
chapter twelve returns to the way in which strong evaluation is constitutive of
identity, of orientations and commitments of one's own, and to the way in
which the self and the good are intertwined.

So much for the overview, now let us turn to the Sache selbst.



1 WHAT IS STRONG EVALUATION?
A READING AND RECONSTRUCTION OF
CHARLES TAYLOR'S CENTRAL CONCEPT

One of the central concepts in Charles Taylor's philosophy is that of strong
evaluation.1 In the following chapters I will study the role of strong evaluation
in the ontology of human persons, in the notions of identity and recognition
and in an ethical theory aiming at moral realism. But what is strong evaluation?
As the concept is the unifying theme of the following chapters, it makes sense to
try to define it quite closely.

Charles Taylor introduces his concept of strong evaluation in the context
of Harry Frankfurt's theory of second-order desires, as a further refinement of
Frankfurt's theory of reflective self-evaluation. Taylor wishes to distinguish
between evaluation in a weak and a strong sense (1976, 282). Charles Taylor in-
troduces the notion of "strong evaluation" in his "Responsibility for Self" (1976),
a revised version of which appeared as "What is Human Agency" (1977, re-
printed in 1985a). The crucial idea is that human relations to the world, to self
and to others are value-laden. In the first subsection the central features of the
concept of strong evaluation are discussed, namely qualitative distinctions con-
cerning worth and the role of strong evaluation for identity. The nature of strong
evaluations both as background understandings and explicit judgements is

                                                
1 See Taylor 1976 ("Responsibility for Self"); Taylor 1985a chapters 1-4, especially

"What is Human Agency"; Taylor 1985b, chapters 1, 7, 8, 9, especially "Diversity of
Goods" and "Atomism"; Taylor 1989, Taylor 1995, especially chapter 3. For critical
discussions, see Slote 1988, Tugendhat 1991, Forst 1994, Rorty 1994a, MacIntyre 1994,
Flanagan 1996, Weinstock 1994, Habermas 1993a, chapters 1 and 2, 1994, Joas 1997.
Three excellent monographs on Taylor's work, Abbey 2000, Rosa 1998 (esp. 98-126)
and Smith 2002, discuss some of the critiques. For Taylor's own defence against some
of the critiques, see Taylor 1991b, 1994b, 1994c, 2002c. For innovative re-
appropriation, see Ricoeur 2000. The collections by Tully (ed.) 1994, as well as the
symposia in Inquiry (34) 1991, Dialogue. Canadian Philosophical Review (33) 1994, Phi-
losophy and Phenomenological Research (54) 1994 have good exchanges with Taylor's
replies. See also Laitinen & Smith (eds.) 2002.
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clarified. It is also claimed that strong evaluation is not precisely a matter of
second-order desires, but of evaluative beliefs.

In subsection two, some additional and less central characterizations are
scrutinized: contingent conflicts, articulacy, discriminacy, reflectivity, and
depth. The claim is that most of these are not criterial for the distinction be-
tween strong and weak evaluations.

In the third subsection various criticisms are taken up (from E. Tugendhat,
J. Habermas, O. Flanagan, J. Anderson), which are relevant for defining strong
evaluations and assessing the role strong evaluation has in ethics. The termi-
nological solutions are here connected to substantive issues in moral theory. I
will defend Taylor against three aspects of a Kantian critique that the notion of
strong evaluation is too broad, and overlooks crucial distinctions. Should one
distinguish between moral and other values more clearly? Should one distin-
guish between categorical and optional goods more sharply? Should one dis-
tinguish between the whole 'moral map' and one's own orientation more
clearly? I think these are indeed essential questions, but they are to be answered
within the realm of qualitative distinctions concerning worth. The Kantian at-
tempts to segregate one type of issue as involving strong evaluation and an-
other type of issue as not involving it are misguided.

In the fourth subsection I put forward three critical claims in an attempt to
show that the notion of strong evaluation as Taylor defines it, is too narrow (or
at least ambivalent about how narrow it is). These critiques are inspired by a
more comprehensive approach to ethics (e.g. J. Raz or P. Ricoeur). First, is
strong evaluation restricted strictly to second-order self-evaluation (as some
formulations by Taylor seem to suggest), or does it cover value-judgement in
general (as some other formulations by Taylor seem to suggest)? In the broad or
loose sense, strong evaluations also include "first-order" judgements made in
various different situations, and background commitments to goods. I suggest
that the broad sense be adopted. Second, how does the distinction between
strong and weak evaluations relate to 'small' values? Third, can self-evaluation
succeed without the deontic layer of reasons and norms and if not, does the
concept of strong evaluation cover that as well? I defend a different line from
Taylor on the issues of small values and the deontic realm. This will lead to a
suggestion of "strong evaluation in an extended sense".

1.1 The essence of strong evaluation: identity-constituting
evaluation based on qualitative distinctions concerning worth

Harry Frankfurt and second-order volitions

Peter Strawson (1959, 102) analyzed persons as the kind of 'basic particulars' to
which one can ascribe both 'states of consciousness' and 'corporeal characteris-
tics'. Harry Frankfurt accepts Strawson's analysis but claims that it applies to all
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animals.2 It therefore does not capture the difference between persons and other
animals, namely the capacity for reflective self-evaluation. Harry Frankfurt
analyzes this more precisely as the capacity to have second-order volitions.
While animals have desires to do x, persons are capable of having reflective de-
sires to desire to do x. A person may have a present desire to smoke, and may
lie on the couch watching TV, but at the same time have a second-order desire
to quit smoking and start doing sports instead of being a couch potato. Persons
can thus have a negative attitude towards their present brute desires, but they
do not have to have these. In Charles Taylor's (1985b, 224) example, I may have
a desire to eat Peking Duck, and I may endorse the desire. Second-order desires
are desires to desire, whether or not the desired first-order desire is the present
one.

In Frankfurt's view, it is second-order volitions, not second-order desires,
which are criterial for personhood. Second-order volitions are a (major) subclass
of second-order desires. In exceptional cases we may want to have a certain de-
sire and yet not want the desire to be effective. Frankfurt gives the example of
someone wanting to know what a compulsive desire to have drugs feels like, so
as to be better able to understand addicts whom he wants to help. But he does
not want the desire to be satisfied; he does not want to take drugs, but just to
have the desire. Such a case is one of second-order desire, but not of second-
order volition. Second-order volition is a desire for a certain desire to be one's
effective desire, one that leads to action. Frankfurt calls one's effective desire
one's will.

Persons are defined by Frankfurt as those beings, which (unlike wantons)
have the capacity to form second-order volitions. Wantons are agents who sim-
ply act on the present desire, whatever this may be. In principle, wantons may
have exceptional second-order desires, but if someone has second-order voli-
tions, it is a person.3 Thus the class of Strawson-persons divides at least into
wantons and persons.

Frankfurt draws a further distinction between persons and possible per-
fect beings. A person is "a type of entity for whom the freedom of its will may
be a problem."(1982, 89) This excludes not only wantons, but also such perfect
beings, whose will is necessarily free.

Someone's will is free if his second-order volitions are effective. An un-
willing drug-addict has second-order volitions directed against his compulsive
desires. He does not identify with those desires or see them as truly his own de-
sires, but yet he cannot help having the desires and acting on them. He is a per-

                                                
2 Frankfurt (1982, 81) points out that Strawson analyzes "the relation between mind

and body, rather than the quite different problem of understanding what it is to be a
creature that not only has a mind and a body but is also a person." My references to
Harry Frankfurt's "Freedom of the will and the concept of a person" (1971) are to the
reprint in Gary Watson (ed.) Free Will. (1982), pp. 81-96.

3 Or more precisely, Frankfurt says that "I shall use the term 'wanton' to refer to agents
who have first-order beliefs but who are not persons because, whether or not they
have desires of the second-order, they have no second-order volitions."(1982, 86)
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son, but his will is not free.4 Persons whose will is free can form second-order
volitions and act accordingly. Yet persons can never rest assured that their will
will remain free as a matter of necessity.

To sum up, for Frankfurt:

A first order desire is a desire to do x,
one's will is an effective desire to do x,
a second-order desire is a desire to desire to do x,
a second-order volition is a desire to have an effective desire to do x,
one's will is free, if one's second-order volition is effective, i.e. if one has
         an effective desire to have an effective desire to do x.
one's will is not free, if one's will cannot be governed by one's second-order volitions.

Wantons are beings, who have no second-order volitions. Persons are beings
who have second-order volitions, and for whom the freedom of the will can be
a problem. Theoretically possible beings whose will is necessarily free, are per-
fect beings, and fall outside the scope of Frankfurt's definition of persons.

Qualitative distinctions concerning worth

Just as Frankfurt went one step further than Strawson, Taylor goes one step
further than Frankfurt in his views on what characterizes persons.5 Not all
'Frankfurt-persons' are necessarily 'Taylor-persons'. Taylor draws a further con-
ceptual distinction, although it may be that one of the two classes is in fact
empty. But even so, the further distinction may add to our understanding of
what is distinctive in persons. To show what really is distinctive of human
agency, or personhood or selfhood, we have to study more closely the kinds of
reflective attitudes towards first-order motivation that are really crucial. Taylor
points out that we can evaluate our motivations in a weak or a strong sense.6 This
means that Frankfurt-persons are either strong evaluators or 'simple weighers of
alternatives' i.e. weak evaluators.7

In weak evaluation, the basis or intrinsic worth of the desires is not put in
doubt. The agent weighs desired actions "simply to determine convenience, or
how to make different desires compossible - he might resolve to put off eating
although hungry, because later he could both eat and swim - or how to get the
                                                
4 There is an extensive literature on Frankfurt's distinction, and Frankfurt has analyzed

it further in the essays collected in Frankfurt 1988 & 1999. Frankfurt's suggestion has
been discussed a lot (see e.g. Quante 2002, Raz 1999 ch. 1, the discussions in Watson
(ed.) 1982, and Christman, John (ed.) 1989), and some of the problems that have come
to fore are: why would higher-order desires be better or more "mine" than lower-
order desires? Cannot one have compulsively negative attitudes towards perfectly
natural desires? Do not the desires lead to an infinite regress? What does the "identi-
fication" consist in?

5 Taylor does not merely follow Strawson and Frankfurt, but draws in different ways
from Aristotle, Hegel and Merleau-Ponty in his theory of personhood; see chapter
three.

6 This resembles Gary Watson's (1982) claim that second-order attitudes ought to be
based on values.

7 Taylor 1976 & 1977, reprinted in 1985a, 15-45.
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overall satisfaction." (Taylor 1976, 282). Such simple weighing of alternatives is
possible without any qualitative distinction in the intrinsic desirability of the
desires in question.8

In strong evaluation our motivations are assessed in the light of qualitative
distinctions concerning the worth of options. In strong evaluation, "desires are
classified in such categories as higher or lower, virtuous or vicious, more or less
fulfilling, more or less refined, profound or superficial, noble or base; where they
are judged as belonging to different modes of life, fragmented or integrated, al-
ienated or free, saintly or merely human, courageous or pusillanimous, and so
on." (Taylor 1976, 282; cf. also 1985a, 16). In terms of such qualitative distinctions,
we evaluate our motivations as aspects of ways of life, or as expressing aspirations
to be a certain kind of person (1976, 283), or in terms of the quality of life they
express and sustain (1976, 288).

To give an extreme case, someone feeling an impulse to torture a cat, or an
impulse to make one's enemy suffer, could engage in weak evaluation and pos-
sibly reject the desire because it does not fit one's schedule, or because it would
mean the sacrifice of some other desires one happens to have. A strong evalua-
tor would put the desires aside because of the kind of loathsome desires they
are. A wanton would simply try to act on the desire without any assessments
and without qualms (which would reveal implicit evaluative attitudes).

This is the most fundamental characteristic of strong evaluation: it is based
on qualitative distinctions concerning worth. In weak evaluation, a desire-based
concept of 'good' is presupposed:

"In weak evaluation, for something to be judged good it is sufficient that it be de-
sired, whereas in strong evaluation there is also a use of 'good' or some other evalua-
tive term for which being desired is not sufficient; indeed some desires or desired
consummations can be judged as bad, base, ignoble, trivial, superficial, unworthy
and so on." (1985a, 18).

Frankfurt's point is that "second-order volitions express evaluations only in the
sense that they are preferences. There is no essential restrictions (sic) on the
kind of basis, if any, upon which they are formed."(89, fn6). Taylor's distinction
is precisely about the basis upon which they are formed.9 A simple weigher of
alternatives engaged in weak evaluation takes no stand at all concerning the
worth of different options. A strong evaluator has some standards for rejecting
some desires as unworthy in themselves. There can be different pre-theoretical
                                                
8 Frankfurt leaves this possibility open. In a footnote, he makes clear that he does not

have moral evaluations in mind: "I do not mean to suggest that a person's second-
order volitions necessarily manifest a moral stance on his part toward his first-order
desires. … Second-order volitions express evaluations only in the sense that they are
preferences. There is no essential restrictions on the kind of basis, if any, upon which
they are formed."(89, fn. 6). Taylor's distinction between strong and weak evaluations
is anticipated by Frankfurt in this footnote.

9 Compare Nagel's (1970, part II) distinction between motivated and unmotivated de-
sires (see also McDowell 1998a and Michael Smith 1987). The desires approved by
strong evaluation may be desires motivated by beliefs, but they may also be justifi-
able unmotivated desires. Taylor's example about Peking Duck (see above) is meant
to show that it is not 'bruteness', but the intrinsic value of the desire, that is crucial.
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and theoretical self-understandings concerning the nature of these standards (is
their validity universal? indexed to cultures? personally indexed? Are they fun-
damentally value-based, or duty-based, or right-based? Is their source natural,
cultural, or supernatural etc.?), but if one rejects some desires as unworthy, one
is engaged in strong evaluation, whatever one's theoretical orientation.

In my view, Taylor's claim that it is strong evaluation rather than mere
second-order volition or mere consciousness that is distinctive of persons, is
correct. I will discuss this in chapter two, where I also locate Taylor not only as
a follower of Strawson and Frankfurt, but more relevantly of Aristotle, Hegel,
Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty.

Are strong evaluations second-order desires?

To get clear on the nature of the criticizability of desires, we must ask whether
strong evaluations are second-order desires. Taylor characterizes them thus:

"When we reflect on this kind of significance, we come up against what I have called
elsewhere the fact of strong evaluation, the fact that we human subjects are not only
subjects of first-order desire, but of second-order desires, desires about desires. We
experience our desires and purposes as qualitatively discriminated, as higher or
lower, noble or base, integrated or fragmented, significant or trivial, good and bad.
This means that we experience some of our desires and goals as intrinsically more
significant than others: passing comfort is less important than a love relationship;
while we experience some others as bad, not just comparatively but absolutely: we
desire not to be moved by spite, or some childish desire to impress at all costs. And
these judgements of significance are quite independent of the strength of the respec-
tive desires: the craving for comfort may be overwhelming at this moment, we may
be obsessed with our amour propre, but the judgement of significance stands."(1985b,
220)10

Below I will discuss whether strong evaluation is necessarily second-order, but
it seems that Taylor is somewhat imprecise in characterizing strong evaluations
as desires. They are, rather, evaluative beliefs. This is not to say that they are
"inert" and non-motivating (as Hume says beliefs are), but rather that when
analyzed as to their "direction of fit" they differ from desires.

A belief that p is a propositional attitude which ought to change if I notice
that not-p. If I believe that there is enough oil in the engine, and there is not, I
ought to change my belief. A desire that p is a propositional attitude, which
need not change when I notice that not-p. Instead, desires aim at changing not-p
to p. If I want there to be enough oil in the engine, and there is not, I ought to
(other things being equal) put more oil into the engine. Desires and beliefs are
distinguished through their direction of fit: beliefs are attitudes which should fit

                                                
10 In this quotation Taylor also distinguishes between 'phenomenological' strength of a

desire (a craving can be overwhelming) and the 'evaluative' 'strong-ness', which is a
yes/no -question: if an evaluation is based on qualitative distinctions of worth, it is a
strong evaluation, and if not, it is a weak evaluation. See Abbey 2000, 22. (From these
we can distinguish a further notion of 'logical' strength that Raz (1990, 25) relates to
relations of 'overriding' between reasons: a reason that overrides another reason is a
stronger reason. It need not be phenomenologically stronger.)
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the facts, desires are attitudes which aim at making facts fit them.11 But yet, if I
desire that there should be Coca-Cola in the engine, and there is not, does it
follow that I ought to add Coca-Cola? In Hume's view, such a desire cannot be
rationally criticized any more than any other desire12.

In Taylor's view, desires can be criticized. My desire to, say, deliberately
hurt prisoners of war is in itself base. But equally, if my friend is in the process
of confidentially telling me about something terrible that has happened to him,
my sudden desire to go swimming (although quite innocent in itself) is totally
inappropriate. So, a desire that p must fit evaluative beliefs or facts of the type
"p is in itself good", "p is appropriate in this situation". Strong evaluation is a
matter of forming such evaluative beliefs. Strong evaluation includes claims
concerning evaluative aspects of the objects of evaluation (desires, actions,
emotions, characters, ways of life, situations), and these claims may be mis-
taken, and liable to criticism. The exact nature of this criticizability depends on
the moral theory one favours. Taylor is critical of those moral theories which do
away with qualitative distinctions altogether (in Taylor's view, neo-Kantian
formalisms or Benthamite Utilitarianism)13.

                                                
11 See Anscombe 1957, M.Smith 1987.
12 "'Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the

scratching of my finger. 'Tis not contrary to reason for me to chuse my total ruin, to
prevent the least uneasiness of an Indian or person wholly unknown to me. 'Tis as
little contrary to reason to prefer even my own acknowledg'd lesser good to my
greater, and have a more ardent affection for the former than the latter… In short, a
passion must be accompany'd with some false judgement, in order to its being un-
reasonable; and even then 'tis not the passion, properly speaking, which is unreason-
able, but the judgement." (Hume, Treatise, p.416). In terms of directions of fit, it is not
clear in what sense desires are criticizable in relation to the 'world': to desire that a
person X would suffer is a wrong, criticizable desire whether person X already suf-
fers or not. Therefore, the desire that p (unlike the belief that p) is not criticizable in
the light of the obtaining state of affairs that p or that -p. It is the badness of suffering
that makes the difference.

13 Such characterizations of Kantianism or Utilitarianism have been extensively criti-
cized by commentators. Taylor has admitted that Kant himself or certain other utili-
tarians (the followers of J. S. Mill) do not shy away from strong evaluation. Kant's
ideas of good will being the only unqualified good, of rational agents as irreplaceable
ends-in-themselves possessing dignity or worth as opposed to replaceable tools or
objects which possess value, or Kant's doctrine of the highest good as happiness in
accordance to one's moral merit clearly show that Kant does make qualitative dis-
tinctions. Further, J. S. Mill insisted on qualitative distinctions; contrary to Bentham,
who thought quantitative distinctions would suffice in measuring the value of pleas-
ures and pains an action produces: "Bentham asks us to do this by measuring their
intensity, their duration, their certainty or uncertainty, their propinquity (how long
we have to wait for them), their fecundity or purity (i.e. the further pleasures or pains
they are likely to cause), and their extent (the number of people who experience
them)."(Norman 1983, 128) J. S. Mill's criticism of Bentham can be seen as illustrating
the relevant kind of qualitative distinctions of worth. "Human beings have faculties
more elevated than the animal appetites, and when once made conscious of them, do
not regard anything as happiness, which does not include their gratification."(Mill
1972, quoted in Norman 1983, 128) Further, Taylor's criticism of Sartre focuses on the
idea of radical choice, so that Taylor need not criticize Sartre for not seeing any
qualitative distinctions, only for misconceiving the idea of experiencing something as
valuable, and choosing something to be valuable. In Sartre's view, "to choose be-
tween this or that is at the same time to affirm the value of that which is chosen; for
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This leaves room for many kinds of theories, which affirm languages of
qualitative distinction, but which give them a different status. Taylor's original
analysis (in 1976 & 1977) seems to fit both subjectivist, communitarian and ob-
jectivist interpretations of the nature of the qualitative distinctions: can one's
express evaluative views be criticized only in the light of one's own implicit
convictions, emotions and agent's knowledge? Or can they be further criticized
in the light of shared cultural understandings? Or can they be criticized in the
light of objective goods-for-everyone?14 The process of strong evaluation, as put
forward in Taylor's original articles, can be interpreted in any of these ways
(subjectivist, communitarian, objectivist). It merely requires that some desires
are evaluated as good or bad, worthy or unworthy, etc. This means that strong
evaluation can quite easily be used to complement a more Kantian framework
as well, as Habermas and Ricoeur have done (see below, sections 1.3 and 1.4.).
In later articles Taylor has explicitly opted for a stronger moral realism, which I
will defend and further develop below, in part two. But the argument for the
inevitability of strong evaluations (chapter 2) is merely a starting point for an
argument for value-based moral realism (chapters 6-12). I therefore distinguish
the concept of strong evaluation from Taylor's own value-realist conception of
strong evaluation.

Identity and conflicts of self-interpretations

Taylor also links strong evaluation to a form of Heideggerian self-interpretation
or self-definition:

"the human subject is such that the question arises inescapably, which kind of being
he is going to realize. He is not just de facto a certain kind of being, with certain
given desires, but it is somehow 'up to' him what kind of being he is going to
be."(1976, 281; see also 'Introduction', Taylor 1985a/b)

Other animals have their purposes determined by their species-specific goals
and biologically formed instincts. Persons are able to pursue self-chosen ends.
A focus on second-order volitions leads one to stress the capacity to say 'no' to
any natural desire, and the capacity to set self-chosen ends for oneself. One
could celebrate this capacity by making arbitrary choices.

                                                                                                                                              
we are unable ever to choose the worse. What we choose is always the better; and
nothing can be better for us unless it is better for all." Sartre 1977, section 10. Taylor's
criticism would concentrate on Sartre's view that "It is nowhere written that "the
good" exists, that one must be honest or must not lie, since we are now upon the
plane where there are only men", in section 13. Or section 15: "I may say, "I love my
mother enough to remain with her," if actually I have remained with her. I can only
estimate the strength of this affection if I have performed an action by which it is de-
fined and ratified. But if I then appeal to this affection to justify my action, I find my-
self drawn into a vicious circle." See Tugendhat 1991, 447 for the claim that Taylor is
unfair to Sartre: "Wie er vorher den Utilitarismus zur Karikatur gemacht hat, so
macht er jetzt die Existenzphilosophie zur Karikatur". Whatever their accuracy, the
criticisms that Taylor makes, are useful in outlining Taylor's own position.

14 In part two I will defend an objectivist reading. Rosa 1998, Gutting 1999 and Rosen
1991 have defended relativist, 'naturalist' and historicist readings.
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The notion of strong evaluation leads one to see this self-governing free-
dom in the light of meaningful or worthwhile options. From this viewpoint, ar-
bitrary choices are not a matter of celebrating, but rather of denigrating free-
dom. Humans can make qualitative distinctions concerning options, and aim at
options they find worthwhile. Human orientation in life is orientation to the
good. Human languages and cultures make possible new kinds of purposes,
some of which are experienced as evaluatively higher and motivating, even
categorically demanding.

This means, too, that judgements concerning the worth of options are not
merely of theoretical interest, but are practically relevant in determining one's
will. Strong evaluation makes a difference to one's motivation. The difference to
one's motivation is not simply on a judgement-by-judgement basis, but one has
strong attachments to certain strongly-valued ends. Taylor conceptualizes this
significance that strongly valued goods have for one's motivational life in terms
of identity.

"By 'identity' I mean that use of the term where we talk about 'finding one's identity',
or going through an 'identity crisis'. Now our identity is defined by our fundamental
evaluations. The answer to the question 'What is my identity?' cannot be given by
any list of properties of other ranges, about my physical description, provenance,
background, capacities, and so on. All these can figure in my identity, but only as as-
sumed in a certain way'"(Taylor 1985a, 34).

In Taylor's view to lose one's moral convictions and one's orientations would be
to experience a crippling breakdown. This serves as a basis for Taylor's tran-
scendental argument that all persons are strong evaluators.

We can distinguish several ways in which one's conceptions of the good
and one's self-evaluations and other properties can feature in one's identity:
first, one can identify oneself by one's strong evaluations, "as someone who es-
sentially has these convictions". This is the fundamental way in which the self
and the good are intertwined. In Sources of the Self Taylor puts it like this: "To
know who I am is a species of knowing where I stand. My identity is defined by
the commitments and identifications which provide the frame or horizon
within which I can try to determine from case to case what is good, or valuable,
or what ought to be done, or what I endorse or oppose."(1989,27). One can ap-
proach 'selves' as unencumbered, as bare capacities to choose and to commit
oneself to ends, or then again, in the light of the commitments and attachments
and ends that the person has. While it is the capacities that distinguish persons
from other animals, it is the actual orientations to good that are constitutive of
the practical identity of persons. In other words, that humans are strong evalu-
ators is criterial for personhood, whereas what the strong evaluations are is con-
stitutive of one's personal identity.15

Second, one can "assume in a certain way" certain properties, value them
so strongly that they become part of how one defines oneself.

                                                
15 See below, chapters 2,3,4.



28

"Defining myself means finding what is significant in my difference from others. I
may be the only person with exactly 3,732 hairs on my head, or be exactly the same
height as some tree on the Siberian plain, but so what? If I begin to say that I define
myself by my ability to play the Hammerklavier like no one else, or revive the tradi-
tion of my ancestors, then we are in the domain of recognizable self-
definitions."(Taylor 1991a, 36)

While one's value-commitments are directly constitutive of one's practical iden-
tity, we can talk about self-identity in a slightly different way as consisting of
one's "defining qualities" or self-definitions. I will discuss these and other
meanings of identity in chapter four.

Thirdly, more problematically perhaps, Taylor suggests that it is

"because I see certain of my other properties as admitting of only one kind of strong
evaluation by myself, because these properties so centrally touch what I am as an
agent, that is, as a strong evaluator, that I cannot really repudiate them in the full
sense. For I would be thereby repudiating myself, inwardly riven and hence incapa-
ble of fully authentic evaluation."(1985a, 34)

One can read the passage in two ways. On the first reading, Taylor advocates
reasoning of the following kind: "because I am filthy rich, I would be repudiat-
ing myself if I were an egalitarian, so the value of equality cannot be applied to
me". Or, "I am not a nice guy, so demands of considerateness do not apply to
me". It is problematic to hold that one's factual characteristics, even when iden-
tified with, play a central role in justifying one's evaluative views. I try to show
(in chapter twelve) that within limits, as grounds for selections, weighings,
specifications of impersonal goods, one's features and attitudes may have a le-
gitimate role. On another reading Taylor merely says here quite unproblemati-
cally that if something is justifiably central for me (i.e. justifiably strongly val-
ued) then to repudiate this centrality would be inauthentic.

Lastly, one's identity is not merely dependent on one's moral orientation,
on one's conception of the good. It is also dependent on one's self-evaluation as
to the worth of one's motivations and actions. Related to this are the narratives
concerning one's success in living up to one's ideals. Interpersonal recognition
also plays a central role here. The role of narratives and recognition are dis-
cussed in chapters four and five.

Now, actual self-evaluation presupposes more than a conception of the
good. We also need to know what our motivation is or was in fact. Taylor
points out that that may be open to re-interpretations. We can give different in-
terpretations of our motivations, and these interpretations can conflict.

Taylor's example is someone who has first-order desires which amount to
over-eating, and a second-order motivation to control himself and stop over-
eating. He may see his problem in the light of qualitative distinctions, thinking
that "someone who has so little control over his appetites that he would let his
health go to pot over cream-cake is not an admirable person."(1985a, 21). Or
then, one can see the problem non-qualitatively, in terms of cholesterol, being
able to walk up stairs, etc. (22). But suppose there was a new drug available that
would make it possible to both eat everything one is eating now, and yet be in
good health. In contrast, Taylor maintains that "no drug would allow me to eat
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my cake and attain the dignity of an autonomous, self-disciplined agent."(22).
The point is that one's dignity is in internal connection to one's motivations, in
this case self-discipline, and it cannot be brought into existence by means of
new drugs. In a related way, courage and temperance are virtues, which pre-
suppose danger or temptation to wrong kind of pleasures, and removing these
would merely make the exercise of the virtues in question impossible, instead of
making one temperate or courageous. (Of course, in many cases it would be
more fortunate if the danger, or the wrongness of the pleasures, would be re-
moved, than to be temperate or courageous. The point is conceptual, not sub-
stantive).

Re-interpreting one's motivations alters these motivations themselves.
When someone struggling with the overeating problem comes to accept a new
interpretation of his desire to control himself, the desire itself alters. "We can
say therefore that our self-interpretations are partly constitutive of our experi-
ence. For an altered description of our motivation can be inseparable from a
change in this motivation" (1985a, 37).

Therefore, persons are self-interpreting animals in two senses: they define
their identity-constituting goals in life, and secondly, their interpretations of
what their motivations really are modify the motivations.

In sum, strong evaluations and identity can be intertwined in four ways: 1)
one's evaluative convictions directly determine what one's practical identity or
practical orientation is, 2) one's strong evaluation guides the way in which some
features are identified with, 3) the actual features one identifies with may play a
role in the selection and specification of one's orientation, 4) one judges one's
motivations and one's success in life in the light of one's strong evaluations.

The ways in which one's identity and strong evaluation are intertwined
surfaces at several points in this study: later on in this chapter I discuss the dif-
ference between the moral map as a whole and one's orientation on it. In chap-
ter two I discuss Taylor's arguments for the inevitability of strong evaluations.
One of Taylor's arguments turns on the notion of identity: to lose the frame-
work of strong evaluation is to go through a threatening identity crisis. I will
defend that view in a somewhat qualified form. In chapter twelve, the question
is posed how moral realism can leave room for orientations of one's own. In
chapter four, the notion of identity is scrutinized more closely, and the role of
strong evaluations to different meanings of 'identity' is discussed. In chapter
five, I enquire whether interpersonal recognition is constitutive of self-identity.

Pre-understandings, processes of evaluation or individual convictions?

Taylor defines evaluations as strong, if they are based on qualitative distinc-
tions concerning worth. Such strong evaluations are constitutive of one's iden-
tity. Before going on to further characterizations, here is one clarificatory com-
ment concerning the way the notions "strong evaluation" and "strong evalua-
tions" are used.

Most often Taylor uses "strong evaluation" as an uncountable term to refer
to the process of evaluation, reflection, deliberation in general. Alternatively,
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this term refers to stable pre-understandings, to a background knowledge or a
horizon of significance. These two aspects are related to one another as parole
and langue: the practice of making judgements presupposes a background of
distinctions, an evaluative vocabulary.16 The background of strong evaluation
consists of a system of distinctions (the vocabulary of good and bad), but also of
the taken-for-granted pre-understandings concerning what is good and what is
bad.

Engagement in strong evaluation is not merely one optional activity
among others, not merely a matter of taking a break and stepping back and re-
flecting. It is rather a mode of understanding, which, to follow Heidegger, is an
aspect of one's being-in-the-world which is always already in operation, some-
thing one cannot really turn off. Human self-relation, and the human relation to
the world, are value-laden, and intrinsically strongly evaluative.

Given this usage of strong evaluation, one might think that strong evalua-
tions (in the plural) would refer primarily to "pieces of evaluation", certain in-
dividual processes or events in which the value of something is assessed. More
often, it seems, strong evaluations are used to refer to the resulting (or preced-
ing) strong preferences or strong convictions, the stable conceptions of the
good, which are constitutive of one's identity. Below I will use the plural form
in this sense, roughly equivalent to "convictions".

Following Taylor, I will be liberal in my usage of 'strong evaluation', and
let the context decide whether it is a matter of pre-understandings, of processes,
or of individual judgements and convictions. Often all of these are relevant.

1.2 Additional characterizations of strong evaluation

Taylor characterizes the difference between strong and weak evaluation in sev-
eral additional ways, which have not really been discussed by commentators. I
suggest these are best taken to be "emblematic" characterizations of ideal-
typical strong evaluations. Even if something fails to have some of these char-
acteristics, it may still be a strong evaluation, and even if something has some of
these characteristics it may still be weak evaluation.17 The differentia specifica is
that strong evaluations include qualitative distinctions concerning worth and
are constitutive of identity.

                                                
16 Taylor 1991c also applies this L/P-principle to societies. It would be an interesting

question to ask whether the relations between structure and event, or langue and pa-
role can be found not only in spoken language, but also in the other embodiments of
the evaluative views. For example, is there a 'langue' of emotions?

17 More precisely, depth and S-reflectivity are necessarily signs of strong evaluation. But
weak evaluations too can be articulate, discriminate, (P-)reflected, and give rise to
non-contingent conflicts. Strong evaluation and weak evaluation are two ways in
which second-order volitions can be formed. Second-order desires can be weak
evaluations, but strong evaluations are evaluative beliefs rather than desires.
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Contingent and non-contingent conflicts

In the simple weighing of alternatives, a desire can be rejected because of its
contingent conflict with some other desire. In strong evaluation, some desire or
'craven impulse' can be deemed unworthy in itself, if it conflicts non-
contingently with an aspiration to integrity or to the good life. "Such a mode of
life consists among other things in withstanding such craven impulses." (1976,
283). Taylor suggests that it is characteristic of strong evaluation to give rise to
non-contingent conflicts (to be couragous rules out non-contingently the option
of running away), while weak evaluations give rise to contingent conflicts
(whether to eat now and swim later, if I cannot do both at the same time).

Against Taylor, one might suggest that both strongly-valued and weakly-
preferred goals have to do with contingent and non-contingent conflicts. As
Taylor also points out, two strongly-valued goals can conflict contingently, be-
cause of some circumstances. There can be a conflict between looking after one's
mother and joining the Resistance. Further, there can be non-contingent con-
flicts between not eating now and "having a first bite, and the second bite and
the third bite and so on" quite in the same way as between being couragoeus
and running away. The options (not eating; being courageous) are in non-
contingent conflicts with the individual acts mentioned (having individual bites
one after another; running away). Thus, one may conclude that it is not the dis-
tinction between two kinds of conflict that distinguishes the two kinds of
evaluation (strong and weak).

The real point is that in strong evaluation one can intelligibly put aside
certain desires because of their non-contingent conflicts with something that is
qualitatively higher or good. Therefore the difference between strong and weak
evaluations is not the existence of non-contingent conflicts as such (as the ex-
ample of 'not eating now and yet having a series of bites' shows). The real dif-
ference is that in weak evaluations neither the options on the whole (eating
now) nor their constituents (having a bite) are assessed as to their intrinsic
value. In strong evaluation the constituents (not running away) are assessed as
to the intrinsic value of the options on the whole (being a courageous person).

Articulacy and discriminacy

One way in which Taylor characterizes strong evaluators is that they can ar-
ticulate the reasons for their preferences. When an evaluation is based on a
qualitative distinction, there is something to articulate. In "simple weighing" the
preference is the end of story. "The simple weigher's experiences of the superi-
ority of A over B are inarticulable. … the strong evaluator is not similarly inar-
ticulate."(1985a, 24). Even for someone with full powers of reflection and the
ability to articulate, the weak evaluation that A is better than B would remain
inarticulable, because there is nothing more to articulate. I just like A better, it
just feels that way, it is just a matter of de facto desires or preferences.

In strong evaluation, however, the subject's preferences involve discrimi-
nations which can be linguistically expressed, in the vocabulary of qualitative
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distinctions concerning worth. But although these discriminations can, in prin-
ciple, be expressed in linguistic terms, it does not follow that every individual
who makes them, uses also linguistic expression. The discriminations can be
more or less sophisticated, more or less fine-grained. The less fine-grained one's
operative distinctions are, the easier the task of linguistic explication is. But, for
example, a portrait painter, an experienced statesman, or a member of a motor-
cycle gang may be highly discriminating when it comes to small distinctions
that are very important (a dot in the wrong place can destroy a painting, the
option b is the right thing to do in a given diplomatic situation, cool body-
language may be highly important) and yet may not have verbalized the rele-
vance of these distinctions. Taylor stresses the relevance of this kind of implicit
knowledge.18

The crucial point is that strong evaluation is always a matter of some dis-
criminacy and articulacy, while Taylor claims that there is nothing to articulate
for a simple weigher of alternatives.19 But one might ask why this is so. Why
cannot one be as articulate about one's desires and about one's compulsions as
about one's strong values? Of course, articulacy about strong values brings ar-
ticulacy to bear at the most important point, but why cannot one's compulsions
be fine-grained? And therefore cannot one's language for describing one's com-
pulsions be equally articulate?

Taylor's point concerns discriminacy and articulacy about the reasons for
one's preference of A to B. In weak evaluation the whole story is that one pre-
fers A to B. If one starts to give reasons for one's preference in terms of the
good-making properties of A and B, one is actually engaged in strong evalua-
tion.20

Depth

One further characterization that Taylor gives of strong evaluation is the meta-
phor of depth. "Strong evaluation is not just a condition of articulacy about
preferences, but also about the quality of life, the kinds of being we are or want

                                                
18 In R. Brandom's (2000, 7-10) view explication should not be modelled on the distinc-

tion between inner and outer, but on the distinction between know how and know
that. Taylor accepts both of these ways of articulation.

19 Rosa (1998, 106-7) correctly points out that according to Taylor, any views of the
good always have to be articulated in some medium, but not necessarily in spoken
language. This does not mean (pace Flanagan 1990, 53) that Taylor has dropped the
demand for articulacy. He has a wider notion of language or symbolic means, in-
cluding body language and "cultivated but supposedly spontaneous sensitivity or in-
sensitivity to things" (Taylor 1995a, 107f.). Compare to Abbey's (2000, 45) distinction
between articulation in a broad and narrow sense.

20 Actually Taylor admits that weak evaluation need not be homogenous, as in the ex-
ample of someone deliberating between a holiday in the south and a holiday in the
north. Below (1.4) I suggest that these "desirability characterizations" are in fact
value-laden, they do concern the worth of the options, albeit they turn out to have
merely small value. In weak evaluation one simply neglects the grounds for the mo-
tivation, and as soon as one scrutinizes these grounds, one is engaged in strong
evaluation.
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to be. It is in this sense deeper."(Taylor 1985a, 26) The further from 'mere life'
our orientation is, the 'deeper' or 'higher' our goals are. And someone sensitive
to deeper values is a deeper person.

Here I think Taylor is right in pointing to the internal connection between
discriminacy and depth. Depth can be taken to refer to seriousness, emotional
involvement, and a capacity to respond in the right way to complex situations
involving strong values. A critic might want to say that one can have a fine-
grained vocabulary of strong values and yet not take strong evaluations in a
"deep" or "internalized" or "engaged" way.

The analogue could be, for example, a disinterested expert in some ortho-
doxy, who knows very well what the orthodoxy demands in a variety of situa-
tions, but does not bother to live accordingly. In the realm of strong evaluation,
this possibility is illusory, there is often no detached access to the qualitative
distinctions. Being able to know how to proceed in using concepts like shame,
courage etc. means that our reactions have been moulded by this vocabulary.
Mastering an evaluative language is to have a certain kind of repertoire of 'inner
life', a certain kind of sensibility.21 Our emotions are our access to what these
evaluative distinctions are about. Thus, fine-grained articulacy about strong
evaluations does require and constitute depth. Shallowness in the usage of the
vocabulary is actually the same as not really knowing how to go on in using
strongly evaluative terms, which require more depth.22

Reflectivity

Humans as strong evaluators assess their desires in the light of their evaluative
framework. This means that strong evaluation has a reflective structure in one
sense: brute desires are objects of second-order attitudes. This structural feature
of strong self-evaluation can be called S-reflectivity.23 It is not reflectivity in the
sense that it would presuppose conscious reflection or deliberation, it is rather a
feature of some desires or motivations that they are perceived in the light of at-
titudes concerning these desires. Taylor's claim is that the presence of some
such second-order attitudes is a human universal.
                                                
21 See McDowell, "Virtue and Reason", reprinted in 1998a.
22 Compare Raz in The Practice of Value: "Understanding, rather than knowledge, is the

term that comes to mind when thinking of evaluative judgements. Judgement, rather
than mere knowledge, is what the practically wise person possesses. Why? What is
the difference? […] Understanding is knowledge in depth. It is connected knowledge
in two respects. First, knowledge of what is understood is rich enough to place its
object in its context, to relate it to its location, and its neighbourhood, literally and
metaphorically. Second, knowledge of what is understood is also connected to one's
imagination, emotions, feelings, and intentions. What one understands one can
imagine, empathise with, feel for, and be disposed to act appropriately towards. Un-
derstanding tends to involve a good deal of implicit knowledge precisely because it
is connected knowledge. Its richness exceeds our powers of articulation."(2003, 48)

23 Below I will distinguish strong evaluation in the strict and in the broad sense. In the
strict sense, strong self-evaluation always has this S-reflective structure. In the broad
sense strong evaluation also covers conceptions of the good which need not have this
structure: "justice is good".
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Are strong evaluators reflective also in the stronger sense that they reflect
their evaluative frameworks, and are ready to alter their views if they do not
stand the test of reflection? Not necessarily. There is a difference between hav-
ing a sense of good and bad - which is structurally reflective in the first sense:
some desires are rejected for being uncourageous, some endorsed for being
courageous - and having reflected views concerning this implicit sense. (Taylor
1994b, 249). Strong evaluators can be quite dogmatic about their conceptions of
good and evil. Taylor thinks it is a good thing to live an examined life, but that
this is not necessary for being a strong evaluator. This can be called "P-
reflection" (for the process of reflection), but I will also use the unindexed term
'reflection' for this. Strong evaluation always has the structure of S-reflectivity,
whether the views are implicit or explicit, and whether they are dogmatic or P-
reflected. Taylor (1985a, 28) does think that agents have a "responsibility for
self", which means -to use McDowell's phrase - that they have a "standing obli-
gation to reflect"24. This is a normative demand, not a criterial condition of
strong evaluation.25 Its normative relevance is that strong evaluators are not re-
sponsible only for what they do, but also for their evaluative views. Taylor sug-
gests that we are responsible for our evaluative views, even though they do not
originate from a choice or a decision. This is the quite straightforward idea that
we are in some sense responsible for our beliefs.26

Reflectivity does not necessarily coincide with articulacy. One can have a
broad and sophisticated vocabulary and be totally dogmatic about it, or one can
be reflective and open-minded and yet possess a narrow and crude vocabulary.
Of course, one function of reflectivity is to broaden one's evaluative framework
and increase its level of sophistication, but people start their reflective life from
different starting-points, and one such difference concerns the breadth of their
vocabulary.

In total, then, strong self-evaluation always has the S-reflective structure,
and it is always related to depth. Yet strong evaluation may be dogmatic or
more or less (P-) reflective, it may be more or less fine-grained and discrimi-
nating, and it may be more or less articulate in spoken language. Further, strong
evaluation, like weak evaluation, can give rise to contingent and non-contingent
conflicts, but only in strong evaluation can desires be rejected for their non-
contingent conflicts with other desires. Further, strong evaluation is not literally
a matter of second-order desires, but of evaluative beliefs.

                                                
24 McDowell 1996, 10-13, 40.
25 It seems that S-reflectivity and P-reflection have not been distinguished by commen-

tators in a sufficiently clear manner. One can be totally P-unreflective about one's S-
reflective structures. Flanagan claims that strong evaluation is necessarily (P-) reflec-
tive. Rosa (1998, 98-126) discusses the claim whether Taylor has changed or devel-
oped his position concerning reflectivity. Abbey (2000, 21) thinks "it is more correct
to see [Taylor] as making his argument clearer in his later formulations."

26 Tugendhat (1992, 449-50) stresses that this still has something to do with subjective
choice: although we do not choose our evaluations, we can choose to deliberate fur-
ther, or choose to try to arrive at better articulations of our implicit views.
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1.3 Is the notion of strong evaluation too broad?

Taylor's concept of strong evaluation approaches morality from an angle, that
challenges some deep-rooted presuppositions of much modern moral philoso-
phy. Taylor's approach can perhaps be called modernized and individualized
Aristotelianism, where 'modernization' refers to the role of identity, autonomy,
authenticity and value pluralism. He holds that the self and the good are inter-
related, and that issues of the good life and morality are intertwined.

From the first reactions, Taylor's concept of strong evaluation has been as-
sumed to assimilate issues which resist assimilation. When Taylor gave his talk
"What is Human Agency?" in 1977 it was commented on by Ernst Tugendhat,
who pointed out the need to distinguish between moral issues and identity is-
sues more clearly.27 This point has since been made by Paul Johnston, Will
Kymlicka, and Jürgen Habermas, among others.28 Moral issues in the narrow
sense are supposed to refer to the way persons should treat each other; whereas
identity-issues are a matter of clarifying one's own goals in the light of one's
own conceptions of the good life. Further, moral issues are supposed to be cate-
gorical, whereas goods related to identity-issues and issues of the good life are
supposed to be a matter for the individual to decide. Further, moral issues are
supposed to concern everyone, whereas issues of the good life concern what is
"good for me".

Indeed, the concept of strong evaluation is broad in several respects, and
some critics have wanted to narrow its meaning down, and then use the con-
cept in a re-defined way. First, strong evaluation covers moral but also other
values; second, it covers categorical but also optional values; third, strong
evaluation refers both to one's views of what is good in general (the moral map)
and to one's own particular commitments (orientation on the map).

The important question is whether Taylor has overlooked important dis-
tinctions, or whether the critics and commentators (Tugendhat, Habermas,
Flanagan, Ricoeur, Anderson) are trying to force artificial segregations? Does
Taylor's theory somehow preclude making further distinctions? I will defend
Taylor's theory against the charge of being too broad. The distinctions that the
critics have in mind are relevant, but do not split the realm of the evaluative
into well-defined and segregated blocks. They are, rather, relevant questions
within the realm of strong evaluations. All these questions presuppose qualita-
tive distinctions concerning worth.

Now, defining or redefining concepts like "strong evaluation" can be sim-
ply a matter of arbitrary stipulations; and one can go almost as far as Humpty

                                                
27 In Tugendhat's view, Taylor's approach is bound to fail, "weil er 1) diejenigen straken

Wertungen, die moralische sind, and diejenigen, die Identitätsfragen im engeren Sinn
betreffen, nicht unterscheidet, und weil er 2) - was mit ersten natürlich eng zusam-
menhängt - den Gescichtspunkt einer Vernunftbegrüngung nicht ins Auge fasst"
(446). Tugendhat's reply is published in Tugendhat 1992.

28 Habermas 1993, Johnston 1999, Kymlicka 1991.
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Dumpty in coining terms. In that sense it makes no difference at all whether we
see "strong evaluation" as a fundamental concept of ethical theory, or let it oc-
cupy merely one well-defined and segregated corner in it. In what follows I try
to remain true to the spirit of Taylor's attempt to challenge some assumptions of
modern moral philosophy from the viewpoint of "modernized Aristotelianism".
Yet, occasionally or even frequently, I disagree with Taylor's suggestions as to
how this is to be done. Following Taylor's initial moves, I try to fit the rest of the
books to the shelves as I best see fit (to borrow Wittgenstein's picture of phi-
losophy as rearranging books). I have no disagreements with someone who
might wish to make the same moves, and might use the word "strong evalua-
tion" differently, or not use it all.

Not merely moral worth?

Different commentators have reacted differently to the tension between moral
and identity issues first pointed out by Tugendhat. Some critics have taken the
distinction for granted, and asked whether strong evaluation is a matter of
moral or of identity-issues. In Owen Flanagan's (1996) reconstruction, strong
evaluation refers to ethical issues, including issues of morality and the good life,
but not including non-ethical qualitative distinctions. Habermas's (1993) inter-
pretation is quite the opposite: strong evaluation is not concerned with moral
questions, nor mere questions of means to ends, but with "ethical-existential"
identity-issues and the clarification of one's goals in life.

"Strong evaluations are embedded in the context of a particular self-understanding.
… One's identity is determined simultaneously by how one sees oneself and how one
would like to see oneself, by what one finds oneself to be and the ideals with refer-
ence to which one fashions oneself and one's life."(Habermas 1993, 4)

Taylor is, however, very explicit in insisting that the values relevant for strong
evaluation can, but need not, be moral values; they can also be ethical, pruden-
tial or existential, aesthetic, or "spiritual". These values, too, can be very central
to one's identity, or make 'categorical' demands on one.29 There is an irreducible
plurality of 'strongly valued goods', 'strong values' or 'qualitative distinctions
concerning worth' which function as the basis of strong evaluation. These in-
clude moral values, which can play a central role in the formation of one's
practical identity.

"I meant the notion of strong evaluation to be broader than simply what we think of
as moral because there is a whole range of evaluations that we make that have this

                                                
29 See e.g. "Diversity of goods" in Taylor 1985b. See R.Abbey 2000, N. Smith 2002 and H.

Rosa 1998. Flanagan (1996) defines strong evaluations in terms of moral values. Yet
restricting strong evaluations to moral values has no basis in Taylor's texts. Flana-
gan's influential essay posed many questions essential to understanding the notion of
strong evaluations, but his own suggestions can be criticized for distorting the point
of strong evaluation.
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feature of being strong and to which we are not indifferent. They are not confined to
the area of morality but range over areas like aesthetics and personal style."30

In Sources of the Self, Taylor mentions three axes of evaluative assessment. One
axis is related to the pursuit of a good and meaningful life, the second is related
to the rights and dignity of persons and what we owe to each other, the third is
related to attitudinal respect or esteem for the merit (and 'worth') of persons.31

All these are relevant for strong evaluation.
The urge to separate morality in the narrow sense from other issues re-

lated to the good life is based on a specific view of moral theory. On this issue,
the burden of proof is with those who claim that such a distinction is crucial or
even possible. Taylor, like many others, does not see the need for this.32 In Tay-
lor's view, both moral issues in the narrow sense, and issues concerning the
good life and identity are based on qualitative distinctions concerning worth.

Categorical and optional goods

One possible reason for trying to sharply distinguish moral issues from issues
concerning good life, or identity, is the categorical nature of morality as opposed
to the more optional nature of goods related to one's orientation in life: there is
room for choice in one's orientation and commitments. There is a stronger need
for justification for categorical claims. It is not up to us to choose whether or not
to be torturers and murderers, but pursuing a career in philosophy as opposed
to becoming a poet is an optional choice.

Habermas distinguishes between pragmatic, ethical and moral employ-
ments of practical reason, modifying Kant's distinction between two kinds of
hypothetical imperatives and categorical imperatives. Pragmatic reasoning cor-
responds to what Taylor calls "simple weighing of alternatives". There one's
goals are simply taken as given, and one tries to find means, techniques, or pos-
sibly constitutive solutions in one's pursuit of the given goals. This can be called
instrumental or purposive reasoning. The situation is different when one does
not know for sure what one wants. Questions relating to one's ends lead to the
existential questions as to what kind of person one would like to be, and what
kind of life one would want to lead (Habermas 1993, 4).

In Habermas's view, this takes us to ethical-existential issues which are
justified through self-clarification concerning what I really want in life. There
are imperatives related to one's own successful life: "What you "should" or
"must" do has here the sense that it is "good" for you to act in this way in the
long run, all things considered. Aristotle speaks in this connection of paths of

                                                
30 Taylor 2002c.
31 Taylor 1989a, 14 - 19.
32 Also Flanagan (1996, 146-7) points out that the distinction between ethical and non-

ethical is a social construction. See Dancy (2001, 61) on the suggestion that moral rea-
sons are objective and non-moral reasons subjective: "Since nobody knows how to
distinguish the moral ones from the non-moral ones in the first place, it seems almost
incredible that there should be this degree of difference between them."
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the good and happy life." (Habermas 1993, 5). In Habermas's view, "strong
evaluations can be justified through hermeneutic self-clarification" (5). "Self-
clarification draws on the context of a specific life history and leads to evalua-
tive statements about what is good for a particular person." (11). Strong evalua-
tions are embedded in the context of a particular self-understanding: "One's
identity is determined simultaneously by how one sees oneself and how one
would like to see oneself, by what one finds oneself to be and the ideals with
reference to which one fashions oneself and one's life" (4). Habermas says that
such self-understanding is Janus-faced, it includes a descriptive component of
how one is and a normative component of the ego-ideal.

The ethical question is whether a maxim is "good for me and appropriate
in a given situation" (7). Ethical questions concerning my own life are not yet, in
Habermas's terms, moral questions: "whether I would like to be someone who
in a case of acute need would be willing to defraud an anonymous insurance
company just this one time is not a moral question" (6). The ethical question
does concern self-respect, but not "the symmetrical respect that everyone
should accord the integrity of all other persons" (6). The moral question is
whether everyone can will that the maxim should be followed by everyone as a
general law (7). For Habermas, moral commands are "categorical or uncondi-
tional imperatives that express valid norms" (8).

Taylor would agree with Habermas in setting instrumental reasoning, or
weak evaluation, apart from strong evaluation. Yet in Taylor's view, Haber-
mas's dichotomy between ethical and moral questions is over-simple. It over-
looks the role of a plurality of independently valid goods in both 'moral' and
'ethical-existential' 'identity' issues.33

First of all, moral duties are based on moral goods: justice, the dignity of
persons, value of autonomy, tolerance, respect for others, integrity, politeness,
well-being, honesty, etc. It is true that moral norms have to be justifiable "to all",
but that just means justifiable in terms of moral goods. Justification is substan-
tive, dependent on the content of the norm, not procedural content-independent
justification based on a consensus in Habermasian moral discourses. The crucial
question for Taylor is not who agrees but on what grounds. The relevant rea-
sons refer us to moral goods. Further, the practical specification of "respecting
others" is dependent on a host of moral goods, including attitudes towards suf-

                                                
33 Further, in Taylor's view Habermas smuggles normative views into the meta-ethical

level (respecting others is an important moral issue, but why should issues related to
it have a specific form of practical reasoning?). In chapter eleven I discuss more
closely the distinction between a normative belief being true or rationally warranted
(justified) on the one hand, and an autonomous agent's being entitled to act on false
or unwarranted beliefs in leading his own life (because such issues are up to the per-
son to decide) on the other. Entitlement concerns the issue of who may decide,
whereas truth and epistemic warrant concern the credentials of the views. The Kan-
tian-Habermasian idea that no-one is entitled to act immorally towards others, al-
though they may be entitled to act unwisely in their own life, is valid and based on
the notion of autonomy. Yet it should not be confused with the question of whether
something is unwise.
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fering, accomplishment, ordinary life etc. Treating others morally presupposes
conceptions of what is good for people.

Secondly, goods can be categorical, valid independently of one's will, even
outside the sphere of morality in the narrow sense. Taylor gives an example
from the aesthetic sphere:

"If I see something especially magnificent in the music of Mozart as against some of
his humdrum contemporaries, then I will judge you as insensitive in some way if you
rate them on a par. The word 'insensitive' here is a word of depreciation. This is a dif-
ference one should be sensitive of, in my view. Of course, I would not speak of this as
a moral condemnation, but condemnation it would be nevertheless. I do not react to
this difference as I do to differences of taste." (1985b, 238)

As the comparison is between Mozart and his contemporary, we may safely as-
sume that Taylor means them to be composers in the same genre. We need not
complicate matters by focussing on judgements about different genres of music
here. (Thus we can take a relaxed view about different genres, and make no
anti-multicultural statements about Mozarts, Zulus or Tolstoys.) 34 Still Taylor's
point may seem outrageously elitist: is it really the case that everyone ought to
develop a sensitivity to the music of Mozart and his contemporaries (and no
doubt, to all so-called higher art, in its Western manifestations), or else be con-
demned? No matter if you are Einstein or Mother Theresa yourself, if you do
not actively listen to Mozart you are being insensitive. Such a view sits uneasily
with value-pluralism.

But there is an alternative reading, which I think preserves what is true in
Taylor's point: no one should be condemned for not actively engaging with all
values, but what may be required is that one should be sensitive to these
evaluative features when engaging with the kind of music in question. Having
sufficiently listened to Mozart and Talentlessi, the humdrum contemporary,
you ought to be able to tell the difference, or you are really being insensitive to
the musical value in question.35 Some tastes are tasteless. This is related to Jo-
seph Raz's point: values give one a reason to appreciate and think of the in-
stances of value in accordance with their value, but there is no general impera-
tive to think of everything. The imperative is rather: if you engage with X, you
have a reason to engage with it in accordance to its value. There is no categori-
cal imperative to pursue X, but a weaker categorical claim: the value of X is in-
dependent of your will. The imperative has a hypothetical beginning "if you
engage with X" but a categorical ending "then treat it in accordance with its
value".

In accordance to this reading, Taylor acknowledges two kinds of 'categori-
cal validity':

                                                
34 Saul Bellow stirred a debate with his comment which was taken to be dismissive of

multiculturalism: "Who is the Tolstoy of the Zulus? The Proust of the Papuans? I'd be
glad to read him." (The New Yorker, March 7, 1988). Taylor discusses this comment in
his "Politics of Recognition". Taylor's discussion is in turn commented in Barry 2002.

35 See Ruth Chang (1997, 14-16).
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"Of course, if someone professes to see no distinction between his concern for the
flowers in his garden and that for the lives of refugees faced with starvation, so that
he proposes to act in both cases just to the degree that he feels interested at the time,
we are rightly alarmed, and take this more seriously than the failure to appreciate
Mozart.  … We feel, in other words, that the obligation here is 'categorical' in the
stronger sense that licences our intervention even against his will."(1985b, 238).

Thus Taylor agrees that there is a stronger 'categoricality' related to what
Habermas calls moral issues, but he does not work out the consequences of this
admission. (It is not that 'categoricality' admits of degrees. The 'stronger' cate-
goricality refers to something being not merely non-optional, but also licencing
intervention.) I think this means that non-optional goods give rise to positive
and negative categorical imperatives: "engage with X and treat it in accordance
to its value", "whether or not you engage with X, respect it and do not destroy
it".

Yet, outside the moral sphere, too, goods can be categorical, and non-
optional, even though the question is purely one of aesthetic value. I experience
Mozart as valuable independently of my will. The same goes for issues of the
good life: some goals in life are important. Forming a clear view of these goods
is not merely a matter of self-clarification, as Habermas suggests, it is a matter
of being sensitive to the real value of different objects. Taylor holds that any
kind of good can be valid independently of one's will. One's own will or one's
own life does not make a Janus-faced contribution to the validity of strong
evaluations in the way Habermas thinks. A whole range of ethical, existential,
aesthetic, moral goods can be valid independently of the will of a strong
evaluator (1985b, 238).

In the communitarianism debate, the assumption often was that commu-
nitarians are historicists for whom the point of moral inquiry is the self-
clarification or interpretation of one's tradition or shared understandings (and
M.Walzer indeed held such a view)36. Against such historicism it is under-

                                                
36 On historicism, see Walzer 1987, Raz's critical review 1991. On liberal-

communitarian-debate, see Bell 1993, Forst 1994, Mulhall& Swift 1992, Horton&
Mendus (eds.) 1994. The main "liberals" in the debate were taken to be Rawls,
Dworkin, Nagel, Barry and Habermas while the main "communitarians" were taken
to be Etzioni at the practical level and MacIntyre, Sandel, Taylor, MacIntyre at the
philosophical level. At least the last two refused to accept this label. See e.g. Bell 1993,
17. He quotes MacIntyre's letter to the periodical Responsive Community, Summer
1991, 91: "In spite of rumours to the contrary, I am not and never have been a com-
munitarian. For my judgement is that the political, economic, and moral structures of
advanced modernity in this country, as elsewhere, exclude the possibility of realizing
any of the worthwhile types of political community which at various times in the
past have been achieved, even if always in imperfect forms. And I also believe that
attempts to remake modern societies in systematically communitarian ways will al-
ways be either ineffective or disastrous". See also MacIntyre 1995. Taylor (1994b, 250)
criticizes the moral thinking of Kant and Bentham (and their political equivalents) for
looking for a single principle of morality. Taylor continues: "That's (one of the many
reasons) why I'm unhappy with the term 'communitarianism'. It sounds as though
the critics of this liberalism wanted to substitute some other all-embracing principle,
which would in some equal and opposite way exalt the life of the community over
everything. Really the aim (as far as I'm concerned) is more modest: I just want to say
that single-principle neutral liberalism can't suffice." See also Taylor 2002c. "My
problem with the word 'communitarianism' is not that I object to being so called un-
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standable that Habermas wants to preserve an island of stronger validity,
namely a moral one, and let ethical-existential questions be determined through
historical interpretation and 'appropriative' reasoning. But Taylor claims that (at
least higher) ethical, existential, aesthetic goods have categorical validity: their
validity is not dependent on my endorsement. It is rather that in strong evalua-
tion my own endorsements and motivations are judged in the light of such in-
dependently valid goods. While one's own will or reactions do not contribute to
the validity of goods, one's affective-conative responses are central in gaining
understanding of these goods. Genuine goods move us, and trying to justify
one's evaluative views to someone else is to make that someone see the point.

Here, several problems seem to surface: does not the vocabulary of objec-
tively valid goods commit Taylor to unsustainable Platonism, or in Taylor's case
to theism? This will be taken up later in part two, in discussing the basis of
Taylor's moral theory. Taylor attempts a value theory which mediates between
Platonism and projectivism, between uniform universalism and Humean skep-
ticism. I will argue that this is possible, but I will also argue against the notion
of constitutive goods related to Taylor's theism. While it is true that Taylor's
sympathies go with theism, I argue it is possible to be universalist and realist
without a foundation in constitutive goods.

But apart from these questions, the nature of optional goods needs clarifi-
cation. Presumably, for example, many goods internal to practices are optional:
even if they were good for anyone, it would still be optional which goods to en-
gage with. Can the theory make sense of that? This question takes us to the next
point.

The moral map and personal orientation

Suppose we assume that Taylor's theoretical position on the objective validity of
every kind of good is valid. That would answer the criticism that Taylor cannot
make sense of moral issues or of objective goodness, because the kind of rea-
soning related to strong evaluation is tied to self-clarification. The validity of
goods is independent of one's will or one's particular life-history or one's own
sensibilities. 'Moral issues' in the narrow sense, and 'evaluative issues' more
generally concern qualitative distinctions which are valid independently of my
will

Critics have pointed out that the theoretical move just made, the defence
of the objective validity of goods, even if credible in its own right, threatens to
make the connection between particular identities and the objective goods un-
intelligible. If strong evaluation aims at establishing what is good impersonally
and independently of our will, how can people's identities differ legitimately or
meaningfully? The challenge is to show that in addition to impersonal moral

                                                                                                                                              
der various of these distinctions, but that the word is very often used in a blanket
way. So if you say that you are a communitarian you get tagged to all possible posi-
tions that are not even coherent among themselves." See also "Cross-purposes" in
Taylor 1995a.
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issues and other impersonal evaluative issues, there is still a third kind of ques-
tion, a personally indexed one. This perhaps deserves the name 'existential' or
'identity-issue': given the existence of objectively valid goods, what is my own
orientation in life? Both J. Anderson and A. MacIntyre have claimed that Tay-
lor's theory is ill-equipped to answer both the objective question and the ques-
tion of personal orientation.37

It seems that Taylor has not distinguished between something being objec-
tively good on the one hand, and something being good for me, in the context of
my life, in the Janus-faced sense of self-interpretations, on the other. If the valid-
ity of strong evaluation is not dependent on my identity, then we still have to
recognize, in addition, the category of identity-dependent validity. Such identity-
dependent validity would be co-dependent on one's will in the Janus-faced way
described by Habermas.

The aim would be to distinguish between impersonal evaluative issues
and personally-indexed existential issues. The former concerns what is good in
general (including ethical, moral, etc. goods), the latter what is good for me, or
"according to me", or "for someone like me", or "given that my personal affec-
tive-conative responses are what they are".

Taylor (1989a, 28) points this out: "For most of us, certain fundamental
moral questions are still put in universal terms: those, for instance, … dealing
with people's rights to life and integrity." But yet, "underlying our modern talk
of identity is the notion that questions of moral orientation cannot all be solved
in simply universal terms."(Ibid.). But Taylor hasn't really made sense of this
distinction in detail.

Indeed, one central ambiguity in Taylor's theory concerns the difference
between something belonging to my evaluative framework, my "moral map",
and that same thing being central to my own orientation. One way to use these
metaphors is to see them pretty much as co-extensive: the agent orients towards
all the goods that are located at the map. (This seems to be Taylor's usage.) I
will adopt another usage: the moral map concerns what is (in the agent's view)
objectively good, while the agent's orientation concerns her own personal selec-
tions among them. More precisely, the view I will defend is that the evaluative
framework concerns the agent's understandings of both categorical and op-
tional goods, and her own orientation concerns her own specification of the
categorical goods, and her own selections and specifications among the optional
goods.

Even if the concept of strong evaluation applies to both the map and the
orientation, and even if the practical reasoning were to be of the same kind in
both cases, the distinction is a relevant one. Anyone's evaluative framework is
likely to contain more values than one can pursue oneself. No one can pursue
all values, not even those that one has internalized and is moved to pursue.
There are simply too many goods and valuable goals. This means we need to
distinguish someone's own orientation, which includes the goods one is actively

                                                
37 J. Anderson 1994, 1996, A. MacIntyre 1994.
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engaged with oneself, from the practical background horizon in the light of
which I interpret the world at large and other people's pursuits. It may be that I
have internalized some values, whose importance structures the way I experi-
ence some situations, but which I nevertheless do not pursue in my own life.
Joseph Raz (2001) distinguishes between engaging with values, and respecting
values. One can try to respect all the goods one is aware of, even without en-
gaging with them oneself. For example, one can refrain from destroying things
that are important to others (say paintings), even while one has no time for en-
gaging with paintings oneself.

Here, Taylor's notion of "hypergoods" is relevant: some goods are more
important to me than some other, "ordinary goods".38 Among the "ordinary
goods" I know are those that I pursue, and which are constitutive of my orien-
tation and those I merely respect. The goods that I respect can, however, feature
in my experiences of situations. There can, further, be other goods that I am
aware of in an external manner, and I can respect these to my best knowledge,
although I do not have the right kind of affective-conative responses to them.
Moral awareness can in other words come in four degrees of 'attachment': those
most central to my life; other goods I engage with; yet other goods I am sensi-
tive to and respect, but do not actively pursue, and finally, possible goods I
have only an external relation to, with no 'personal resonance' but which I try to
respect. (Of course there may also be goods I am unaware of.) For example,
some people have dedicated their lives to a fight for ecological reformation, and
their hypergood is related to environmental values. Certain other people pursue
these values in various aspects of their lives, but subordinate these goals to
family life or to their career. Yet others do not really pursue environmental val-
ues, but try to respect them, making it possible for others to pursue such values.
And the rest may still answer, when asked, that in principle they find environ-
mental values important, although their way of life attests to the contrary. 39

To sum up, the notion of strong evaluation should, pace Kantian critics, be
broad enough to cover both categorical and optional, moral and evaluative,
general and personal issues.

1.4 Is the notion of strong evaluation too narrow?

On the other hand, Taylor's notion of strong evaluation can be criticized for
being too narrow. In the strict sense strong evaluation covers only second-order

                                                
38 Taylor 1989a, 62-75. This will be discussed more closely in chapter eight.
39 The obvious challenge for a moral theory which accepts the universal validity of

goods is to make sense of the personal divergences: How are the objective evaluative
issues related to the existential ones? Can there be reasonable divergences in the val-
ues that people engage with and pursue? Are not people's moral reasons uniform or
at least insensitive to their own stances? I will pursue these questions in chapter
twelve.
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evaluation of one's motivations, on the basis of values, but in the broad sense it
also covers first-order value judgements. Focusing on self-evaluation may seem
to privilege self-righteous attempts to be "holier than thou", responding to val-
ues for the sake of being able to demonstrate the quality of one's will. Secondly,
Taylor's notion of strong evaluation has been taken to be too "top-heavy" in fo-
cussing on the most central heavy-weight goods, leaving ordinary needs and
'small values' on one side.40 Indeed, it is not clear whether small values are a
matter of strong or of weak evaluation. Yet another sense in which Taylor's no-
tion of strong evaluation is too narrow a concept is that it overlooks the role of
norms, reasons and other deontic concepts, although it can be claimed that in
fact strong self-evaluation presupposes them. (That is the mirror opposite of
Taylor's criticism of deontological theories which in Taylor's view overlook the
evaluative vocabulary of the good). I think that in fact all three critical objec-
tions to Taylor's theory as too narrow are well motivated. I therefore suggest a
theory of strong evaluation in an extended sense, which would have a better
claim to be a starting point for an ethical theory.

The strict and the broad: self-evaluations and evaluations in general

At this point we must ask ourselves, what exactly is the scope of strong evalua-
tion? In the original strict sense Taylor contrasted strong to weak evaluations as
different kinds of self-evaluations, following Frankfurt. Strong evaluation in the
strict sense, as Taylor originally defined it, is self-evaluation in terms of distinc-
tions of worth. It is not exactly the same thing as first-order judgements con-
cerning the evaluative aspect of situations, or background frameworks consist-
ing of general conceptions of the good. But in a broader sense, such judgements
and convictions are also called strong evaluations.

To understand the variety of roles that the notion of strong evaluation has
in Taylor's philosophy, it is important to take the notion in a sufficiently broad
sense. I will refer to the original characterization as the 'strict' sense. I try to
strike a balance between two goals: one needs to give precise definitions and
characterizations in order to be clear as to what we are talking about when dis-
cussing the role of strong evaluations for personhood, morality or identity. On
the other hand, it is important not to amputate any usages. To identify strong
evaluation with only one such strictly-defined aspect would neglect other
usages. I try to achieve the balance by distinguishing different meanings, and
clarifying each, but yet calling all of them 'strong evaluation'. Often the more
general term is more useful for making the points.

Does Taylor's concept of strong evaluation follow Harry Frankfurt in al-
ways referring to self-evaluation instead of world-evaluation? Of course, the
direct objects of value judgements need not be desires. I can appreciate just
taxation systems, or I can be concerned for the well-being of animals. These are
evaluative beliefs, where the particular instances of the values "justice" or "well-
                                                
40 See N. Smith 2002a, who pursues the charge that Taylor's theory is "top-heavy" in a

different way.
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being" are not desires, but a societal system in one case and an animal in the
other. Such value-judgements are connected to self-evaluation: would I want to
be the kind of person who is not moved by animal suffering? Do I think that my
mode of life would be tolerable if it presupposes indifferent or neutral attitudes
towards societal justice? Normally, of course, everything valuable does matter:
it would be odd if something were to be of strong value, and yet I were indif-
ferent as to whether I was sensitive to such value. But strictly speaking, only
self-evaluation counts as strong evaluation in the original sense. In Taylor's
view something has to be connected to motivation to be an object of strong
evaluation in the strict sense. Actions or ways of life as objects of (strict) strong
evaluation are not distinct from our motivation:

"We might … protest that strong evaluation is generally not of desires or motiva-
tions, but of qualities of action. I eschew some action, because that is a cowardly way
to behave, or a base action. The point is well taken if we mean that we are not speaking
of desires alone, but we are seriously mistaken if we think that what is evaluated
here are actions as distinct from motivations. Cowardly or other kinds of base behav-
iour are such partly in virtue of their motivation. So that strong evaluation necessar-
ily involves a qualitative distinction of desires." (1985a, 18, fn 4).

In the broad sense, first of all, various situational value-judgements concerning
bearers of value are a matter of strong evaluation. We have such understand-
ings concerning the value of any object. We understand the world in the light of
qualitative distinctions concerning value. The bearers of more or less strong
value can be anything in the world (situations, other persons, artefacts, other
animals, society, wilderness-areas), including the "first-order" features of myself
(my health is important, my hair is beautiful). Taylor is a realist concerning
such judgements: the real features of situations "ground" our judgements,
which are often implicit in our emotions, agent's knowledge and motivations,
or "affective-conative responses".41 Taylor did not stress this realism in the ear-
lier articles where he introduced the concept of "strong evaluation", but he has
later made his realism clearer.42

Secondly, still in the broad sense, even in abstraction from any concrete
judgements, we have stable beliefs as to what is good in general, we have con-
victions, orientations, conceptions of the good. This is to say that we have a
background evaluative framework, which consists of our mastery of evaluative
concepts. Such mastery or 'evaluative grasp' is often based on certain paradig-
matic examples in our own experiences, in fictive narratives or in real-life ex-
amples. In any case we know how to live with our evaluative concepts, and

                                                
41 "Affective-conative responses" is Joel Anderson's term (1996). I use it interchangably

with "affective-conative-cognitive responses".
42 Hartmut Rosa (1998) discusses a reading in which Taylor was first more of a relativ-

ist and then slided towards realism in Sources of the Self and later. Rosa himself sees
the tension between relativism as realism as a permanent feature of Taylor's position.
See Taylor's reply in 2002c.
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these serve as our point of orientation in life, our orientation to the good, as
Taylor puts it.43

As we have seen, such first-order convictions and evaluative beliefs are
constitutive of our identity: we define ourselves as persons who have such-and-
such convictions, such-and-such an "evaluative outlook" and such-and-such an
orientation. The important question is which goals are most important to us,
and (a slightly different question) which we experience as making categorical
demands on us, independently of our will. And more specifically, we define
ourselves as having a specific orientation (which presumably can be different
for different individuals). To be able to be constitutive of identity, these orien-
tations must be stable enough, there must be "strong adherence" to them.44 It is
this broad sense of strong evaluation which is central for moral theory.

Strong evaluation in the strict sense is a matter of self-evaluation. It is a
matter of evaluating one's motives in the light of one's evaluative framework: are
my motives good or bad, higher or lower etc.45 While first-order orientation di-
rectly structures one's practical identity, second-order assessment links one to
another evaluative aspect of one's identity: I have self-understandings con-
cerning my motives (what are my motives in fact), and I tell stories assessing my
success in living up to our ideals (Is my life good? Am I becoming the kind of
person I wish to be?). Such evaluation of motives can apply to other persons as
well: do we praise or blame, admire or detest them?46

The first-order question concerns what is good, the second question con-
cerns how responsive a person is to what is good (and therefore how virtuous a
'respondent' the person is). The first question is about value, the second about
the virtues of the person in responding to what is good. One's orientation is de-
termined in terms of the first question, one's narratives of success and failure pro-
ceed in terms of the evolving answers to the second question. The self-
evaluative question is also in a sense about what is good (a good and admirable
person is sensitive to valuable and significant aspects of the world), but one
cannot answer it without answering what the first-order goodness or signifi-
cance is, or what it is to which this person responds well.

Given this distinction between the broad and the strict sense, we face a
terminological choice. I will prefer to use "strong evaluation" in the broad sense,
and let the context make the meaning clear. Additionally, I will use the more
specific vocabulary: judgements in situations, general conceptions of the good,

                                                
43 These general, situation-inspecific orientations are in a sense prior to the first-order

judgements in situations, so they could as well be called 'zeroth order', but I here the
relevant distinction is between self-evaluation, which is of higher order, and the
lower-order orientations to good, or judgements in situations.

44 See Ricoeur 2000, Taylor, 1989a, 25-52.
45 Such self-evaluation is characteristically simultaneous with the evaluated motivation:

I simply experience some desires as 'cowardly' in the light of the background dis-
tinctions of worth, or I have inarticulate qualms or feelings that what I am doing is
not quite right. I experience a discrepancy between the claim implicit in the desire,
and the claim embodied in my background understandings.

46 Taylor 1989a, 523 fn2.



47

critical self-evaluation, critical evaluation of others are all matters of strong
evaluation, but there is no need to rename these activities.

Taylor himself uses "strong evaluation" also in the broad sense:

"[O]ur self-understanding essentially incorporates our seeing ourselves against a
background of what I have called 'strong evaluation'. I mean by that a background of
distinctions between things which are recognized as of categoric or unconditioned or
higher importance or worth, and things which lack this or are of lesser
value."(1985a/b, 3)

In this passage it is not the evaluative self-understanding that is called "strong
evaluation", but the understandings concerning the (higher or lesser) value of
things. (This quotation gives rise to a further question: the suggestion that
strong evaluation is concerned with "higher importance of worth" implies that
"lesser value" is dealt with by weak evaluation, but it is not clear that weak
evaluation deals with value at all. I discuss this below.)

It is worth noting that the right way to engage with valuable goals may in-
clude constraints as to the adequate motivation.

"[M]otivation enters into the definition of the higher activity or way of being in all
these cases. The aspiration to achieve one of these goods is also an aspiration to be
motivated in a certain way, or to have motivations win out in oneself." (Taylor 1985b,
237), "[T]he agent's being sensible to this distinction is an essential condition of his
realizing the good concerned. For our recognizing the higher value of integrity, or
charity, or rationality, and so on, is an essential part of our being rational, charitable,
having integrity and so on."(ibid.) 47

Insofar as Taylor's focus is on self-evaluation, one may get the feeling that the
first order values are a side-issue, that they matter only as a necessary means
for someone to be a righteous, virtuous person, "holier than thou". But there is a
contingent, contextual reason for that focus. Taylor's theme in the articles where
strong evaluation was first introduced is on the second-order concepts merely
because he wants to improve on Harry Frankfurt's views on self-evaluation.
Later Taylor does defend a moral realism where the first-order valuations and
conceptions of the good are at the center of focus.

To sum up, strong evaluation is strictly speaking a kind of self-evaluation
based on "qualitative distinctions of worth". In the broad sense, conceptions of
the good, evaluations of situations and evaluations of the motives of others also
count as strong evaluation. Indeed, the two levels are intertwined, because the
pursuit of some goods succeeds only if one has the right motivation. Therefore,
while the distinction between strong evaluation in the broad and in the strict
sense is important analytically, in practice they are intertwined in many ways.
First-order judgements are presupposed by second-order judgements, but

                                                
47 People can be "unconsciously virtuous", if they are good without knowing their su-

periority to others. Indeed, one cannot really be modest by trying to be modest. Yet
the saintly person "is necessarily moved by demands of charity in a special
way."(Taylor 1985b, 237).
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sometimes, in pursuing some goods, the right motivation is a condition of reali-
zation.48

Strong evaluation and small value

Can strong evaluations be characterized as concerning strong value whereas
weak evaluations concern 'small values'? If so, is not the concept of weak
evaluation contradictory, if it is supposed to be on the one hand desire-based,
and on the other hand based on (small) values? Indeed, Taylor's characteriza-
tion of "weak evaluation" seems to be inconsistent. On the one hand weak
evaluations include a desire-based definition of 'good', on the other hand the
examples Taylor gives seem to include 'small' values.

There is reason to think that Taylor's example of "weak evaluation" is ac-
tually a matter of deliberating about small values. In Taylor's example, someone
can be deliberating between a holiday in the south and a holiday in the north as
follows:

"What the holiday in the north has going for it is the tremendous beauty of the wild,
the untracked wastes, etc.; what the south has going for it is the lush tropical land,
the sense of well-being, the joy of swimming in the sea, etc. Or I might put it to my-
self that one holiday is more exhilarating, the other is more relaxing." (1985a, 16-17).

Taylor admits that these options do have different "desirability characteriza-
tions" (17). Yet, for Taylor, these options are not distinguished as to their intrin-
sic worth. A holiday in south is not more worthy, but one can opt for it simply
because one likes to. Weak evaluation simply takes as its premise that "I prefer
exhilaration to relaxation". Taken that way, it does indeed illustrate weak
evaluation. But so would a preference like "I don't like torturing". It would be a
mistake to link weak evaluation and small values, and strong evaluation and
strong values.

What then is the relation between strong evaluation and strong value? As
we saw, strong evaluation is an ongoing process or activity of assessment, or the
more stable background 'horizon of significance' or 'framework of distinctions'.
Strong evaluations are the individual judgements or convictions ("it is a major
insensitivity not to think that torture is evil"). The more or less strong worth or

                                                
48 In a recent interview, Taylor (2002c, 188) has expressed the idea of strong evaluation

as follows: "It just means that you see your valuing X as something that is itself right
or valuable. Ask yourself what it would be like if you lost this preference, in the case
that it is for ice-cream you may not care about it, but what if it is about caring about
people being tortured? Would you want to degenerate to that point? The other side
of this is expressed in moral admiration. You admire people that have a certain
valuation and as a consequence you would hate yourself if you would stop caring
about people being tortured.". "The concept of strong evaluation applies to the par-
ticular kinds of beliefs and stances that people have. It is a test for a strong evaluation
if, for example, someone would offer me a pill that would have the effect that I
would not care about X any more and I would recoil in horror as opposed to trying
it."
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value is what the motivation or an object can possess (it is insensitive not to no-
tice that torture is evil, torture is evil).49

In strongly evaluating the worth of some specific motivation, or specific
kind of motivation in general, the judgement can be positive or negative, and
the worth in question can be greater or smaller. Sometimes we end up holding,
or find out that we have held all the time, that something is of strong value, and
sometimes of merely small value. The point is that it already presupposes
strong evaluation to maintain that something is of not much worth. A process
of weak evaluation is silent on that question, it merely takes some goals as de
facto desired or preferred (and therefore holds them good in the 'weakly evalua-
tive sense'), whatever the intrinsic worth of the desires.

In order to know that a choice between two options (two kinds of ice-
cream or two kinds of holiday) needs no further justification, we have to al-
ready know the value of the options, and such knowledge is a matter of strong
evaluation. Therefore, the statement that the choice between two holidays needs
no further justification is a claim concerning the worth of the desires.

In weak evaluation, on the other hand, one does not qualitatively distin-
guish between different preferences at all: a preference for strawberry ice-cream
and a preference against torture are on a par. As soon as we make the judge-
ment that preferences for strawberry and chocolate ice-cream are of equal
worth, we are involved in strong evaluation.

Here we can complement Taylor's distinction with the help of Joseph Raz's
notion of "small value". Not all value-based evaluations (or evaluations sensi-
tive to the 'worth' of motivations) concern something of great significance. The
way Joseph Raz uses the notion "value" also includes what he calls "small val-
ues". (Raz 1999, 30). These are not dependent on desires any more than strong
values are, but it would nonetheless be odd to call them "strong" values. If even
the smallest of values are "strong", it is redundant to call anything a strong
value, it is enough to call it a value. The notion of small values opens up to us
the possibility of regarding the options "exhilarating vacation in the north",
"relaxing vacation in the south" as embodying value. It is intelligible to choose
either, but it would not be intelligible to spend the two weeks in the nearby
wasteland wiggling one's toes in the mud. That option has no value in it, it is an
unintelligible option, and the desire to do that would be worthless.50

One's strongly evaluative judgements concerning a given desire can there-
fore give three kinds of results: First, the desire may be unintelligible and
worthless, say, a desire to eat mud without it having any desirability characteri-
zations: without assuming it tastes good or has any beneficial effects; and with-
out eating it because it attests to one's free will etc. If one simply 'feels like it' or

                                                
49 N. Smith (2002a) distinguishes between strong evaluation and strong value. I am not

totally sure whether Smith thinks that different options have features in virtue of
which they possess strong value, or whether Smith distinguishes strong evaluation
as a mode of deliberation from one's implicit "values" i.e. value-understandings.

50 Taylor discusses this kind of unintelligibility in Ethics of Authenticity. The toes-in-the-
mud -example is Taylor's.
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one 'happens to desire it' this desire is worthless. Second, the desire may be jus-
tified or unjustified in terms of its responsiveness to "small values". For exam-
ple, my desire for non-menthol cigarettes, for a holiday in the south or for a
Carelian pie instead of cheese cake are intelligible in terms of "small values".
The desirability characterizations show that these desires are not totally devoid
of value, but that the values involved are not very important ones. Third, the
desire may be justified in terms of "strongly valued goods". It is very important
for me to not to accept the torture of people.

The mere having of a desire does not tell us which of the three categories
the desire falls into. It is a critical point often made against Frankfurt that the
same holds for second-order desires, and third, fourth, etc. That we have a sec-
ond-order desire not to desire to smoke can be a compulsive 'anti-smoking at-
titude' akin to the urge to wash one's hands. Then again, it can be based on the
small disvalue of the foul taste in one's mouth after smoking. Or again, it can be
based on the strong, identity-constituting value of one's being a good example
to one's children. What matters is not the hierarchical structure, but responsive-
ness to value.

Now, weak evaluation of the desire similarly refrains from posing or an-
swering the question of which of the three categories a desire falls into. Taylor's
example of holidays in the south or north is misleading if it suggests that weak
evaluation can establish or presuppose that something has small value (or dis-
value). It is more consistent to say that weak evaluation is based on de facto de-
sires, whose intrinsic qualities remain out of the picture (even in cases of strong
value and disvalue, like torture), and strong evaluation is a matter of question-
ing these intrinsic qualities. Strong evaluation also concerns issues of small
value (like holidays in the north or south).51 Therefore, only engagement in
strong evaluation can lead one to hold that something is or is not of strong
value, or of small value, or is worthless.

This re-interpretation of the distinction between strong and weak evalua-
tions not only makes the notion of weak evaluation coherent, but answers one
line of criticism of Taylor's theory. The criticism is that Taylor's theory has a
top-down character, and is "top-heavy" in concentrating merely on the big is-
sues. Taylor neglects small values and concerns. (see Smith 2002a, Williams
1995b). Taylor's theory may be vulnerable to such criticism, but re-interpreting
the notion of strong evaluation to cover not only big but also small values an-
swers this criticism. One has to engage in strong evaluation to know whether
something is of small or big value, and one's evaluative framework includes all
the values from big to small.

Does this do the trick of making Taylor's account of strong evaluation less
top-heavy? In what sense is there anything 'admirable' or 'noble' or 'praisewor-
                                                
51 I think one can also hold that in principle weak evaluation can concern desires that

do happen to have strong value, although the value is bracketed from the viewpoint
of weak evaluation. Engaging only in weak evaluation may be a moral fault in such
cases, but it is empirically possible to commit such faults. (Someone may decide be-
tween joining the Resistance and staying with one's ailing mother simply because
one option felt better at the time of the decision.)
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thy' or 'base' about desiring to eat an apple instead of banana? Is there any
value or evaluative feature to which I am responding in forming such a de-
sire?52

Indeed, the view that the desirability characterizations related to small
values are independent of my desires may seem counter-intuitive. But compare
the desires to eat an apple and a banana to the desire to eat human infants or
horse excrement or a saucer of mud. What makes apples and bananas edible,
are some real features: they taste good, are healthy, etc. The others lack the rele-
vant characteristics, which would make them fit objects of appetite. The desires
to eat an apple and a banana are evaluatively on a par (see chapter eight),
whereas there is something perverse in the desires to eat human infants or
horse excrement, and it is simply unintelligible to desire to eat a saucer of mud.
Presumably apples are of small value (for well-nourished people who have no
special personal concerns about apples etc.) The comparison to the perverse and
unintelligible desires shows how the desirability characterizations of small val-
ues are independent of our actually desiring them.

Such a realistic interpretation may make the theory less top-heavy, but it
may make it seem even more objectionable in being too realist or objectivist,
leaving too little room for the actual shape of one's cognitive-conative-affective
responses. In chapter twelve I will try to show that there is indeed plenty of
room for selections among goods, in relation to goods of big and small value.

Self-evaluation and the deontic detour

We saw, above, that strong evaluation covers both evaluation of the world and
self-evaluation. We saw that the latter presupposes the former, because we
must know the evaluative shape of the situation to be able to judge our success
in responding to it in our motivations.

Could it be that it actually presupposes more? For comparison, take Jo-
seph Raz's view, that an ethical theory must answer three kinds of questions: 1)
the value theory asks what is good and of value?, 2) the normative theory asks
what is it right to do, what kinds of reasons for action do we have and what
kinds of norms, rules, 'oughts', obligations and duties are there? Whose task is it
to do what? 3) The ascriptive theory asks how praise and blame are to be dis-
tributed.

"It is the job of normative theory to determine whose responsibility it is to realize this
or that value, whose responsibility it is to look after the sick etc. The theory of ascrip-
tion deals with the ascription of blame and praise to people who fulfilled or failed to
fulfill their responsibilities. It presupposes that we have a normative theory and
studies the normative consequences of failure to conform to the requirements of
normative theory."(Raz 1990, 12).

Here we see that between the first-order question concerning values, and what
was called the second-order question of praising or admiring some agents or ac-

                                                
52 I thank Nicholas Smith for pressing this question.
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tions or motivations for their responsiveness to value, there is the deontic ques-
tion concerning what is right. After all, responsiveness in situations is not
merely to value, but to reasons and norms as well. It may well be that it is val-
ues that are, or generate, reasons, but reasons and norms make a difference in
what is a praiseworthy way of pursuing goods. So in one sense strong evalua-
tion seems to provide an answer to the first question, preceding questions of rea-
sons, concerning goods and values. In another sense, strong evaluation seems to
answer the last question, which can be answered only after the normative layer
is already at place. This means that a full theory of strong evaluation would
demand an analysis of norms and reasons as well. This, I venture to say, ironi-
cally complements Taylor's criticisms of deontological theories for explicitly ne-
glecting the evaluative layer and the qualitative distinctions concerning worth,
while implicitly presupposing them. Now it seems that Taylor's theory in fact
makes the reverse error: in assessing one's motivations in a situation, one needs
to know not only the evaluative shape of the situation, but also the deontic
shape of the situation.

For example, if my sister is in trouble, I have a reason to try to help her. In
evaluating how well I act, it is relevant to know whether I tried to help her or
not.53 If it is a norm to drive on the left, it is relevant to know which side I drove
on, etc.

Paul Ricoeur's innovative appropriation of 'strong evaluation' can be seen
as making a similar point about the necessity of the deontic realm. Ricoeur ar-
gues that the relation between the self and the good is intertwined at all levels
of ethical theory: at the level of ethical aim, at the level of norms, and at the
level of judgements in situations. Paul Ricoeur uses Taylor's notion of strong
evaluations in an essay in which he tries to construct a plausible model of cor-
relation between the law and conscience. Like Habermas, he goes on to distin-
guish different levels. At these different levels, law and conscience are inter-
twined in a different way. Ricoeur refuses to see law as "immutable, universal,
constraining and objective" and conscience as "variable, circumstancial, sponta-
neous, and eminently subjective"(2000, 146).

At the fundamental level, Ricoeur identifies what Taylor says of strong
evaluations: on the side of the 'law', there is the distinction between good and
evil, and on the side of 'conscience', there is personal identity constituted in re-
lation to this basic discrimination (146). The ordinary conscience expresses and
variates the distinction between good and evil "in an extraordinarily rich vo-
cabulary" consisting of the qualitative distinctions between honorable and
shameful, worthy and unworthy etc. All these concepts express the desire for
the good life in different ways.

Ricoeur also follows Taylor in pairing the idea of the self and the good.
The question "who am I?" "finds a first outline of an answer in the modes of ad-

                                                
53 And less obviously, even when my sister is not in trouble, but I think she is, and

therefore there is really no duty for me to try help her here and now, it is, given my
belief, relevant in evaluating how well I act to know whether I tried to help her or
not. (Dancy 2001, 52-3).
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hesion by which we respond to the solicitation of strong evaluations."(148) The
different variations of the discrimination of good and evil "correspond to differ-
ent ways of orienting oneself in what Taylor calls moral space, ways of taking
one's stand there in the moment, and of maintaining one's place over time".
"And conscience, at least at this first level, is nothing other than this orientation,
this stance, this holding on". "[T]he polarity from which the polarity of law and
conscience derives can be summed up in terms of the pair "strong evaluations-
strong adherence"" (Ricoeur 2000, 148).

The next phase of analysis for Ricoeur is a formal Kantian analysis of "law"
in both the moral and legal spheres. Ricoeur identifies three features of law:
prohibitions, a claim to universality, and the relation of norms and the plurality
of persons. In the legal sphere the prohibitions call for external authority and
obedience, whereas morality is related to the internalization of the norm. In le-
gal sphere, external authority makes the claim to universality, whereas in mo-
rality the external authority is replaced with free, autonomous will. Further-
more, the mutual respect of persons for one another, demanded by the norm, is
internalized in morality. Such internalizations show that at this level conscience
refers to the "inward, willing obedience to the law as such, through pure respect
for it and not out of mere conformity to the statement of the rule" (151). Such a
voice of conscience is a voice of prohibition, of exceptionless universality and of
impartial respect for others as equally important as myself (152). At this level of
analysis, persons are not really personal individuals, but merely expressions of
abstract humanity.

The third phase of analysis is that of moral and legal judgement in a situa-
tion. Applying a legal norm to a particular case calls for very complex interpre-
tation. First, one needs to reconstitute a plausible history of the case, from the
rival versions. Second, it is not always clear which norm within the judicial cor-
pus applies to what case. Argumentation and interpretation are inseparable as-
pects of a process leading to a decision. This decision establishes what the law is
in such a case. It has juridical meaning only if it is fair and equitable. To it corre-
sponds the heartfelt conviction of the judge or the jury (153).

Application can proceed in the light of a corpus of relatively homogenous
laws, but there are also more tragic clashes between norms. Such clashes call for
phronesis, "wisdom in judgement", and they may involve reasonable disagree-
ment. "It is this tragic dimension of action that is left out in a wholly formal
conception of moral obligation."(154) Ricoeur thinks that even more tragic is the
conflict between a universal norm and human suffering. That conflict takes
place between respect for norms and respect (or care) for persons. Here, all one
can do is to do the apparently better thing, and follow one's conviction. Ricoeur
ends his analysis by saying that "Conviction is the new name that the strong
adhesion of our first analysis now receives, after having traversed the rigor, in-
transigence, and impartiality of abstract ethics, and having confronted the tragic
dimension of action."(155).

Ricoeur's analysis is highly suggestive. It places strong evaluation on the
plane of ethical aim, not that of legal or moral norms or judgements made in
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situations. Indeed, judgements in situations cannot be as identity-constitutive as
ethical aims are. It is orientation that is constitutive of practical identity.

Ricoeur's way of showing how the self and the good are intertwined on
the level of norms as well, suggests that identity is not constituted merely on the
level of ethical aim.54 For Ricoeur, the self is determined by its attachments to
good, by its relation to norms, and by its relation to judgements in situations.
While Ricoeur's distinction between three levels (ethical aim, moral norm,
judgement in situation) is helpful, it still needs further precision: what is the
relation between objective goods and personal orientation in analyzing the ethi-
cal aim? Further, while Ricoeur correctly shows the place that an analysis of the
deontic 'layer' must have, a more fitting account of the norms, obligations and
reasons for action might come from the direction of such analyses as Raz 1990
or Dancy 2000.

In any case, in evaluating strongly one's motivations as to how well they
respond to reasons and norms, one must take the sphere of reasons and norms
into account. Clearly the strongly evaluative vocabulary concerning one's own
worth or virtue assumes that we know what justice or morality demands, or
what more ethical norms and reasons for action demand from us. So there is a
sense in which Taylor leaves totally implicit an important factor, namely the
question of reasons, norms, obligations and other deontic concepts. Strong
evaluation in the strict sense is possible only when this 'layer' is already in
place: how could one succeed or fail in having the right kind of moral motiva-
tion if one does not have moral requirements or obligations implicitly in the
picture? After all, strong assessment of motivations reveals that some desires
may be totally permitted and innocent (the desire to swim), and yet totally in-
appropriate in some situations, because of the existence of certain obligations or
reasons for alternative action (one ought to console one's friend in an unforced,
willing way).

Perhaps, then, one should conclude that "strong evaluation in an extended
sense" covers our understandings of both the evaluative and the deontic con-
cepts, whereas "strong evaluation (simpliciter)" refers only to our evaluative un-
derstandings, and "deontic beliefs" refer to our deontic understandings. The
terminological issue is not the main point, but it is important to see the role of
reasons and norms in self-evaluation and in the constitution of identity.

1.5 Conclusion

Strong and weak evaluation

What distinguishes strong evaluation from weak evaluation? One's evaluative
convictions are beliefs, or stances or preferences, which are based on qualitative

                                                
54 Rainer Forst (1994) has analysed different contexts of justice and recognition, which

are in internal connections to the different aspects of the person.
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distinctions concerning the strong value of options, and which are so stable and
strongly adhered to, that they are constitutive of one's identity. The strong
value in question need not be moral, but can be ethical, spiritual or aesthetic. In
the broad sense of the word, these evaluative convictions are "strong evalua-
tions".

In the strict sense, one's strong evaluations are the self-assessments concern-
ing the worth of one's affective-conative responses to situations. They are not sec-
ond-order desires, but evaluative beliefs. These self-evaluations are also constitu-
tive of one's identity, especially as mediated through narratives concerning one's
success in living up to one's ideals and through recognition from others.

One's value-beliefs form a framework of strong evaluations, which can
also be called a 'moral map'. One need not engage with all of these values in
one's life. The moral map tells one not only where to aim, but also which values
to respect. One's own selections of goals can be referred to as one's orientation.

Some characterizations that Taylor links with strong evaluations are not
essential. Strong evaluations can be implicit, or more or less explicit. They can
also be more or less reflective, and more or less articulate. Both strong and weak
evaluations give rise to contingent and non-contingent conflicts. Yet strong
evaluations go together with depth. Strong evaluation in the strict sense has a S-
reflective structure, but the evaluative beliefs can be fully dogmatic and unre-
flected.

Strong evaluations in the extended sense

The preceding discussion in 1.3 and 1.4 made a host of distinctions concerning
the breadth of the concept of strong evaluations. Six issues were identified
where there may be different definitions of 'strong evaluatuion' given by the
narrower Kantians, Taylor himself and the suggested "extended" theory.

I defended Taylor against Kantians on two issues: strong evaluation cov-
ers all kinds of goods, not only one kind of goods (e.g. ethical), and strong
evaluation covers also categorical, not only optional goods.

On two further issues I suggested a clarificatory distinction within the
field strong evaluations: we should first of all distinguish more clearly than
Taylor does between one's own orientation and the general map of moral goods
which are in principle valid whatever my orientations. This distinction helps in
answering to the critical claims made by J. Anderson and A.MacIntyre. Sec-
ondly, we should clarify whether strong evaluation covers not only strict self-
evaluation but more broadly conceptions of the good and evaluation of situa-
tions, actions etc. Taylor originally made the distinction between two kinds of
self-evaluation, but has used 'strong evaluation' mostly in the broad sense,
which seems to be a reasonable conceptual choice.

On two issues I criticized Taylor, related to small values and the deontic
realm. If the distinction between strong evaluation and weak evaluation is to be
encompassing, one has to decide how 'small values' fit in. Relying on the sub-
stantive claim that judgements concerning small values differ from mere pref-
erences or weak evaluations, I suggested that the concept of strong evaluations
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should be extended to cover small values. If one for other reasons does not wish
to extend the notion of "strong evaluation" to cover small values, then the status
of small values must be accounted for in different ways. I think it is an easier
solution to say that while paradigmatic cases concern central, 'Big', or 'strong'
values, also small values are covered by the extended notion of 'strong evalua-
tion'.

The other critical claim concerns the status of deontic norms. If one does
not wish to include them under the concept of 'strong evaluation', one must ac-
count for their status in some other way. Given the close connection between
values, reasons and norms, it is not arbitrary to extend to the concept of strong
evaluation to cover reasons and norms as well. In any case, ascriptions of praise
and blame presuppose the deontic realm.

Thus, the extended notion of strong evaluation explicitly differs from
Taylor on two points, and suggests a clarification to Taylor's view on two
points, and agrees with Taylor against Kantian re-interpretations on two points.
I will end this chapter with a redescription of strong evaluation in the extended
sense: how does the addition of small values and deontic considerations fit with
the basic idea that strong evaluations are identity-constituting and based on
qualitative distinctions concerning worth?

Strong evaluation in the extended sense refers, first of all, to conceptions of
general goods and to one's own orientations and ethical aims. One's identity is
constituted both by one's attachment to the categorical general goods, and to
one's selection of the general optional goods. Strong values (and small values)
are these general goods themselves, not our conceptions of them. All these
evaluative concepts have normative or deontic counterparts: there are general
rules and norms, and we have conceptions of them. We also have 'personal
rules' relating to our personal orientation: they are the maxims which we try to
live by. Most central to our identity are general commitments which are not
specific to any kind of recurrent situation, and which do not individuate any
particular kinds of actions. Situation-specific and action-specific policies are
specifications of our general commitments.55 The self is internally related also to
'the right', not only to 'the good'. Further, our deontic understandings, both
categorical and personal, also structure our identity.

Secondly, the constellation of the bearers of these values constitutes the
evaluative aspect of the situation. Our first-order value judgements concern this
evaluative aspect. Again, there is a deontic counterpart. The constellation that
constitutes the evaluative aspects of the situation, also constitutes its deontic
aspects: there are specific reasons for action (and for belief, desire, emotion);
obligations, duties etc. We also make first-order deontic judgements. Our per-
sonal orientations and maxims are relevant parts of this constellation. The all-in
judgements we make also determine (and reveal to others) the kind of persons
we are.

                                                
55 See Lieberman 1998, and chapter twelve below.
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Thirdly, I judge my own factual motivations in the light of my general
conceptions of the good, and in the light of the evaluative shape of the situation.
Further, you judge me not only by my motivations but also by my overall
judgements. It may be that I evaluate my motivations favourably, because my
understandings of value are not very praiseworthy. But we also judge our fac-
tual motivations in the light of our general conceptions of what is right, and in
the light of the deontic shape of the situations. These second-order judgements
concerning persons (whether based on evaluative or deontic considerations) are
evaluative, or in Raz's terms, 'ascriptive': they are strong evaluation in the strict
sense, questions of praise and blame. They presuppose knowledge of how one
ought to act, and what one ought to see in a situation (everything relevant), and
praise and blame concern the question of how well one manages.

It is the extended sense of "strong evaluation" that can serve as the basis of
a moral theory, or a theory of evaluation and practical reason. An evaluative
theory would remain incomplete without a deontic theory. Evaluation of one's
responsiveness to reasons presupposes reasons to respond to. That such an ex-
tended theory is one of strong evaluation stresses the internal relation between
the self and the good and the possibility of orientations and reasons of one's
own, and that it is an extended theory stresses the complementary nature of the
evaluative and the deontic, and the need to keep all the three levels (general
conceptions, judgements in situations, assessments of praise) in the picture.56

                                                
56 Such an extended theory of strong evaluation would stress the difference between

what is objectively good and what is my orientation more than Ricoeur, Habermas
and Taylor do, and it would try to articulate the exact nature of the difference more
clearly than Taylor (thus answering J. Anderson's and MacIntyre's criticisms). It
would further stress the relevance of my orientation (in terms of objectively general
goods) to the judgements in situations more than McDowell or Dancy, and the in-
tertwining of the evaluative and deontic more than Habermas or Tugendhat, and it
could thematize the nature of the deontic level in terms of reasons for action (fol-
lowing Raz or Dancy, opposing the more Kantian suggestions of Habermas or Ri-
coeur). Therefore the moral theory defended here is only 'broadly Taylorian', it
draws from German discussions (Tugendhat, Habermas, Honneth, Forst, Rosa, and
implicitly also from Kant and Hegel); from Ricoeur and Merleau-Ponty; and from
English-speaking analytical philosophy (Raz, MacIntyre, McDowell, Wiggins, Wil-
liams, Dancy); and it suggests what I hope to be an original view.



2 HUMAN AGENTS AS STRONG EVALUATORS

In this chapter I discuss Taylor's claim that strong evaluation is inevitable for
human agency: without a framework of strong evaluations human agents
would be in a crisis which Taylor calls, perhaps misleadingly, "an identity cri-
sis". With a broad brush I introduce some of the essential background in first
three sections, and scrutinize the inevitability of strong evaluation more closely
in the last three sections.

I introduce first the distinction between the engaged perspective, which in
Taylor's view provides the correct approach to humans and values, and two
kinds of disengaged perspectives (objectivist and subjectivist ones). (2.1). Tay-
lor's ideal typical distinction (engaged and disengaged) resembles Sellars's
(1963) distinction between manifest and scientific image, but Taylor takes the
scientific worldview to be only one objectivist variant of disengaged views: the
Cartesian view of mind is detached from the lifeworldly reality, and is a variant
of a subjectivist disengaged view.

There are many aspects to Taylor's philosophical anthropology, based on
such an engaged perspective. He defends many "human constants" related to
humans as social, self-interpreting, embodied language animals. Although here
the focus is merely on one of the human constants, namely on the claim that
humans are essentially strong evaluators, I give a sketchy account of the essen-
tials of the broader picture in section 2.2.

Taylor uses transcendental argumentation in trying to show the inesca-
pablity of strong evaluation in human life. I will, following Nicholas H. Smith's
reconstruction, discuss Taylor's reasons for adopting such argumentative strat-
egy in relation to this issue, as opposed to so called 'ordinary language philoso-
phy', phenomenological description, hermeneutical interpretation, or strict
Hegelian dialectics (2.3). The central point is that although we may want to
stress the hermeneutical or interpretive nature of being-in-the-world, and the
constitutive nature of human self-interpretations, the few human constants are
true whether explicitly taken to be true or not: humans are self-interpreting
animals, or strong evaluators, even though they may hold opposing theories in
their self-interpretations (cf. Abbey 2000, 4).
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In a sense, Taylor's label for his claim, which he terms a "transcendental
argument" may seem to make heavy weather of a simple point: without strong
evaluation those aspects of life and experience which presuppose strong
evaluation would not be possible. These aspects of life include more or less eve-
rything that is peculiarly human. The arguments try to bring into focus these
dependencies: strong evaluations are inescapable for our lives as humans or as
persons, as opposed to 'mere' animals. To be fully outside the scope of strong
evaluation is to be in a pathological state. Various disengaged theories of hu-
mans neglect this. These are theories of human agency, subjectivity, personhood
or identity which have ignored this dimension of human life, or have not taken
it to be essential. Taylor's arguments are directed against such views. In this
chapter I will clarify the nature of Taylor's argument by distinguishing different
concepts (human agency, personhood, subjectivity, selfhood, identity) and
asking what it is exactly that strong evaluation is necessary for (2.4). The no-
tions of personhood and identity will be discussed in more detail in the next
two chapters.

The crucial point in Taylor's argumentation is made by the claim that for
someone capable of strong evaluation, the lack of a framework of strong
evaluations involves them in a terrible, frightening crisis, an identity-crisis. I
will distinguish several meanings of this claim and discuss their validity in 2.5. I
suggest that some "identity-crises" are not at all what Taylor has in mind. But
the point itself is valid: without a framework of strong evaluations, human
agents would be in a state of crisis. In the last section, I defend Taylor's view
against possible counter-examples, posed by Owen Flanagan and Paul
Johnston.

2.1 The disengaged and engaged perspectives

One crucial conviction in Charles Taylor's philosophical anthropology is the
untenability of both physicalist naturalism and dualism as general ontologies.
Taylor favours an engaged perspective on the human reality, and his claim is
that the nature of humans as strong evaluators is accessible only in the life-
worldly perspective. Taylor criticizes disengaged theories of human cognition,
embodiment, expression and practice in general, but in this study I will focus
on strong evaluators and values, and the necessity of the engaged perspective
for grasping them.

The global disengaged view 1: physicalism

The hermeneutical, culturalist or engaged view of philosophical anthropology
which stresses the constitutive role of self-interpretations, continues the Aristo-
telian-Hegelian tradition being opposed to both "objectivist" and "subjectivist"
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reductions, as well as dualisms consisting of both of these.1 Humans are em-
bodied agents, living in a world in an active and experiental relation to it. Hu-
mans understand the meanings of the world and orient themselves accordingly.
This can be called an engaged view, stressing one's engagements with the
world.2

What the different versions of objectivism and subjectivism have in com-
mon is disengagement from the perspective of the lifeworldly participant. They
can correspondingly be called the disengaged views. From the objectivist per-
spective humans, persons, subjects are studied from sideways-on, as parts of a
causally closed whole, as an outcome of its mechanisms or power fields. The
subject and the subjective realm (qualia, sensations, thoughts, perceptions) are
taken as products of causal antecedents.

Objectivism stresses the external, causal relation between the subject and
some fundamental reality, and this causal relation explains both subjectivity
and subjective phenomena. This kind of "explaining away" of subjects can be
backed up with the Humean idea that introspectively we do not perceive any
"ego" or "subject".3 Or it can be backed up with what Merleau-Ponty calls "em-
piricist" analyses of perception: single atomic 'sensations' are the building-
blocks of perception, and they are results of causal chains.4

The major variant of such disengaged objectivism, namely physicalist
naturalism, takes the fundamental reality to be the causally closed realm of
what modern physics calls 'nature', namely impersonal events governed by
laws of nature.5 The scientific worldview does not consider persons as basic
particulars.6 Subjectivity is either eliminated or reduced to such impersonal
events. Taylor differs from Sellars in thinking that the manifest worldview is
not reducible to any such scientific worldview. Taylor's views on the conceiv-
ability of mechanism are complex, but the idea is that the laws of nature are

                                                
1 For Aristotle's views on the soul, see De Anima or to some extent also Nichomachean

Ethics, and the essays collected by Nussbaum & Rorty (eds.) (1992). For Hegel's views
see Encyclopaedia subjective and objective spirit. Hegel's Phenomenology of the Spirit
contains important insights against various forms of disengaged (dualist or physi-
calist) views. See footnote 2 in chapter five.

2 Taylor 1958, 1959b, 1967a, 1967b, 1969, 1975, 1979a, 1979b, 1985a, 1985b, 1986a, 1989a,
1993b, 1995a. Merleau-Ponty (1962, 1963, 1968) and Heidegger (1962, 1993) analyze
being-to-the-world or being-in-the-world in a classical way, as well as Gadamer
(1960). This can be called the approach of phenomenological hermeneutics. Paul Ri-
coeur (1991) has clarified the relations between hermeneutics and phenomenology in
an illuminating way, for example, in his articles "On interpretation" and "Phenome-
nology and Hermeneutics".

3 "For my part, when I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble
on some particular perception or other, of heat and cold, light or shade, love or ha-
tred, pain or pleasure. I can never catch myself at any time without a perception, and
never can observe any thing but the perception."(Hume, Treatise, 1.4.6.).

4 Merleau-Ponty 1962.
5 See Sellars 1963. Churchland 1994, Armstrong 1968, Dennett 1978, 1982, 1987, 1992,

Parfit 1984, Pettit 1996.
6 Strawson 1959, Sellars 1963.
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real, but that human agency is not reducible to them.7 Further, subjecthood or
meaning cannot be reduced to non-meaning or non-subjects. Therefore, they
cannot be understood within the scope of the scientific worldview alone. 8

The major point is that the objectivist views subscribe to a dogma of dis-
engagement. In its ontological form this dogma states that what is real is inde-
pendent of human subjective reactions. In its epistemological form the dogma
states that one must neutralize human reactions, and adopt a disengaged meth-
odological perspective to gain knowledge of reality, undistorted by subjective
bias. Further, the scientific worldview claims to be a global picture, a rival to the
"manifest worldview".9 From these premises it follows that whatever may be
true in subjectivity, normativity and values is what can be grasped as a part of
the subject-independent reality. Given these assumptions, the details of the
suggested worldview are no longer so relevant, because the crucial step against
the engaged perspective has already been taken.

Reductive physicalism is an influential strand of such a disengaged
worldview, but so far there exist a number of "explanatory gaps" between the
programme of reductive explanation and the established results. Can the sub-
ject or the person really be reduced to the impersonal events of physical nature?
What about the mental sphere of experiences, including sentiments and voli-
tions? Can the normative relations which are necessary for "knowings" be re-
duced to causal ones? Can the intentionality of action be reduced to impersonal
events? Can languages, practices, institutions, and meanings ultimately be ex-
plained in terms of non-meanings? Can intersubjective relations be reduced to
impersonal subatomic causal events?10

                                                
7 Taylor 1964, "How is Mechanism Conceivable" in 1985a, Malcolm 1982, Scarrow 1981.
8 Other variants of disengaged objectivism can take the fundamental reality to be so-

cio-economic structures, or linguistic and ideological structures, or discourses and
fields of power. It has been suggested that these, too, are able to explain subjectivity
in toto. Hermeneutical philosophical anthropology does not deny that discursive
power, ideologies, linguistic and social structures can have coercive power, but yet
subjectivity is not taken to be reducible to them. On the contrary, human parole is as-
sumed to participate in the structuration of language and society, in the reproduction
of forms of langue. Compare to Giddens's (1984) views on structuration.

9 "A fundamental question with respect to any conceptual framework is 'of what sort
are the basic objects of the framework?' … The basic objects of a framework need not
be things in the restricted sense of perceptible physical objects. Thus, the basic objects
of current theoretical physics are notoriously imperceptible and unimaginable. Their
basic-ness consists in the fact that they are not properties or groupings of anything
more basic (at least until further notice). The questions, 'are the basic objects of the
framework of physical theory thing-like? And if so, to what extent?' are meaningful
ones. … [And] we are approaching an answer to the question, 'what are the basic ob-
jects of the manifest image?' when we say that it includes persons, animals, lower
forms of life and 'merely material' things, like rivers and stones. The list is not in-
tended to be complete, although it is intended to echo the lower stages of the 'great
chain of being' of the Platonic tradition." (Sellars 1963, section II)

10 In addition to Taylor's various writings (see fn 2), see e.g. Davidson 1980, 1986 and
1999, Brandom 2000, McDowell 1994, Nagel 1986 and essays for and against reduc-
tivism in Warner & Szubka (eds.) 1994.
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The global disengaged view 2: subjectivism and dualism

The irreducibility of the subject and the subjective sphere can lead one to the
opposite extreme, to the subjective disengaged view. Its starting point is the
immediate certainty and familiarity that we have with ourselves and subjective
events. Who gives objective, external explanations, is me, and I cannot reduce
myself to these explanations. Even though Hume never found a subject among
his states of mind, yet these states of mind are always someone's states of mind,
and in my case they are mine.11 Subjectivism is entirely focussed on one's self,
one's own subjectivity, as the realm of full certainty: If I doubt, I know I doubt.
If I believe that p, I can be sure that I believe that p.12 (Taylor, following Mer-
leau-Ponty and Heidegger, criticizes such a disengagement from the worldly
involvements and uncertainties, and a fascination with one's "inner realm").

Like objectivism, this subjective disengaged view too comes in different
forms. The Cartesian view about ego cogito and the related Lockean view about
the knowing subject (what Taylor calls the "punctual self") thematizes the epis-
temological side of this view.13 (One can point out that Taylor's idealtypical con-
strual of Locke, especially its practical aspect, has received a fair amount of fair
criticism.) The disengaged epistemology does not view the relation between
knower and the world as intrinsic. It is possible to have the representations one
has and yet doubt the existence of the world.

The Kantian conception of a moral subject, who is practically certain of its
own freedom and capacity for morality, thematizes the moral philosophical as-
pect of this disengaged view. (Other thematizations include various kinds of

                                                
11 On the criticism of the no-ownership view of mental events (assumed e.g. by Parfit

1984), see Strawson 1959, 94-7.
12 Merleau-Ponty criticizes the view that I could be fully certain of the subjective ap-

pearances, but uncertain of their objectivity. For example, can I be fully sure that I be-
lieve or think that I see an ashtray on the table, and yet more unsure about whether
there really is an ashtray on the table? Merleau-Ponty thinks I can be fully sure that I
believe I see only if I really see an ashtray. Really seeing differs from illusory experi-
ences, thanks to its aliveness and the vividness of its articulation. The same goes for
all kinds of experience, I can for example tell really loving from illusory loving. Mer-
leau-Ponty does not want to deny the possibility of errors, but on the contrary he
wants to point out that our views about our experiences are equally uncertain as our
views about reality. "In whatever sense we take 'thought about seeing', it is certain
only so long as actual sight is equally so."(1962, 376)

13 "Next I examined attentively what I was. I saw that while I could pretend that I had
no body and that there was no world and no place for me to be in, I could not for all
that pretend that I did not exist. I saw on the contrary that from the mere fact that I
thought of doubting the truth of other things, it followed quite evidently and cer-
tainly that I existed; whereas if I had merely ceased thinking, even if everything else I
had ever imagined had been true, I should have had no reason to believe that I ex-
isted. From this I knew I was a substance whose whole essence or nature is solely to
think, and which does not require any place, or depend on any material thing, in or-
der to exist. Accordingly this 'I' - that is, the soul by which I am what I am - is entirely
distinct from the body, and indeed is easier to know than the body, and would not
fail to be whatever it is, even if the body did not exist." (Descartes, Discourse on the
method, 32-3)
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projectivism). Sartre's view of radical choosers thematizes the existential aspect
of this view.14

All these views are dualist (or dual-aspect theories) and their central moti-
vation is the thought that humans are not reducible to mindless matter obeying
mere mechanistic laws of nature. Quite the contrary, humans are immediately
self-conscious, self-determining, self-defining beings. Dualism as such is not a
modern invention, it has Platonic and Christian roots. Yet the strict disengage-
ment between the subjective inner realm and the objective lawlike external re-
ality is a modern way of locating dualism.15

The dogma of "subjectivist engagement" announces that the subject and its
mental states can be studied independently of the states of the world. This
makes it possible to treat objectivity as secondary, perhaps constituted by the
categorizations of the subject, or possibly as a result of intersubjective agree-
ment, or in some realms, particularly the evaluative realm, as subjective projec-
tion. There is no epistemological problem concerning the subjective states, they
are assumed to be self-revelatory to the subject. Yet this gives rise to the episte-
mological problem concerning the world: how can subjective states, represen-
tations, refer to the world?

Such dualisms do not as such fare any better than physicalism on the is-
sues of the normativity of knowing and perception, agency, intersubjectivity,
practices, institutions, languages. In addition, they have tough problems of their
own, related to the interaction between the mind and body, or the mind and the
external world.

The engaged view

The engaged view holds that there is a manifest world consisting of persons,
groups, institutions and practices, living things, tools, works or art, roads and
                                                
14 "Our point of departure is, indeed, the subjectivity of the individual, and that for

strictly philosophic reasons. … And at the point of departure there cannot be any
other truth than this, I think, therefore I am, which is the absolute truth of conscious-
ness as it attains to itself. Every theory which begins with man, outside of this mo-
ment of self-attainment, is a theory which thereby suppresses the truth, for outside of
the Cartesian cogito, all objects are no more than probable, and any doctrine of prob-
abilities which is not attached to a truth will crumble into nothing. In order to define
the probable one must possess the true. Before there can be any truth whatever, then,
there must be an absolute truth, and there is such a truth which is simple, easily at-
tained and within the reach of everybody; it consists in one's immediate sense of
one's self." Sartre 1977, section 22. In the next section Sartre reveals that he views the
disengaged objective perspective as the only rival to the Cartesian-Kantian view.
Although Sartre stresses intersubjectivitity, he bypasses lifeworldly engagements and
meanings: "In the second place, this theory alone is compatible with the dignity of
man, it is the only one which does not make man into an object. All kinds of materi-
alism lead one to treat every man including oneself as an object--that is, as a set of
pre-determined reactions, in no way different from the patterns of qualities and phe-
nomena which constitute a table, or a chair or a stone. Our aim is precisely to estab-
lish the human kingdom as a pattern of values in distinction from the material
world."

15 Taylor 1989a maps this history. The idea of subjectivism and objectivism comple-
menting each other comes from Heidegger's views, and of course is related to Hegel's
way of grasping history in terms of such categories.
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bridges, forests and 'dead' matter, and these things have meanings and evalua-
tive features. 16 All living agents have a perspective into the world, they have a
world of their own, and they have purposes in the light of which some aspects
of the world are significant. Language animals have a language in the light of
which the world possesses various layers of meaning. All others, and not just
me, have a perspective on the world, and goals of their own. Everyone has ac-
cess to a same, shared world. There are practices and institutions that structure
their actions. The mental events not directly accessible to others are, however,
related to situations, and they are also expressed in gestures and behaviour.
This makes them understandable to others. The causal relations are familiar to
agents who have an agent's knowledge of how to bring something about. This
lifeworldly perspective does not need to make sharp distinctions between dif-
ferent realms.

The access to this lifeworld or "manifest world" is from the engaged par-
ticipatory perspective, and one's grasp of it is practical, emotional, and evalua-
tive rather than purely cognitive or descriptive. Although everyone's perspec-
tive is different, it is not radically subjective: others can access my visual world
by occupying the same perspective, and others can access the significances that
things have for me through shared experiences and conversations. The per-
spective is not radically objective either, the common sense assumptions are
challenged only by other views concerning the lived experience. The lifeworld
is historically varying: there is no single one common sense view of the world,
the common sense view is a historical product, possibly containing some in-
variable features.17

In total then, there are three "camps": the scientific worldview and other
variants of objective disengaged pictures, the subjective engaged perspectives
which are either affirmed on their own or in a dualistic union with the scientific
worldview, and then the engaged views. The engaged views differ in how "es-
sentialistic" they are concerning human persons.

Taylor agrees with Strawson and Sellars that persons are basic particulars
in the metaphysical picture that people rely on in their ordinary lives (see be-

                                                
16 "It is, first, the framework in terms of which man came to be aware of himself as

man-in-the-world. It is the framework in terms of which, to use an existentialist turn
of phrase, man first encountered himself-which is, of course, when he came to be
man." "What I mean by the manifest image is a refinement or sophistication of what
might be called the 'original' image.", "[T]here is an important sense in which the
primary objects of the manifest image are persons. And to understand how this is so,
is to understand central and, indeed crucial themes in the history of philosophy. Per-
haps the best way to make the point is to refer back to the construct, which we called
the 'original' image of man-in-the-world, and characterize it as a framework in which
all the 'objects' are persons. From this point of view the refinement of the 'original'
image into the manifest image, is the gradual depersonalization of objects other than
persons. That something like this has occurred with the advance of civilization is a
familiar fact." Sellars 1963, ch II.

17 How the perspective of different arts, religion, human sciences or philosophy relates
to the engaged-disengaged distinction is a further question. It seems that in Taylor's
(1989) view the distinction between the kind of engaged exploration that Montaigne
exemplifies and the kind of disengaged pursuit that, say, structuralism exemplifies,
can be found within all of these areas.
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low). The view that they are irreducible and have both mental and physical
predicates is critical of both subjective and objective disengaged views. Taylor
adds that agents stand in an internal relation to the world and to others, and
that they also have constitutive self-relations.

What is accessible from the engaged perspective is real, it is not mere 'pro-
jection'. Here the disengaged views would disagree, maintaining that what is
real is accessible from some disengaged perspective. The defence of the en-
gaged perspective is first of all comparative: insofar as subjects, persons, ac-
tions, mental events including sentiments, normativity including knowings,
non-causal intersubjective relations, practices, institutions, languages, cultural
meanings, common sense things like tables and bridges, common sense proper-
ties like colour or hardness cannot be reduced either to the scientific worldview
or to a dualism, there is no compelling argument against the engaged view.
Practical and evaluative reality is no more 'queer' than the 'descriptive' reality of
tables and bridges, and values are no more 'queer' than persons, actions, lan-
guages or interpersonal relations. To be sure, the nature of the relation between
subatomic particles and evaluative features is not clear, but neither is the rela-
tion between subatomic particles and sentiments. It would be a mistake to think
that an ontology including 'sentiments' would be less queer from the subatomic
perspective than an ontology including evaluative features. Further, if values
are 'projections' then presumably tables, practices, institutions, languages,
meanings, intersubjective relations are projections as well. Perhaps there is even
a stronger argument than a comparative one available for the defence of the en-
gaged perspective: a transcendental argument can be made that the proponents
of the disengaged perspectives have to rely on the reality of phenomena accessi-
ble from the engaged perspectives (subjects, normativity, agency). But secondly,
independently of the comparative and transcendental arguments it can be ar-
gued that even if everything else but evaluative features could be captured
from a disengaged perspective, it would not show that what can be captured
from the disengaged perspective is more real.

2.2 Philosophical anthropology and the engaged view

The engaged view supports a philosophical anthropology which is equally far
from a subjectivist "exaltation of the cogito" as from an objectivist "shattering of
the ego".18 According to it, both sides of the dualism have been construed
through disengagement from the lived lifeworldly perspective. In the life-
worldly perspective, the starting point is not an empty certainty that "I am I",
nor a view from nowhere, as in the objectivist views. It rather defends the
claims of the "manifest worldview", which is irreducible to the scientific world-
view, or to the subjective realm of representations or inner certainties.

                                                
18 Ricoeur 1992, introduction.
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The relevant starting point is the various internal relations of the subject:
to the world, to the self, to others. These relations are practically, socially and
culturally mediated. I may be as certain as Descartes about my subjecthood, but
about my own orientation in life and about many aspects of my identity I am
far less certain.19 In my life, there may be many radical choice -situations, which
affect my identity in many ways, but these choices always presuppose horizons
of significance. These horizons are not radically chosen.20 It may be, that the
Kantian categorical imperative is of help in testing maxims, but in building
one's identity and formulating one's maxims, it remains silent.21 My orientation
in life, my identity, my horizons of significance are formed by means of a proc-
ess which is socially and culturally mediated. Dualism in its epistemological,
ethical or existential forms cannot capture this in a satisfactory manner.22

We can take a closer look at the organizing ideas of Taylor's philosophical
anthropology, by comparing it to Strawson's and Merleau-Ponty's ideas.

Strawson-Frankfurt-Taylor

Taylor's theory of strong evaluation was prompted partly by Harry Frankfurt,
who put forward his own theory as a response to Peter Strawson. Strawson's
famous theory of persons opposes physicalist reductions and Cartesian dual-
isms, and defends a theory of persons as irreducible basic particulars, as psy-
chophysical entities.

In Strawson's theory, "person" is a logically primitive concept, just as a
material body is. Persons differ from material bodies in having not only spatio-
temporal location and material properties, but conscious states as well. This is
critical of both the Cartesian idea of immaterial substances and the "no-
ownership"-theory, both of which overlook the fact that the same thing, a per-
son, has both material and mental properties. What is wrong with the "no-
ownership"-theory is that all mental events and experiences are someone's expe-
riences. A subject cannot be a bundle of impressions, because each impression is
                                                
19 Ricoeur (1974, 242): "What I am is just as problematical as that I am is apodictic".

Compare: "[T]he subject is never given at the beginning. Or, if it were so given, it
would run the risk of reducing itself to a narcissistic ego, self-centred and avaricious -
and it is just this from which literature can liberate us. Our loss on the side of narcis-
sism is our gain on the side of narrative identity. In the place of an ego enchanted by
itself, a self is born, taught by cultural symbols, first among which are the stories re-
ceived in the literary tradition. These stories give unity - not unity of substance but
narrative wholeness." (Ricoeur, 1991d, 437).

20 Taylor 1985a, 29.
21 Korsgaard 1996 is an interesting attempt to unite a Kantian approach to the notion of

practical identity.
22 One peculiarity in the way in which Paul Ricoeur, and Charles Taylor to some extent,

defend the primacy of the engaged perspective, is related to the idea of detours: the
methodic perspectives are valid within the limits of their own scopes of validity.
Therefore Ricoeur throughout his career suggests detours through structuralist or
psychoanalytical readings, or through Kant and Nietzsche, and Taylor (see e.g.
"Peaceful Coexistence in Psychology", in Taylor 1985a) suggests a peaceful coexis-
tence in psychology, or is a realist concerning both natural sciences and persons and
lifeworldly meanings.
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already someone's impression, thus presupposing a subject. Strawson criticizes
Cartesian, immaterial subjects for being un-identifiable. Yet our ability to dis-
tinguish ourselves and our states from the external world presupposes that we
can identify both ourselves and others as subjects. These ownership- and identi-
fiability-considerations back up Strawson's view of persons as basic particulars
with both mental and material features.

Sellars's picture envisages a manifest worldview in which persons are basic
particulars, whereas in the scientific worldview the basic particulars are suba-
tomic particles. Strawson's defence of the irreducibility of persons implies a de-
fence of the manifest worldview in total. His program of descriptive metaphys-
ics merely describes the actual metaphysical scheme that we use, so it is no
wonder that he defends the manifest worldview.

As we have seen, Harry Frankfurt's equally famous theory considers
Strawson's theory to be a good theory of a certain class of subjects, but this class
is wider than that of persons. Not all Strawson-persons are Frankfurt-persons.
In Frankfurt's view the essential difference between persons and other animals,
wantons, is the capacity for self-evaluation, which can be theorized as second-
order volitions. Persons are beings for whom the freedom of the will can be a
problem. In Frankfurt's view his analysis preserves the intuitive view that only
humans are persons, while appealing to considerations concerning the species:
what matters is that persons have certain capacities, not that they happen to be
humans.23

Taylor opposes reductive physicalism and Cartesianism just as Strawson
does, but agrees with Frankfurt that Strawson's theory cannot distinguish per-
sons from other animals: "that one have an original point of view, is something
all agents fulfil. Something else needs to be said in answer to the question, what
distinguishes persons from other agents?"(Taylor 1985a, 99). Taylor's answer,
then, turns on the capacity for strong evaluation. He agrees with Frankfurt on
the centrality of certain kind of self-evaluation, but suggests that self-evaluation
based on qualitative distinctions of worth is the kind of evaluation which is
special in persons.

Merleau-Ponty and Taylor

While both Strawson and Taylor oppose both reductive physicalisms and dual-
isms, their viewpoints differ. Taylor builds rather on Merleau-Ponty in accept-
ing two guiding ideas: the ideas of internal relations and layers of meaning.24

Strawson defends the view that persons are psychophysical entities, but
does this in a more external manner than Merleau-Ponty. Whereas Strawson
talks about a causal relation between a material body (which usually is, contin-
gently in his view, just one body) and consciousness, Merleau-Ponty and Taylor
stress that the relation between the mind and body, or the agent and its body, or
                                                
23 See Frankfurt 1971.
24 See the interview by de Lara (1998) for Taylor's views on the influence of Merleau-

Ponty on his thinking.
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agency and consciousness, is an internal one. The body in question is not
merely a heap of matter, it is a living and lived body. Being embodied shapes the
world of the agent in ways which cannot be reduced to a causal analysis.25

Secondly, entities could count as Strawsonian psychophysical basic par-
ticulars, even if they had only an external, causal, relation to their surroundings
(I do not claim that Strawson claims this, only that the thesis about basic par-
ticulars does not rule it out). Merleau-Ponty and Taylor stress that persons are
not merely particular entities, located in a causally closed universe and obeying
its laws, but they have an internal relation to their world. Being-in-the-world or
being-oriented-to-the-world are essential. The active orientation to the world
and to its meanings is a key in understanding both the living body and the
mind.26 Taylor defends an engaged view claiming that the world-relation cannot
be abstracted from in the way that disengaged objectivisms or disengaged sub-
jectivisms suggest. 27 Here is Taylor's summary of Merleau-Ponty's conception
of the human subject as être-au-monde:

"Our primary access to the world is through perception, and this is essentially that of
an embodied agent, who is engaged with the world. We are essentially living beings,
and as such we act in and on the world; our activity is directed to the things we need
and use and the other subjects we engage with. We are thus inescapably open to the
world; and our manner of being open to the world, our perception, is essentially that
of an agent at grips with the world."(Taylor 1995a, 25)

A third internal relation, mentioned in the quote, obtains between persons. Per-
sons cannot be persons on their own. Relations or recognition are necessary for
personhood. (This claim will be discussed more closely in chapter five).

Such internal relations are constitutive of human experience in the same
way that rules of chess are constitutive rules, not regulative ones:

It has been pointed out that the rule about the queen's movement in chess is a con-
stitutive rule and not a rule for regulating an independently existing activity, because
the game of chess wouldn't exist without such rules as that the queen moves side-
ways and diagonally. Similarly here, the connection is constitutive and not mere cor-
relation, because we wouldn't have a subject with a field articulated like ours who as
a matter of contingent fact might not be an embodied agent. His being an embodied
agent helps to constitute his field."(Taylor 1995a, 25)

Another central point that Taylor adopts is the idea that humans are 'con-
demned to meaning' as Merleau-Ponty puts it. The idea is that humans can be
studied only through their interaction with the world, through their experiences
of the world. Whereas machines or tools have purposes only relationally, for
their users, or books have meaning only relationally for their readers, living
agents have their own original purposes, and they perceive their world in the

                                                
25 See esp. "Lichtung or Lebensform" and "Overcoming Epistemology" in Taylor 1995.
26 For example, T. Nagel's (1986) criticisms of reductivism seem to bypass this meaning-

ful relation to the world, as he stresses the experiental qualia-aspect of experience.
27 "In Taylor's view, to be an embodied subject is not essentially … to be the subject of

'mental' predicates as well as physical ones. And it is not to have privileged access to
an 'inner' world of conscious states. It is a matter of possessing the 'significance fea-
ture' non-relatively."(N. Smith 2002a, 55.)
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light of these purposes. Only those who have original purposes have a 'world'.
The human relation to the world is inescapably structured by layers of meaning
or significance (Smith 2002a, 1-5).

As living beings, we have purposes and desires. The perceived world has
significance in relation to these purposes. The structure of perception is always
that of things standing out against a background, and what stands out has some
significance, it is 'non-indifferent'. For example, when a prey animal enters the
sensory field of a predator, it stands out against the background. The world is
infiltrated with such significance. Merleau-Ponty's analyses suggest that the
world of embodied agents is always significant in a natural way that relates to
our possessing hands, feet and senses, or in short, a living body.

The purposes of human agents are not merely natural in that sense. Lan-
guage has disclosive powers, and linguistic beings have access to new purposes
and correspondingly new aspects of the world and new aspects of interpersonal
relations. These aspects are not independent of language, language is not
merely a neutral medium for gaining access for something, but language is con-
stitutive of specifically human purposes, desires, emotions and human rela-
tions. Some desires and purposes can have more significance than others in the
sense that "some matter more, are deemed to be more worth having or more
worth acting upon" (Smith 2002a, 2). We have linguistically accessible standards
against which we measure our actual desires: some desires and purposes are
more fulfilling, more moral, more 'mine'. (ibid.).

Now the emergence of strong evaluations infiltrates the human world
with strong values. Anything we experience is implicitly at the same time in the
realm of strong evaluation. The world is a kind of moral space, laden with
strong and small values.

Above we saw that the idea of internal relations, or constitutive relations or
'organic connections' is central for Taylor. The point about internal relations is
related to the point about layers of meaning: our relations to ourselves, the
world and others are culturally mediated, they possess meaning or significance
which languages make possible. Because they are meaningful, these relations
are open to re-interpretations, and humans always live in a hermeneutical cir-
cle, trying to make sense of the world, others and themselves. This significance
includes the layer of ethical and moral values, which is why Taylor says that
there is an internal relation between the self and the good.

The idea of internal relations is crucial in Taylor's criticism of various
modern patterns of thought: atomism, neutralism, physicalism, reductivism,
mechanism, projectivism, behaviourism, the various computer models of the
mind etc.28 Such "isms" forget that "a being who exists only in self-interpretation
cannot be understood absolutely; and one who can only be understood against
the background of distinctions of worth cannot be captured by a scientific lan-
guage which essentially aspires to neutrality."(Taylor 1985a/b, 3)

                                                
28 See especially introductions and papers published in Taylor 1985a and 1995a, but

also the other articles mentioned in footnote 2.
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The essence of humans

There are important differences between different versions of the engaged view
defended by different philosophers. The most fundamental differences in their
conception of humans concern essentialism, or the strength of the philosophical de-
fence of the engaged perspective. In the next subsection, I will discuss the dif-
ferences between ordinary language philosophy, phenomenology, Kantian
transcendental arguments and Hegelian dialectics. Another difference is the
scope of essentialism, or, so to speak, the length of the list of human constants.
The real challenge is to take all human constants into account, and yet nothing
but them. Taylor (1989, 112) has called this the "greatest intellectual problem of
human culture." There are two opposite dangers: to over-generalize and to un-
der-generalize. Another inherent danger of essentialism is to misconceive the
role of human constants for ethics: some human constants are indeed morally
worthwhile (the capacity to reason and lead a life), but some are bad (the ca-
pacity to make cruel remarks) and some meaningless (the capacity to scratch
one's back).

If humans are self-interpreting animals, it may be that that is the only hu-
man constant: there are some capacities which make self-interpretations possi-
ble, and everything else hangs on the content of those interpretations. "That is
what is contained in the slogan that human beings are self-interpreting animals:
there is no such thing as what they are, independently of how they understand
themselves. To use Bert Dreyfus' evocative term, they are interpretation all the
way down."(Taylor 1985a, 191)

Taylor seems to defend a much longer list of human constants, although
he has nowhere systematically offered a list. From Nicholas Smith's (2002a, pas-
sim) discussion the following list of human constants can be reconstructed: hu-
mans are (1) embodied agents and perceivers oriented towards the world, (2)
expressive language-using animals, and (3) social animals dependent on each
other in various ways.29 Further, humans are (4) strong evaluators and (5) story-
telling animals who grasp the unity of their lives as narratives. Finally, humans
are (6) inescapably in contact with moral sources and furthermore they are (7)
"religious" animals who can give meaning to death and suffering. (Smith does
not present them as a list but discusses them individually).

Such a list differs to some extent both from the more traditional marks of
human nature, focussing on free will, morality, rationality and the political na-
ture of humans, and from the modern "mentalist" criteria of personhood like
memory, mental sensations, volitions, consciousness, self-consciousness. Tay-
lor's human constants are closely related to the idea of 'layers of significance'.
Taylor in fact re-interprets both the more traditional ideas and the more modern
"mentalist" ideas in terms of embodied, expressive, embedded, engaged agents.
He sees reason and normativity as inherently connected with language, and he
stresses value-based substantive practical reason against procedural rationality.

                                                
29 I discuss this further in my review of Smith 2002a; Laitinen (forthcoming a)
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Taylor's discussion of agency does oppose mechanistic or deterministic theo-
ries, but it does not really refer to freedom of the will as much as intentional
agency. Taylor sees freedom as situated freedom, where action is intrinsically
related to the meanings of situations. And self-consciousness, too, is mediated
through the expressive agency: Taylor sees it as an achievement. Moral agency
and political participation are the aspects that Taylor focuses most on, and
these, too, he analyzes in terms of linguistically and culturally-mediated mean-
ings.30

It is worthwhile to make one important clarification. Taylor rightly criti-
cizes disengaged theories which assume only external relations between humans
and their world, and between humans and other humans, and which approach
even self-relations in an external, causal way (see e.g. R.Rorty 1994b). Yet we
must distinguish between two ways of approaching the internal relations, a
"thick" substantive approach and a "thin", structural approach. Taylor seems oc-
casionally to equate these thin formal analyses (for example Kantian or Haber-
masian) of the internal relations with analyses of them as external relations.
This would be a mistake. Indeed, the transcendental arguments can only con-
cern thin, quite structural descriptions of the anthropological constants. The
human constants that Taylor claims to identify are present in any particular
culture. Therefore to equate structural accounts of internal relations with exter-
nal relations is a major confusion. Indeed, although it is possible to also call an
analysis focussing on the abstract structures of the internal relations as 'disen-
gaged', it is disengaged only in relation to a particular cultural framework and
its particular values. It is still possible to verify claims concerning these human
constants from within the engaged perspective, and indeed this is what Taylor's
transcendental approach aims at. I will assume that the engaged perspective
can be studied at various levels of thickness, varying from thick to thin.

2.3 Why transcendental arguments?

The hedgehog and the owl: therapy, ontology and history

The different defences of the engaged view of humans against physicalism or
dualism differ in their philosophical strength, from ordinary language philoso-
phy, phenomenology, and transcendental arguments to Hegelian dialectics. The
task of such philosophical anthropology differs from two other tasks that
Charles Taylor has pursued: therapeutical arguments and philosophical history.
(Smith 2002a)

The therapeutic arguments consist of thematizations of various influential
but distorting assumptions which are often made in today's philosophical and
cultural climate. The purpose is to liberate those who are held prisoners by such
narrowing patterns of thought. This therapeutic task is a negative one, criticiz-

                                                
30 See e.g. Taylor 1985a, b.
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ing certain theories and assumptions, for example the disengaged views. The
constructive ontology of the humans, or philosophical anthropology, differs
from therapeutic arguments in being positive, aiming to establish a positive
view. It is in relation to this twofold task, a negative criticism of distorting
views and a more positive construction of alternatives, that Taylor (1985a, 1)
has ironically viewed himself pushing forward in a 'monomanic' way, like a
hedgehog. Taylor the 'hedgehog' defends some central insights of his philo-
sophical anthropology against disengaged views.

The third aspect of Taylor's philosophy is that of philosophical history or
the philosophical diagnosis of modernity. To some extent Taylor's points here
overlap with the therapeutic task: Taylor wants to write a history of naturalism,
secularism and atomism and show how they came to be such powerful presup-
positions. But Taylor's history is not restricted to a therapeutic task. It is at the
same time work in "retrieval" (1989, 520). In this respect, Taylor is less a hedge-
hog than an owl of Minerva, to use Hegel's metaphor for philosophy aiming at
comprehending its own times in thought.31

The Best Account -principle, common sense, and phenomenology

One thing that can be said in favour of the way things appear in the engaged
perspective is their plausibility in the light of common sense. But of course,
proponents of the rival views would simply say to this "so what? That's how
things seem to be, but there may be good reasons for believing that things are
not like that." The so-called Best Account principle that Taylor put forward in
Sources of the Self has often been taken as a somewhat dogmatic defence of
common sense assumptions. Taylor (1989a, 57) asks "what better measure of re-
ality do we have in human affairs than those terms which on critical reflection
and after correction of errors we can detect make the best sense of our lives?".

Whether or not the way Taylor puts things in Sources allows a reading of
Taylor's defence as dogmatic, during his career Taylor has considered several
options for the 'method' of philosophical anthropology. A study of Taylor's ear-
lier arguments shows that he actually has criticized others for a dogmatic de-
fence of common sense. Here I follow N. Smith's account of Taylor's dissatisfac-
tion with both ordinary language philosophy and pure phenomenology as pos-
sible methods for a theory of subjectivity. Taylor's reaching for German Ideal-
ism and the Romantic-expressivist-hermeneutical tradition is motivated by his
search for what he takes to be better argumentative strategies.

Taylor became acquainted with ordinary language philosophy when
studying at Oxford. Such a philosophy can defend human constants by refer-

                                                
31 Smith is right in pointing out that Taylor does not always clearly distinguish the

therapeutic and constructive tasks, the result being a "melange of therapeutic and
constructive argumentation, of transcendental and historical analyses"(Smith 2002a,
9). In this respect, Smith's book brings considerable clarity to Taylor's work. See also
Abbey 2000, chapter two, and Rosa 1998.
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ring to the common sense -assumptions at work in ordinary language use. This
was not sufficient for Taylor, as Smith (2002a, 25) has commented:

"The linguistic method was … hardly well suited for Taylor's project. First, it made
the question of human subjectivity accessible only indirectly through what we are
entitled to say about it in ordinary language. It therefore imposed arbitrary limits on
how the constitution of human subjectivity could be explored. Second, it failed to
think historically. This flaw was evident in the naturalization of common sense.
Third, its model of argumentation was insufficiently precise. It was implicitly com-
mitted to a certain ontological or metaphysical view but was unable to justify it."(N.
Smith 2002a, 25)

Of course, common sense ontological views may well be defensible, but the de-
fence is no longer a matter of linguistic analysis. "Prima facie arguments can be
given for siding with common sense: for instance, that ordinary language has to
prove itself in countless acts of communication, or that it embodies the practical
knowledge of past generations. But such arguments themselves have to be
proved against other rival claims and theories. And then, as Taylor points out,
we are no longer engaged in linguistic analysis, but some other form of argu-
mentative discourse" (Ibid., 24). Linguistic analysis in itself was insufficiently
critical for Taylor, as well as insufficiently argumentative, and too prone to
leave language and common sense 'as it is'.32

Unlike ordinary language philosophy, phenomenology has an ambiguous
relation to common sense. Phenomenology aims at a pure description of lived
experience, the nature of which is misunderstood by the natural attitude of
common sense. Phenomenological reduction insists that "we are to put on hold
our 'natural attitude' in order 'to make reflection emulate the unreflective life of
consciousness'."(N. Smith 2002a, 26). In the words of Merleau-Ponty (1968, 3):

"We see the things themselves, the world is what we see: formulae of this kind ex-
press a faith common to the natural man and the philosopher - the moment he opens
his eyes; they refer to a deep-seated set of mute "opinions" implicated in our lives.
But what is strange about this faith is that if we seek to articulate it into theses or
statements, if we ask ourselves what is this we, what seeing is, and what thing or world
is, we enter into a labyrinth of difficulties and contradictions. What Saint Augustine
said of time - that it is perfectly familiar to each, but that none of us can explain it to
others - must be said of the world."

Taylor, in turn, has an ambivalent relation to phenomenology. What the phe-
nomenological analysis yields is something that, as we saw, Taylor takes as his
own organizing idea: subjects are in intentional relation to the world, and the
objects of consciousness have significance which is related to the purposes of
the subjects as embodied agents. The agents are at grips with the world. These
meanings are not fully explicit and articulate, but any articulation always pre-

                                                
32 These criticisms would not apply to the John McDowell's recent defences of what has

been taken to be common sense realism. McDowell (1996) does argue against 'coher-
entism' and the 'myth of the given', so he does not simply appeal to ordinary lan-
guage. Yet Taylor seems to disagree with McDowell's quietist view of the origin of
philosophical problems. As Smith (2002a, 25) points out, Taylor thinks that philo-
sophical problems are real and arise from competing claims, they do not arise from
mere confusion.
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supposes a background of implicit practical and affective grasp. Taylor thinks
that phenomenology is a vital resource for the theory of subjectivity. Smith (31)
even points out that "much of Taylor's own work on epistemology will simply
recapitulate, from various angles, Merleau-Ponty's thesis that objective experi-
ence is only intelligible when set against a background, pre-predicative disclo-
sure of the world." One might add that the targets of Taylor's therapeutic phi-
losophy bear great resemblance to Merleau-Ponty's negative task of criticizing
naturalistic empiricism and intellectualism.

But Taylor also points out a problem he sees in the self-understanding of
phenomenology: the language and concepts used in phenomenological analysis
are historically contingent, and the search for a pure self-authenticating vo-
cabulary of phenomenological description will be in vain. This, Smith points
out, is something that Merleau-Ponty realized in characterizing the phenome-
nologist as a perpetual beginner. But still, phenomenological analysis threatens
to be as irrelevant for a theory of subjectivity as ordinary language philosophy
is: how is one supposed to find a presuppositionless language of description?
(This task, one may note, led some leading phenomenologists to turn to more
creative, poetic expression.) Or if one gives up that task, how is one supposed
argue for and to decide between rival phenomenological descriptions? (This is
the question that led to hermeneutical phenomenology which in general is Tay-
lor's direction as well). Further, even if one succeeds in giving a superior ac-
count of living experience, is it really ontologically relevant? In particular, as
Smith (2002a, 31-3) points out, how should one argue against the reductivists
who claim that how things seem to common sense is irrelevant, because it is
science that reveals the true reality? Smith points out that the young Charles
Taylor thought that phenomenology literally understood fails to reflect ade-
quately on how such validity is possible in the theory of subjectivity. Mere phe-
nomenological description is not yet an argument against reductivists.

This is the reason why Taylor takes up the idea of transcendental argu-
ments, indeed to back up phenomenological insights he draws from Merleau-
Ponty, and also to back up some common sense views. The pressing question
for Taylor is: even if ordinary language and lived experience presuppose a
pleasant view of human beings, how is one to argue that these views are correct
and the reductive views of natural sciences are not? (Note how far this is from
the supposed dogmatism of the Best Account principle. And in fact the BA-
principle itself asks "what better measure of reality do we have in human affairs
than those terms which on critical reflection and after correction of errors we can
detect make the best sense of our lives?" Taylor 1989a, 57, italics added).33

Transcendental arguments, dialectics and comparative reasoning

Transcendental arguments start with something indubitable, in Kant's case with
the fact that we have conscious awareness of something. The starting point is
                                                
33 Here one might ask, though, whether Taylor neglects the critical "anti-reductivist"

potential in phenomenology too quickly.
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supposed to be something that anyone, including skeptics, can be certain of.34

The next step identifies a non-platitudinous feature, which is claimed to be a
necessary or transcendental condition for the existence of the self-evident fea-
ture. In Kant's case, that understanding applies categories to experience. (Taylor
1995a, 21). Without categories our experiences would not be coherent and refer
to objects, they would be, in Kant's (Critique of Pure Reason, A112) words,
'merely a blind play of representations, less even than a dream' (see Smith
2002a, 61).

This claim is informative and substantive, but nevertheless it must be
'apodeictic' to be valid (Taylor 1995a, 28). Such claims must convince anyone
who understands them properly. The point is that we already, intuitively or as
part of our agent's knowledge, share the view that something is indispensable
for something else, but we do not usually think of it. Without explicit themati-
zation we may abstractly think about phenomena in ways which in fact violate
their boundary conditions. Skeptical challenges in general have this form, and
in Taylor's view, so do some eliminativist and reductivist views as well. 35

                                                
34 Supposedly transcendental arguments can concern both human constants and hu-

man "variables": also human variables have conditions of possibility. I focus here on
the role of transcendental arguments in defending claims about human constants. In
such cases, each transcendental argument starts with a human constant, which is it-
self indubitable. This human constant is simply presupposed by the argument.
Whatever the success of transcendental arguments, some human constants will re-
main unargued for. This is where Hegelian dialectical argumentation tries to estab-
lish more than transcendental arguments.

35 Taylor (1995a, 26) points out that there are limits as to how strong ontological and
explanatory conclusions transcendental arguments can establish. I think he is right
about the explanatory implications, but a bit too modest about the ontological ones:
"If we took this as an ontological thesis concerning the nature of man, from which we
ought to be able to derive conclusions, for instance, about how human action,
thought, or perception should be explained, then we would be exceeding the poten-
tial scope of the argument. If we really are embodied agents in this sense, then no dualistic
account of our thoughts or action will be valid; nor will a reductive mechanic thesis be valid,
since it takes no account of the categories of embodied agency, but treats us as bodily beings
essentially on the same footing as inanimate nature. But no conclusion this strong can be
drawn from such an argument. What is shown is that ... we are inescapably to ourselves
embodied subjects. Put in other terms, we can't effectively exercise subjectivity, and
be aware of the world, without a sense of ourselves as embodied subjects; for this
sense is constitutive of our awareness. But this doesn't assure us that we can't give an
account of what underlies this experience and thought in, say, reductive neurophysi-
ological terms. ... For the possibility remains open that what we are in our own self-
awareness may be in important ways misleading; a deeper level explanation of the functioning
of human beings might be based on quite other principles."(1995a, 26. Italics added). Yet,
"while it may not show that a reductive mechanistic account is impossible, a proof
that we are inescapably embodied agents to ourselves does show the form that any
account must take which invokes our self-understanding. And this is decisive for the
greater part of anthropology, politics, sociology, linguistics, psychoanalysis, devel-
opmental psychology, in short virtually the entire range of human sciences as we
know them."(1995a, 27. Italics added). Taylor is right that human scientific explana-
tions must take into account necessary features of human experience, and that there
may be valid natural scientific theories. But Taylor restricts the ontological relevance
of transcendental arguments too much: the arguments establish that things must be
certain way to seem certain way. Because the world inevitably seems to us like a world
of an embodied being, we must be embodied, or then the deeper level explanations
must explain why things seem certain way. If a 'reductive mechanistic thesis' cannot
explain this, then it cannot be the whole truth ontologically speaking (even though a
mechanistic explanation may explain something).
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When a transcendental argument is over with, we have access to two in-
dispensable features, two human constants, instead of the one we began with
and the other we did not initially realize was indispensable. Hegel's dialectical
arguments would provide even stronger support for philosophical anthropol-
ogy. Hegel's dialectics would not presuppose any human constants to begin
with, they would argue for the necessity of each of them (or leave them fully
unargued, if they are empirical contingencies). Taylor does not, however, be-
lieve that Hegelian arguments will be defensible in the end. In his view, the
drawback of Hegel's model of argumentation, when read in a strict way, is that
on the one hand it does not work outside Hegel's own ontological vision (given
the connection between a certain view of infinity and the assumption of the ca-
pacities of reason to grasp the essential structure of everything that there is, and
to articulate the essentials in a self-validating system), and on the other hand, it
does not work even there. Taylor thinks that Hegel's proofs do not meet the
strict conditions they would need to. This would require a closer scrutiny,
which cannot and need not be done here.36 Hegel's views would provide an
even stronger defence of the human constants, but transcendental arguments, if
successful, suffice for our purposes.

Taylor has little positive to say of Hegel's strict dialectics, but he thinks
Hegel's system is full of insights which we can try to separate from Hegel's
system and take onboard simply because of their independent validity.37 For
example, Taylor's own hermeneutical view of the relation between implicit and
explicit understanding does have a dialectical flavour to it: the implicit and ex-
plicit levels are different 'forms' for the same 'content', and yet the alteration of
the form changes the content. In the so called "interpretative dialectics" the
philosophical system does not even aim to be ultimately self-validating. In-
stead, philosophy remains in a hermeneutical circle with our pre-
understandings, with embodiments of "objective spirit", and art and religion. In
this respect, philosophy uses the same starting-point as the human sciences -
their raw materials are the interpretations that humans have. It is presumably
then the nature of the questions that differentiates interpretive philosophy form
human sciences, but both are caught in a hermeneutical circle where there are
no such indubitable starting points as in transcendental arguments. But of
course, one transcendental argument can be construed from the mere existence
of the processes of interpretation: no matter what the interpretations are, that
there are interpretations shows that humans are self-interpreting animals,
whether they agree or not.

In Taylor's writings on intercultural comparison and practical reasoning,
Taylor has discussed a further, comparative mode of reasoning.38 They are
weaker arguments suited for moral disagreements, but they have in fact some-

                                                
36 Taylor 1972, 1975, 1979a.
37 I think there is in fact more to learn from Hegel's views.
38 On Taylor's views concerning the relations between transcendental arguments, inter-

pretation and comparative practical reasoning, see Taylor 2002c, 183-191.
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thing in common with transcendental arguments: they both appeal to implicit
views. In transcendental argument the Arguer A shows the connection between
two considerations. The person P agrees that an explicit view E is indubitable.
The argument further shows that F is E's precondition. Arguer A merely points
out to P what P has already presupposed.

In moral disagreement an arguer A and a person P simply disagree on G,
which is not a precondition of anything more certain than G. Arguer A tries to
invoke P's intuitions, or make P see that G is better than non-G. The point is
merely comparison of "G and everything that hangs with it" and "non-G and
everything that hangs with it". In transcendental arguments there is no room for
comparison at this point, because "what hangs with G" would be something in-
dubitable.39

So the strongest valid arguments for philosophical anthropology seem to
be transcendental ones, which are stronger than "interpretive dialectics", but
which do not add up to self-justifying systems of the Hegelian type. Strict dia-
lectical arguments would be stronger, but in Taylor's book, they are not valid.
Taylor's study of Kant and Hegel enabled him to reinterpret Merleau-Ponty's
analysis of embodied agency as a form of transcendental argumentation as well.
(Taylor also interprets Hegel, Wittgenstein and Heidegger as providing related
transcendental arguments). Kant's own argument went only half-way: not only
categories of understanding, but embodiment as well is a necessary condition of
our intentionality, as Hegel and Merleau-Ponty have stressed. It is possible that
Merleau-Ponty would not have found such arguments interesting. Be that as it
may, Taylor does take some of Merleau-Ponty's points as transcendental argu-
ments, and provides some of his own.

Note that while the inevitability of some human constants can be argued
for transcendentally, the majority of Taylor's arguments, as well as the argu-
ments in this study, are 'phenomenologically sensitive comparative arguments'.
Such arguments try to establish what is the 'best account so far', given the phe-
nomena of ordinary life and experience. Here the Aristotelian attempt to pre-
serve the phenomena, the confidence of common sense realism in the epistemic
relevance of ordinary life, and the phenomenological interest in living experi-
ence shake hands with a constructive and analytical task of making clear the
models or conceptions defended, as well as with the argumentative attempt to
answer criticisms and criticize rivals. The comparison is sometimes made
against ideal-typical constructions (e.g. "the dogmas of disengagement"), some-
times against particular claims by particular philosophers.

                                                
39 See "Explanation and Practical Reason", "Transcendental Arguments" in Taylor

1995a.
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2.4 The inevitability of strong evaluation:
humans, persons, subjects and selves

Charles Taylor uses the notions of human agency, human subjectivity, person-
hood, selfhood and identity interchangably in defending the claim that strong
evaluations are inescapable (Abbey 2000, 57). In Taylor's view, "the capacity for
strong evaluation in particular is essential to our notion of the human subject ...
Without it an agent would lack a kind of depth we consider essential to hu-
manity". Or, "the capacity for ... strong evaluation is an essential feature of a
person", (1985a, 43) or "undamaged human personhood" (1989a, 27). Further,
our identity is "defined by our fundamental evaluations" (1985a, 34).

It is, however, important to distinguish between these various notions.
The sense in which strong evaluation is inevitable for personhood and for iden-
tity is different. Yet I think there is a core idea, which Taylor tries to capture
with these partly overlapping concepts. The crucial distinction that Taylor
makes is between animals who are agents, subjects and possibly 'selves' in some
sense, but who are not capable of strong evaluation on the one hand, and be-
tween agents, subjects and selves, who are capable of strong evaluation and
therefore count as persons on the other. Persons are self-defining in a stronger
sense than other animals, and their orientation in life, their identity, is based on
strong evaluation.40

I think the distinction between strong evaluators and other kinds of ani-
mals is ultimately circular. It is possible to be a sentient subject of experiences
without being a strong evaluator, and it is possible to pursue goals like food
and drink without being a strong evaluator. In some liberal sense of 'value' such
subjects experience the pleasures of successfully pursuing natural goals as
'valuable'. But this does not mean that they could feel moral outrage when
someone violates norms, or that they could reasonably be held responsible for
their actions, or that they could pursue culturally and linguistically mediated,
strongly valuable ends. Even though other animals pursue what is naturally
good for them, they do not follow rules or obey norms. 41

Strong evaluators are agents of a special kind who are capable of pursuing
moral and other strongly-valued goals, and they are special a kind of subjects of
experience, who are aware of values and norms, and who react emotionally to
violations of these norms. The capacity for strong evaluation is a precondition
of the 'peculiarly human' kinds of agency and experience.

                                                
40 Taylor 1985a, especially "The concept of a person" as well as 1985c.
41 In this sense it might be more appealing to draw the core distinction in deontic and

not in evaluative terms, that is, between the animals capable of responding to deontic
considerations and other animals. Yet there may be similar difficulties in distin-
guishing the relevant kind of normativity from the kind of "rule-following" or re-
sponsiveness to standards that a cat exhibits when it refuses to eat fishmeal below
certain quality. See Taylor 1985a, 102.



79

Taylor's demonstration of the inevitability of strong evaluation concen-
trates on 'identity': to lack the framework of strong evaluations is to experience
a terrifying identity crisis. Before going on to the identity-crisis argument, let
me take a brief look at the relationship of strong evaluations to the other con-
cepts. Strong evaluations could be inescapable for (a) human agency, (b) per-
sonhood, (c) selfhood, (d) subjectivity, (e) identity.42 Keeping these concepts
separate can clarify the argument considerably. (I will in the next two chapters
return to the notions of personhood and identity).

(a) In Taylor's view, we are first and foremost humans, embodied agents.
There are two concepts of "a human being": first, a strictly biological one, that of
homo sapiens sapiens. Clearly it is possible to be human in that sense without be-
ing a strong evaluator. No-one is a strong evaluator when newly born, and hu-
man children raised by wolves may never become strong evaluators. Yet as
members of certain biological species, we have the potential capacity to become
strong evaluators (the moral and empirical adequacy of this assumption is dis-
cussed in the next chapter).

The other sense of 'human' is bound up with the idea of humans as moral
agents or persons: as actual strong evaluators we realize what is really distinc-
tive of humans as opposed to other animals. Strong evaluations may well be
necessary for human agency in that sense. The characterization of 'human' in this
sense proceeds in strongly evaluative terms: humans are capable of moral
agency, capable of artistic creation, capable of self-determination and auton-
omy, capable of self-realization, capable of pursuing social forms like democ-
racy and justice etc. Note that this can be an essentialist claim about species:
while there are members of the species who are not (at the moment) strong
evaluators, these members of the species have not realized their essence. Some
other species do not have the capacity for strong evaluations, and insofar as
they do, we should regard them as persons as well.

Now clearly not all agents are strong evaluators; agents belonging to many
other animal species for example. Even members of the species homo sapiens, if
raised by wolves, do not actualize their capacity for strong evaluation. Yet they
are agents, and human, but not "human agents" in the latter, strongly evaluative
sense. Taylor claims that it would be "pathological" for humans to be in such a
condition. From the viewpoint of others, an agent without a framework of
strong evaluations

"has gone way beyond the fringes of what we think as shallowness: people we judge
as shallow do have a sense of what is incomparably important, only we think of their
commitments trivial, or merely conventional, or not deeply thought out or chosen.
But a person without a framework altogether would be outside our space of inter-
locution; he wouldn't have a stand in the space where the rest of us are. We would
see this as pathological." (Taylor 1989a, 31). 43

                                                
42 Paul Johnston (1999, 102) claims, without reference, that Taylor thinks strong evalua-

tion is necessary for intentionality. It is, however, clear that Taylor thinks that not all
agents and subjects of intentional states are strong evaluators. See Taylor 1985a,
1985c.

43 Compare to Taylor 1994d, 209: "To begin to lose one's orientation is to be in crisis,
and to lose it utterly is to break down and enter a zone of extreme pathology."
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The claim that humans are strong evaluators is not 'merely' a phenomenological
point, it is rather "an exploration of the conceivable in the human life, an ac-
count of its 'transcendental conditions'"(1989a, 32). A life which violated such a
condition would not be recognizably human: "[T]he imagined agent of natural-
ist theory is a monster" (1989a, 32).

Note that Taylor does not claim that those unfortunate members of the
human species, who are not actually strong evaluators (because of lack of hu-
man education, or for reasons of serious retardation), are necessarily monsters.
The point is not to label those actual humans. The point is to discredit theories
which fail to notice such a central feature of human agency. It is of course a
criticism of a theory that it fails to be true of the majority of cases, whether the
remaining minority is better off or worse off than the majority. In the case of
strong evaluations, those who are human, and agents, but not strong evaluators
are worse off. Those who are humans, and agents, but lack strong evaluations,
are in Taylor's view in a "pathological" condition.

What about people who simply seek pleasure, or foster their careers, and
who do not care about others or about moral codes?44 They are strong evaluat-
ors if success in seeking pleasure, or in making a career, matters to them and if
they for example feel pride when they compare their success to that of others.
They are one-dimensional, or shallow, or immoral, but nevertheless strong
evaluators. One test is that if a person can be insulted, the person is a strong
evaluator: there are things that are of value to the person, and the insult mocks
those things of value. Even shallow, one-dimensional, immoral agents may be
strong evaluators (see 2.6).

Human agency (as opposed to mere membership in the species homo
sapiens sapiens) is the central phenomenon which is not possible in the absence
of a framework of strong evaluations.

(b) The concept of personhood, too, is twofold: it refers to moral agents and
moral patients.

As an ontological category it refers to (human) agents who have the requi-
site person-making features, such as rationality, self-consciousness or morality.
This is the second sense of human agency just mentioned. The capacity for
strong evaluation is relevant, even criterial of personhood. By definition, (ac-
tual) persons are strong evaluators.

As a moral and legal category, 'person' refers to holders of rights and
moral status, to "ends in themselves" in the Kantian formulations. In chapter
three I will focus on persons as strongly valued. I will ask whether it is only ac-
tual moral agents who are entitled to such rights, or in addition potential per-
sons like the neonates, or perhaps their somewhat unfortunate conspecifics as
well, who may lack the relevant potentials altogether. This means that the rele-
vant transcendental argument concerns persons as moral agents, not as moral
patients. It is possible to be a moral patient even without being an actual strong

                                                
44 I thank Michael Peacock for posing a similar question.
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evaluator oneself. (But of course, without strong evaluation, there would be no
moral patients either.)

Here the focus is therefore on personhood as an ontological category (of
moral agents), not on the evaluative category (of moral patients). Even if the
moral category may encompass others than actual strong evaluators, perhaps
the ontological category includes only strong evaluators?

While some agents (like Harry Frankfurt's "wantons") do act based on
simple desires or simple weak evaluations, such agents do not count as persons.
To be a person is to act, or at least to be able to act, on strong evaluations. In-
deed, this seems to be the way Taylor puts things in "What is Human Agency?",
where he suggests that strong evaluations are an alternative way to capture the
essence of human agency, in comparison to Harry Frankfurt's theory of "sec-
ond-order desires".

The core idea can be put in terms of human agency (as opposed to mere
biological membership) or in terms of (ontological) personhood as moral
agency (as opposed to one's status as a moral patient, which is dependent on
strong evaluation in another sense).

(c) The term 'subject' can be used technically to refer to the subject of expe-
riences, the knower or feeler. It is the center of awareness and the origin of self-
determinations and self-definitions. "To be a subject is to be aware of the world"
(Taylor 1995a, 22). But the "subject" need not be taken substantively as a sepa-
rate "ego cogito". The capacity to be conscious, self-conscious and self-
determining can be taken as capacities of the human agent, or person.

Now subjects of experience come in different degrees of complexity and
development: most importantly, some are sapient thinkers, knowers and evalu-
ators, some are merely sentient beings. 45 This distinction between sapience and
'mere' sentience coincides with that between moral and rational agents (per-
sons) and other agents.

Given this distinction, we can say that clearly there can be sentient and
intentional subjects, who are not capable of strong evaluation. It is rather human
subjects, or again, subjects as persons, who are capable of having moral emo-
tions and strongly evaluative responses to situations. Subjects of value-
experiences or moral experiences are necessarily strong evaluators.

Humans have moral feelings and they respond to the imports of situa-
tions. They have feelings of "gratitude, resentment, forgiveness, love, and hurt
feelings." (Strawson 1982, 62). Analyzing these shows how much it matters to

                                                
45 Or, to borrow Hegel's threefold distinction in his philosophy of subjective spirit,

subjects can in principle be merely sentient, and unaware of the distinction between
self and not-self. Or then they can be intentionally aware of the world and capable of
drawing the distinction between the self and the not-self. Finally, they can be capable
of gaining a perspective in which they can question the absoluteness of the distinc-
tion between self and the not-self and see themselves as finite aspects of the totality.
It may be that some real creatures are merely sentient, while others can distinguish
themselves from the world. But only the more developed subjects can detach them-
selves from the egocentric perspective and adopt a universal "viewpoint of the
whole". In Taylor's view, no absolute standpoint or a standpoint of the whole is
needed for strong evaluations.
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humans "whether the actions of other people - and particularly of some other
people - reflect attitudes towards us of goodwill, affection, or esteem on the one
hand or contempt, indifference, or malevolence on the other." (Strawson 1982,
63). Such feelings and reactions presuppose frameworks of strong evaluation.
This is a transcendental argument as well: strong evaluations are the condition
of such feelings. Taylor calls those emotions "peculiarly human" which presup-
pose that one aims at dignity, integrity and the good life, for example shame,
moral indignation etc. Without such feelings, the human lifeform would be to-
tally different, it would lack what is human in it. Being the subject of peculiarly
human experiences presupposes strong evaluation. This argument is in a sense
circular, but its point is to awaken the sense of how pervasive a role strong
evaluations have in our lives as subjects.

Thus the core idea can be put in terms of human agents, human subjects or
(ontological) persons, as opposed to non-rule-following agents and merely sen-
tient subjects. (Thus the 'human' in question is not biological but evaluative, and
the 'person' in question does not refer to moral patients, but to agents; even if
extensionally these would coincide). While the argument concerning human
agency starts from the necessity to set oneself ends, the argument concerning
humans as subjects of experience points out the way in which strong evaluation
structures our perceptions and emotions. Whereas animal perception is struc-
tured in terms of natural significance that food, mates, prey, predators have,
human perception is structured in terms of cultural meanings. What is it like for
humans to transcend the framework of natural significances that animals have,
and yet have no culturally provided framework of human significance either?
One could imagine that it is to experience the world in a clear and distinct,
value-free manner, but given the pervasive role that practical meanings, signifi-
cance, evaluations have, it is more realistic to think that a person in that state
would actually have an unstructured, incoherent experience, which is "less even
than a dream". The reason for the incoherence is that if experiences on the
whole have no meaning or no guiding interest, they lack any principle of 'classi-
fication' or structure, which would make sense of them.

We can therefore distinguish two transcendental arguments concerning
the inevitability of strong evaluation for subjects of experience, a moderate and
a radical one: the moderate one claims that if one has neither a framework of
natural significance (prey, mate, predator etc) nor a culturally mediated frame-
work of strong evaluation, then one cannot have evaluative experience. One
lacks the peculiarly human register of emotions, volitions and cognitions (as
well as the purely natural register, which governs non-sapient beings). One's
world is truncated and flat, but possibly coherent. The radical claim adds a
premiss that purely value-free experience is impossible, because experience is
always structured along various axes of significance. One's world is not only
truncated and flat but also incoherent. The problem with this argument is that
the crises of meaninglessness can take a form where the world of the subject is
structured (in addition to frankly value-free concepts) along the lines of "what
they call X", where "X" can stand for value-terms, which have lost their meaning
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or significance for the subject. The world is coherent, but superficial, meaning-
less, void of value. 46

The core argument which links agency and subjecthood together makes
the moderate point. The truncated value-free world does not help to determine
one's goals: if one does not experiences anything as worthwhile, then one can-
not set oneself goals (in a non-arbitrary manner). The natural goals of animals
structure their natural perceptions, and their perceptions guide their pursuit of
their goals, but a human person lacking the framework of strong evaluation
lacks that layer of experience and action.

(d) The notion of a self is, again, twofold: it refers both to the subject of ex-
periences and the 'object' of self-reference, self-interpretation and self-definition.
We already discussed subjecthood, and saw that the core idea can be put in
terms of sapient subjects (as opposed to merely sentient ones).

It may be that certain kinds of self-definitions, and therefore certain kinds
of selves, presuppose strong evaluations.

In Taylor's view "human beings always have a sense of self  . . . they situ-
ate themselves somewhere in ethical space. Their sense of who they are is de-
fined partly by some identification of what are truly important issues, or stan-
dards, or goods, or demands; and correlative to this, by some sense of where
they stand relative to these or where they measure up on them or both" (Taylor
1991d, 306). The terms in which this space of issues is structured is historically
variable, and the modern horizon is characterized by radical reflexivity: "In one
sense, humans always have a sense of self; but we see ourselves as having or
being 'a self', and that is something new."(ibid., 307). Indeed, in Taylor's view
the fact that we moderns see ourselves as "selves" as opposed to "souls" like our
predecessors, depends on the specific contents of strong evaluations: "we see
ourselves as selves, because our morally important self-descriptions push us in
this direction or, alternatively, because we identify ourselves with this kind of
description" (ibid., 305). The fact that we nowadays understand ourselves as
"selves" as opposed to "souls" is related to certain strongly-valued goods.

"Each of us is called upon to become a responsible, thinking mind, self-reliant for his
or her judgements (this, at least, is the standard). But this ideal, however admirable
in some respects, has tended to blind us to important facets of the human condition.
There is a tendency in our intellectual tradition to read it less as an ideal than as
something that is already established in our constitution. This reification of the dis-
engaged first-person-singular self is already evident in the founding figures of the
modern epistemological tradition, for instance, in Rene Descartes and John
Locke."(Taylor 1991d, 307)

Taylor views this disengagement as a blatantly false picture of the human con-
dition. It corresponds to the objectivist disengagement of the physicalists, who
try to reduce everything to the physicalist worldview. In Taylor's view these

                                                
46 Ricoeur 1965 distinguishes between the 'transcendental synthesis' concerning cogni-

tion of the world, and 'practical synthesis' concerning one's aims and affective layer
concerning one's feelings. Building on Ricouer's analysis one could claim that even
when one (say, in depression) lacks feelings and goals of action, one nevertheless
cognitively grasps the world.
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modern traditions of disengagement overlook the embodied nature of human
agency, as well as the active internal relation between the self and the world,
and the dialogical relation between the self and others. They also have no room
for the constitutive self-relations that humans are capable of. Taylor's history of
modern intellectual culture concentrates on pointing out that such moves of
disengagement have been as powerful as they have, because they are also ethi-
cally motivated: for example, the ideals of self-determination and self-control
have contributed to the reification of the self as "punctual".47 Note how here the
inevitability of strong evaluations is not argued for, but rather assumed in an
explanation of the motivations for the disengaged views. Having assumed it,
one can historically analyze the various ways in which strong evaluations are at
play in the disengaged theories.

A historical thesis can thus claim that certain self-understandings turn out
to be historically effective because of some strong values they appeal to.

A transcendental argument (slightly different from the previous charac-
terizations of the core argument) might claim that to have a self-definition at all
one must be a strong evaluator, and to have a functioning framework of strong
evaluations in the light of which the process of defining oneself proceeds. Here
the distinction between 'practical', 'qualitative' and 'narrative' self-definitions
(or "identities") is crucial. I will discuss these in chapter four.

For the purposes of the core argument it suffices to draw a distinction
between a sense of self, which sentient animals possibly have, and the full-
fledged selfhood which goes together with self-definitions and self-
interpretations. Again, the former does not presuppose strong evaluations. 48

The core argument claims that human agents, human subjects, human self-
interpreters need a framework of strong evaluation to be able to set goals to
themselves, to have (coherent) evaluative experiences and to make sense of
them, and to define "who they are" in the sense of what their orientation in life
is. The practical, experiential and self-interpretive aspects of life would be in a
crisis without a framework of strong evaluation.

(e) "Identity", too, can refer to several questions. We can talk about the
sameness or similarity of any objects, about idem-identity. It does not presup-
pose strong evaluation. Or then we can talk about ipse-identity in the sense of
one's practical orientation, the narrative unity of one's life or one's self-
definition determining which ones of one's features are essential to oneself.
These questions are intimately intertwined, but they are not exactly the same
question, and they presuppose strong evaluation in different senses (see ch. 4).
Taylor means strong evaluations to be directly necessary for practical identity,
identity in the sense in which we can have identity crises. To have identity in
this sense is to have an orientation, and to have orientation is to have aims,
goals and ends. This connects to the core argument in that this notion of iden-

                                                
47 On "punctual selves", see Taylor 1989a, chapters 2, 9.
48 Taylor (1989 chapter 2) makes clear that the sense of self which merely sentient be-

ings might have is not selfhood in the full-fledged sense he means.
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tity applies only to persons. Less developed agents or less developed subjects of
experience do not have identity or identity crises in this sense.

To sum up, Taylor puts the thesis that strong evaluation is inevitable in
different ways, which may be misleading, but from these different formulations
a core argument can be disentangled. The core argument concerns the way in
which strong evaluation is necessary for human agency (but not for biological
membership in a species nor for non-rule-following agency), for persons as
moral agents (not as moral patients, which presupposes strong evaluation in a
different sense), for sapient (as opposed to merely sentient) subjects of evalua-
tive experience, for the capacity to have self-interpretations (as opposed to the
sense of self sentient subjects may have; and as opposed to the particular con-
tents of self-interpretations which may presuppose particular strong values)
and for ipse-identity (as opposed to 'idem'-identity), especially in the sense of
practical identity (whereas 'biographical' and 'qualitative' self-identity presup-
pose strong evaluation in a different, closely related sense).

Although the capacities to act (to be an "agent"), to experience (to be a
"subject") and to interpret who one is (to be a "self" with an "identity") are ana-
lytically different aspects of the human person, they are intertwined and the
core argument concerns the intertwined whole. I will next take a closer look at
Taylor's core argument, as formulated in terms of "identity crises" and patho-
logical conditions.

2.5 The identity crises of Anna, Bertha and Cecilia

The argument that Taylor (1989a, 27) makes in Sources focuses on "the issue that
we usually describe today as the question of identity". (This argument was pre-
sent in "What is Human Agency" as well)49. Taylor's transcendental argument
connects the loss of strong evaluation to what Erik Erikson (1958) has called
"identity crisis". To lose one's orientation, one's sense of what is important or of
value, is to experience a deep and frightening crisis.50 "To lose this horizon, or
not to have found it, is indeed a terrifying experience of disaggregation and
loss. This is why we speak of an "identity crisis" when we have lost our grip on
who we are." (Taylor 1985a, 35).

And as we saw, from the viewpoint of others, a person without a frame-
work of strong evaluations (presumably even if we imagine that the agent is not

                                                
49 This is the argument Smith discusses, although he also says that Taylor's transcen-

dental argument "tries to show that an orientation to the good is an indispensable
feature of agency as we actually live it."(Smith 2002a, 92).

50 The argument is not meant to convince those who are not strong evaluators, it is not
a deductive proof. It is rather meant to appeal to our agent's knowledge: to awaken
us to the importance of strong evaluation in our experience and action.
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experiencing disaggregation) is according to Taylor, in a pathological state, be-
yond what we think of as shallowness.51

So the claim is that the lack of a horizon or framework of strong evaluation
amounts to a pathological state which is experienced as disaggregation and
loss.52 In Martin Löw-Beer's (1991) view, it would be unbearable to have no
strong evaluations. But Taylor's suggestion is not merely that people should
avoid what is unbearable, it is that they cannot but strongly evaluate if they are
to have coherent experience of the world at all. We cannot choose to have no
framework of strong evaluations; if we lose it we lose it at least to some extent
involuntarily, as a result of undergoing certain experiences, or of adopting new
beliefs.

But surely animals, which are not even capable of strong evaluations have
coherent experiences? In that sense animals are better off than those humans
who lack a framework of strong evaluations, because animals do have a natural,
instinctual framework guiding their actions. They are not even capable of hav-
ing identity crises. Could humans be in a state of such 'happy animals'? Maybe
some members of the human species do not have the capacity for strong
evaluations, but yet have natural purposes, and are in this sense in an equally
happy position as the animals. Therefore the identity crisis -claim is restricted to
those capable of strong evaluation. The claim is that those humans who possess
the power of self-evaluation cannot be in the state of happy animals, we lack the
natural instincts. To have coherent experiences we need evaluative frameworks
which only can provide us with meaningful orientations.53

Owen Flanagan (1996) has denied that a sense of strong value is necessary
for coherent experience. "Flanagan accepts that the people described by Erikson
as suffering identity crises experience a loss of self. But he denies that the self
which is lost is constituted by ethical aims and purposes. The problem faced by
a person in an identity crisis, Flanagan contends, is that he or she cannot iden-
tify with any desire or purpose."(Smith 2002a, 93-4) Smith responds, correctly, that lit-
erally taken, Flanagan's argument takes a too narrow view of strong values.
Strong values are not merely moral in a narrow sense, or even 'ethical' in the
sense of questions of good life, but as we have seen, they encompass other val-
ues as well.

                                                
51 Compare to John Rawls: "These two kinds of commitments and attachments - politi-

cal and nonpolitical - specify moral identity and give shape to a person's way of life,
what one sees oneself as doing and trying to accomplish in the social world. If we
suddenly lost them, we would be disoriented and unable to carry on. In fact, there
would be, we might think, no point in carrying on."(Rawls 2001, 22)

52 The argument is meant to be analogous to the Kantian and Merleau-Pontyan argu-
ments: our experience is well-structured and we are in an intentional relation to the
world. The argument tries to show that categories (Kant) or engaged embodiment
(Merleau-Ponty) are presupposed by this experience. Without categories or embodi-
ment our experience would not be structured, it would be less even than a dream (or
at the very least the way it is structured presupposes categories or embodiment).
Taylor tries to show that our normal non-pathological experiences, emotions, actions,
reactions presuppose strong evaluation.

53 It could of course be claimed that in fact humans do have sufficient natural instincts.
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But still, Smith points out that Flanagan's arguments reveal an equivoca-
tion in Taylor's concept of "mattering" (Smith 2002a, 96). There is a difference
between my desires being such that I can (subjectively) identify with them, and
my having a framework for evaluating whether my desires are (objectively)
good. Lacking desires that I could identify with, and lacking a framework for
evaluating them can both be painful experiences, but they are different experi-
ences.

This point is worth a closer look. To be able to have identity crises is to be
able to possess a framework of strong values. Many animals are capable of nei-
ther. Animal crises are different. Animals may well go crazy when, say, they are
locked up for too long in too small cages, where they cannot carry out their
normal repertoire of movements. Perhaps such disturbed animals may be 'al-
ienated' from their natural purposes in a catathonic state. The psychic damage
done to these animals may be permanent; simply releasing them from their
cages will not necessarily heal them. But there is no deep question of what the
purposes of these animals would be. The crisis is in question is not an identity
crisis. It may be a loss of functioning desires in some other sense. No doubt
humans too can have all kinds of mental or psychic crises which are not identity
crises. Many of these are distinctively human, related to the growing demands
on the psyche that social life or autonomous, self-conscious, rational, moral
agency brings with it.54

But then there are further three kinds of distinctively human crises related
to identity. I think it is important to keep these distinct. First of all, we may take
the case of Anna, who has a stable view of what is in principle good. She has no
problems with her stable moral map, but she has insurmountable difficulties in
finding her place in the world, because she would like to do everything. She
highly values artists, scientists, an intensive family life etc. and would like to be
part of all of that. If such a person is totally at a loss to find her own way in the
world, she may have an identity crisis and needs to sort out her priorities. She
may be a "woman without qualities" in doing different, in principle valuable,
things in different contexts, and lacking any long-term commitments. Yet such a
person is not at all outside "our space of interlocution", not at all alienated from
us. Indeed, she can, because of her excessive sympathies and interests, be of
great help to other people in their lives and orientations. Would Taylor call
Anna "disturbed" or "pathological"? I doubt it. A similar case might be that of
someone living a very unstable and experiental life, because so many things
seem to be of value. At most, I think, Taylor might think of such a person as
shallow; but not disturbed. The downside of making the argument in terms of
"identity crises" is that it may lead people to think that Taylor has in mind cases
like Anna. But this case shows that to lose one's orientation does not mean that
one has lost the moral map altogether. It may simply be a matter of a kind of
paralysis of the will.

                                                
54 Some of these crises have been thematized by Axel Honneth (1995): the need for self-

confidence or self-esteem or self-respect can lead to pathologies, when unmet.
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Secondly, Bertha has another kind of crisis which is not related to her
finding an orientation - she may have a very stable orientation - but rather to a
realistic assessment of her success: she may admit to herself that she has failed
to realize the important goals of her life. Whether or not this is to be called an
identity-crisis I am not sure, but it is related to one's self-image. The goals are
distinct and clear, it is one's success that is causing the problem. If this were a
religious crisis, it would be a paralyzing feeling of one's own incapacity to live
up to the prescribed standards rather than a loss of faith in God. This crisis is
not what Taylor has in mind; Bertha's crisis presupposes strong evaluation.
(Perhaps a different kind of transcendental argument might be related to these
crises: to be really disappointed with oneself presupposes strong evaluation.
Other animals cannot do it.)

Thirdly, Cecilia has a more startling crisis, which is not restricted to one's
own orientation or achievements. It is a more "melancholic" experience of total
meaninglessness, the sense of nothing being worth anything.55 I am not sure
whether this experience of loss of meaning is best put in terms of identity crises,
but certainly the crisis can be deep. It is also an identity crisis, because one loses
one's orientation as well when the whole horizon is swept away. It is this crisis
that Taylor sees as connected to the loss of frameworks of strong evaluation.
The 'happy animal' -case shows that not having the capacity for strong evalua-
tion is as such no crisis at all; animal crises are related to lacking opportunities
to fulfil their natural ends, not to a lack of natural ends. The case of Anna
showed that having a stable map but being unsure where to go is not a deep
crisis. Bertha's crisis also presupposes stable strong evaluation. Only if one is in
principle capable of strong evaluation, but loses the framework altogether like
Cecilia does, one ends up in the kind of crisis that Taylor has in mind.

One way to overcome the crisis of meaninglessness is to praise those who
are illusion-free and take an affirmative attitude towards the meaninglessness of
everything; and, for example, praise the courage and the sober-mindedness of
those facing the meaningless universe. Assume that this is Daphne's way out
from the predicament she shared with Cecilia. It is central to Taylor's argument
that taking this attitude means that there are already some tacit strong values in
play. Daphne's vocabulary of worth (praise, illusion, courage, etc.) shows that
she is already relying on an evaluative framework. This shows how pervasive
strong evaluation is: many supposedly value-free attitudes implicitly rely on
strong evaluation.

To sum up, some happy animals are not capable of having culturally me-
diated goals; their instincts and natural goals give them a solid framework for
perceiving the world and pursuing goals. They are not 'monsters' at all. But
people capable of strong evaluations lose the coherence of their experience and
their orientation if they lose a framework of strong evaluations. This is not a
prejudice in favour of stable commitments, or in favour of a very coherent set of
values. But less than minimal amount of coherence would not count as experi-
                                                
55 It is illuminating to read Taylor's discussions of James and melancholic experiences

in "Varieties of Religion Today" (2002b) in this light.
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encing a world anymore, it would be "less even than a dream". Or at least it
would be the pathological experience of a crisis.

It is important not to confuse such a crisis with a lesser kind of identity cri-
sis, like that of Anna, who has a framework of significances, but has problems
in making decisions and commitments. It is a lesser problem to lose one's own
orientation than to lose the framework of evaluations altogether. The identity
crisis in the relevant sense must not be confused with Bertha's disappointment
with her life either. Such disappointment presupposes strong evaluation. Fur-
ther, Daphne has already overcome the crisis. It is Cecilia's predicament that is
relevant for Taylor's purposes: any theory which would claim that humans are
not strong evaluators is implausible because it would either universalize
Cecilia's predicament, where central questions exist without answers, thus
paralyzing the will, or else claim that all humans are happy animals, and that
the central questions do not even arise.

2.6 Counter-examples?

Are Groucho Marx and Mick Jagger strong evaluators?

In Owen Flanagan's view the suggested distinction between strong and weak
evaluation, in which only the former includes distinctions of worth, does not
work. This is because Taylor's examples of weak evaluation (a holiday in the
south or north) in fact have desirability characterizations, which are independ-
ent of one's will. I think Flanagan is right to point out the difficulty, but his so-
lution is not the best possible (see chapter one).

Flanagan moves to characterize strong evaluations as distinctively ethical,
whereas evaluations including non-ethical qualitative considerations of worth
are 'weak' evaluations. The latter, for Flanagan (1996, 144), includes the follow-
ing case:

"she can decide that a northern vacation is unworthy of a person as refined as herself,
even though she would actually prefer to be in the north. If she is trying to live her
life oriented around a ground project in which refinement, sophistication, and savoir
faire are the central goals, she may well choose against what she prefers in this way.";
"Weak evaluators range from the simple wanton who makes no motivational as-
sessments at all to persons who do make motivational assessments along a vide vari-
ety of dimensions, so long as these dimensions are not ethical. Groucho Marx,
Truman Capote, Gore Vidal, Paul Gauguin, Lucille Ball and Mick Jagger might fit the
bill …"

Now clearly the named persons and the imagined person seeking refinement
are what Taylor calls strong evaluators; he does not restrict strong evaluations
merely to ethical ones. So my suggestion is that we stick to Taylor's definition,
and accept that all qualitative distinctions concerning worth, whether ethical or
not, are matters of strong evaluation. This then also includes Taylor's examples
of the holidays as well. My suggestion is that 'small values' are equally related
to strong evaluation, not merely 'strong' or 'big' values (see chapter one).
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Flanagan mentions five difficulties for distinguishing the strong from the
weak evaluators, but these difficulties really only concern Flanagan's re-
definition of strong evaluations in terms of the ethical. One point is worth men-
tioning: "there simply is no such thing as a pure strong evaluator (whether there
can be a pure weak evaluator is a separate question). Normal persons some-
times behave wantonly; for example, we scratch where it itches."(ibid., 146).

I think it is a good question to ask what it is to be a pure strong evaluator.
Flanagan is right to say that some actions are intelligible in ways which do not
presuppose strong evaluation, and that some actions are carried out immedi-
ately without evaluative assessment: we scratch where it itches. But it would be
a mistake to think that a strong evaluator scratches where it itches in the same
way as a wanton. Some immediate desires give us immediate qualms if we are
strong evaluators; and even in expressions of anger we are in a sense in control
of ourselves (we do not tend to break too expensive things in anger). For exam-
ple, think of the desires discussed by Gary Watson (1982, 100-1) in his attempt
to show that one can desire something that one in no way values. Watson's ex-
amples include a woman who has a sudden urge to drown her bawling child in
the bath; and a squash player who, while suffering an ignominious defeat, de-
sires to smash his opponent in the face with his racquet.

A wanton would scratch where it itches and smash the opponent, a strong
evaluator most likely scratches where it itches but does not smash the oppo-
nent. The lesson is simply the old Aristotelian one, that the dispositions of the
virtuous person are well-tuned in advance so that he can rely his instincts and
scratch where it itches. An Aristotelian virtuous person can, I imagine, have
sudden urges without seeing in these urges anything desirable or valuable. A
right emotion is felt for the right motive and for the right reason, in the right
degree and in the right time, and strong evaluators know that often it is quite
okay to scratch wherever it itches. Yet it is easy to imagine situations in which it
is inappropriate to scratch oneself.

In relying on one's instincts, one often behaves in the wrong way: one ful-
fills the wrong kinds of desires. But this does not mean that one is not a strong
evaluator. It may preclude one from being fully virtuous, but the vicious, the
incontinent and the continent are all strong evaluators.

Was A.J.Ayer a strong evaluator?

Paul Johnston, too, puts forward a counter-argument: if strong evaluation pre-
supposes distinctions of worth which are independent of my will, and under-
stood in a realist and universalist fashion as binding on everyone's will, then
what about non-realist agents who deny that there is right and wrong inde-
pendently of their own preferences? He points out that such a person knows
where he stands:

"If we ask her questions which seem to involve strong evaluation ('Which do you
think better, the scholar's life or that of the pleasure-seeker?', 'Is democracy superior
to dictatorship?'), she does not have to say she does not know. … She may answer
that she prefers the scholar's life to that of a pleasure-seeker or that she prefers peo-
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ple who have that preference. Or she may explain that having been brought up the
way she has, she loves democracy and would rather die than live under a dictator-
ship. In each case she has a view but would accept that if she was disposed differ-
ently, she would have a different view and that independently of this there is no
question of whether the view is correct." (Johnston 1999, 104)

McNaughton (1988, 12) makes essentially the same point, taking A.J.Ayer as an
example:

"The non-cognitivist maintains that there is nothing incoherent in believing that there
are no objective values and caring passionately about various issues. Thus A.J. Ayer,
a lifelong proponent of non-cognitivism, is always writing letters of protest to The
Times and he is not being untrue to his philosophical beliefs in doing so."

Ayer put forward a theory which, if true of Ayer's valuable activities, is true of
everyone's valuable activities (whether they believe themselves to be non-realists
or not). In that case strong evaluators are to be understood in a non-cognitivist
manner. Paul Johnston's suggestion is that there are genuinely realist strong
evaluators, but some other people act on the basis of their preferences alone. In
Johnston's (1999, 101) view, there are strong evaluators, but still strong evalua-
tion is avoidable, and anyone who rejects the idea that there are objectively cor-
rect judgements on human action is committed to avoiding it. This position may
be unattractive, but it is possible. In Johnston's view, the argument that such
humans still lack something begs the question: "One way of putting this would
be to say that such a life is not distinctively human in the sense that it is not es-
sentially different from that of an animal: the desires are multi-levelled and so
more complex, but that is all" (1999, 103). This, in Johnston's view, is precisely
what the subjectivist or "anti-moralist" believes to be the case.

It is not clear whether Johnston's argument describes a real possibility, or
more precisely, what is the correct description of the real phenomenon that
some are realists and some are not. Is it simply that realism is a true theory of
the moral life of realists, while some other theory would be true of non-realists?

There are three ways for a moral realist to conceptualize the life of non-
realists, and in all of them they may count as strong evaluators.

1) There are individuals who in fact make qualitative distinctions between
desires ("I despise dictatorship, whatever its consequences") and who yet mis-
takenly believe in a meta-ethical theory according to which they make no
qualitative distinctions ("multi-levelled and more complex desires, but that is
all"). If there is right and wrong, there can be people who in fact rely on their
correct beliefs about right and wrong, and yet believe that they express merely
their preferences. It is not a counter-argument to Taylor's theory that everyone
does not believe it. The fact that people's implicit views are distorted by their
explicit theories merely shows how Taylor's theory is relevant.

Taylor's claim is that people in fact are engaged in strong evaluation, even
when they have, mistakenly, rival meta-ethical views. Johnston merely points
out people who have rival meta-ethical views and who nevertheless seem to be
to engaged in strong evaluation. This certainly works in favour of Taylor's the-
ory (by showing that Taylor's view is seemingly correct even about those who
so far do not believe it), not against it. Taylor's theory can then be offered as a
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correction of their self-understandings.56 It is this first option that Taylor him-
self thinks is the true description of the case.

2) But let us assume for the sake of argument that the subjectivists also are
correct about their self-understandings: they not only believe they rely on their
preferences, but they do in fact rely on their preferences, and make qualitative
distinctions based only on them. They change their evaluations when they
change their preferences.

Are they strong evaluators? I am not sure what we should say in this (pos-
sibly imaginary) situation. I assume that they do distinguish motivations based
on worth ("rather die than live under dictatorship"), so that they are not merely
weak evaluators. In Johnston's reading, they are not strong evaluators either.
Johnston reads value-realism into the definition. That is quite legitimate, given
Taylor's realism.

Yet I think it is possible to drive a wedge between the notion of strong
evaluation and realism (or possibly strong-evaluations-which-merely-seem-
realist and strong evaluations based on real evaluative features): the arguments
against non-cognitivist interpretations of ethical and evaluative activities are of
a different kind to arguments trying to point out that there are ethical and
evaluative activities to be interpreted.

So possibly there are strong evaluators who base their qualitative distinc-
tions concerning worth on their preferences. Yet they are not value realists; they
do not think there are objective values or goods which might serve as the basis
of the evaluations. The arguments which show that life without qualitative dis-
tinctions would not be recognizably human, leave open the origin and nature of
strong evaluations.

But the empirical question (they are not in fact even implicitly realists, but
nevertheless they are strong evaluators) differs from the question of whether
they ought to be realists. Even if such people count as strong evaluators, they
can be criticized, if value-realism is true: they ought not base the standards for
strong evaluations merely on their own preferences, but they should have the
correct standards. (And if non-cognitivism is the true moral theory, then those
who act as if there was a moral reality, should similarly be disillusioned from
their convictions.)

3) The third possibility, the one that is Johnston's position if I have under-
stood it correctly, is that some people are ethical realists and some are not, and
that is a personal substantive attitude; it would be a misunderstanding of the
powers of reason or philosophy to claim that those who are not realists, ought to
be (or vice versa, that realists should be disillusioned). Johnston follows Witt-
genstein's conviction that philosophy should leave things as they are.

In all these three ways of conceiving, the subjectivists count as strong
evaluators: they have some standards for making qualitative distinctions be-

                                                
56 In general, philosophical theories, which make explicit the implicit views of the ordi-

nary people may be very different from the more or less explicit self-understandings
of the people in question. The contribution of philosophy is to conceptualize the
matter in a vocabulary, which need not be shared by the individuals.



93

tween immediate desires, so they are not weak evaluators. The dispute is
whether they are, and ought to be, value realists as well, i.e. whether the stan-
dards are ultimately independent of their own attitudes.

The suggestion is that the arguments concerning the inevitability of strong
evaluation merely point out a phenomenon, whereas value-realism and other
theories are theories about this phenomenon. The phenomenon, once accepted,
can be theorized in many ways. Conceptualizing the phenomenon as "strong
evaluation" is not a neutral description as between realism and non-realism, it
claims that at least the appearances are realistic.

Yet one can claim that it is only the appearances that are realistic, and
therefore that realism is merely apparent, what is really going on is merely the
expression or projection of sentiments. Moral judgements do not have a truth-
value. Or, one can claim that moral judgements do have a truth-value, but they
are all false, and the whole practice of moral evaluation rests on a big mistake.
Or then, one can accept the realist appearances, but insist that the moral judge-
ments are made true or false by subjective preferences, or intersubjective shared
understandings. Or finally, one can accept some kind of objective value-realism:
there are some standards which exist independently of my beliefs in these stan-
dards. This objectivism can further be understood in a Platonic or, as in this
study, a more cultural manner.

2.7 Conclusion

In Taylor's view human agents are necessarily embodied agents who have an
internal relation to their world and to others. This is something that the disen-
gaged views miss. The relations to self, others, and the world are soaked with
meaning. Among the layers of meaning there are strong evaluations. The core
idea is simple: 'peculiarly human' emotions, volitions, cognitions, actions, rela-
tions, institutions are what distinguish us from other animals. This peculiarly
human layer of meanings is constituted by strong value through and through.
The crucial point is that to lose the framework of strong evaluations would be
to lose what is peculiarly human in agency, subjecthood, personhood, selfhood.
To be a strong evaluator, and to lose the framework is a painful, crippling,
paralyzing experience. This is to be distinguished from other kinds of identity
crisis.

The argument is not a moral argument, it is a transcendental argument
showing that human agency presupposes strong evaluations. It is possible to be
born a potential strong evaluator and not actually become one. Yet it seems that
having become one, it is impossible to stop being a strong evaluator without
losing one's capacities (through death or accidents).57 If one loses one's frame-

                                                
57 It is of course possible to become shallower or morally lazy, or more pleasure-

seeking. But this, as we have seen, does not show that the individuals in question are
not strong evaluators at all.
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works, one ends up in a framework-crisis which Taylor calls identity-crisis. It is
not up to us to become happy wantons. (You can try). We are "condemned to
meaning", including moral meanings.58 We live in a moral space, and we cannot
simply turn off our capacity for strong evaluation.

                                                
58 See Smith 2002a, 1. Merleau-Ponty 1962, xix.



3 PERSONHOOD AS STRONGLY VALUED:
A STRONG EVALUATOR AS AN END IN ITSELF

In this chapter I pursue the connection between humans as strong evaluators
and humans as strongly valued. The connection is, quite simply, that strong
evaluators are valued because they are strong evaluators. Yet, this valuing is of
two kinds: someone's achievements as a strong evaluator can be esteemed, or
he can be respected as a person. Personhood is a specific kind of moral status,
but it is based on personhood in the descriptive sense.

Taylor's views on persons can be seen as trying to incorporate the Kantian
view of the dignity or worth of persons to the more Aristotelian-Hegelian on-
tology. The distinction between moral and descriptive personhood, and be-
tween two senses in which personhood is an 'end' serves as an introduction to
this theme (3.1).

In 3.2 I will ask what is the nature of persons in the 'descriptive' sense. I
try to outline and clarify Taylor's position in relation to some central positions
in the contemporary discussions about personhood.1 I do not argue in detail
against rival views about descriptive personhood, I merely hope to map some
issues in rough outline. My goal in defending Taylor's position is modest, I
hope that merely stating the position clearly shows some of its appeals. The
main point is that persons are certain kind of agents, machines could become
persons only through becoming living beings first. The most fundamental idea
in Taylor's view of personhood is that of living responsively and dialogically in
a world, which is a "moral space" or a "space of concerns". Machines do not have
a world, and the world of other animals is not a moral space. Taylor's persons

                                                
1 For a more historical discussion of Taylor's concept of personhood, see Kotkavirta

2002. Kotkavirta also points out that Taylor stresses the role of emotions in being a
person. In this study I stress the role that emotions have (alongside cognition, desire
and action) in strong evaluation by talking about affective-conative-cognitive re-
sponses to situations. I think that the most fundamental idea in Taylor's view of per-
sonhood is that of living responsively and dialogically in a world, which is a "moral
space" or a "space of concerns", emotions being one mode of these responses and one
mode of awareness of the world.
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are strong evaluators and "respondents", being moved by the world and the
other people, and being responsible for their own action.

In 3.3 I discuss different ways of seeing the basis of the moral status of
persons, and defend the direct view: moral personhood is directly grounded in
descriptive personhood. (Thus various other options I discuss are "mute for-
malism", arbitrary historicism, status-view, instrumentalism and desert-view).
In sections 3.4 and 3.5 I ask whether such a suggestion works for even those
humans, who (at the moment) are not actual persons in the full sense. I
strengthen Taylor's view and defend it against Feinberg's criticism.

3.1 Introduction: an end (in itself)

In his essay on this topic, Taylor introduces the concept of a person as follows:

"Where it is more than simply a synonym for 'human being', 'person' figures primar-
ily in moral and legal discourse. A person is a being with a certain moral status, or a
bearer of rights. But underlying the moral status, as its condition, are certain capaci-
ties. A person is a being who has a sense of self, has a notion of the future and the
past, can hold values, make choices; in short, can adopt life-plans. At least, a person
must be the kind of being who is in principle capable of all this, however damaged
these capacities may be in practice."(Taylor 1985a, 97, italics added)

Taylor points out that the concept of a person has first of all a moral or normative
aspect. Persons possess a specific 'moral status'. Persons have rights, they have
dignity and therefore they are in the Kantian language to be respected as 'ends
in themselves'. Secondly, personhood has an ontological or descriptive aspect:
calling something a person informs us that it has central capacities, including
the capacity for strong evaluation. I will call these characteristics C, following
Joel Feinberg (1994). These capacities play a central role in grounding the moral
status, they provide the relevant ontological background. Therefore the de-
scriptive aspect is already descriptive-evaluative, because it focuses on signifi-
cant or valuable characteristics, which justify the moral status.

We need not think that persons are alone in being 'objects' or 'patients' of
moral treatment. Our treatment of animals or, in a different way, artefacts is
also guided by ethical norms. One must preserve buildings of cultural historical
value, and one must not torture animals. Yet, the buildings are not preserved
for their own sake, but for the sake of persons. And there are relevant differ-
ences in how we may treat persons and other animals, which do not have the
dignity or persons. As Joel Feinberg (1994, 44) puts it in a quite straightforward
manner, if we would meet beings from outer space we would want to know
whether they may be chopped up for food and clothing, or whether they ought
be greeted and respected. Unlike other animals, persons are not to be owned or
held as slaves or locked in zoos. They may not be terminated merely because
medical treatment would be expensive and unconvenient for others. (It may of
course be that there are specific taboos concerning one's own species and which
would regulate the way human persons treat other humans but not all persons;
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and the ethical limits on how we may treat other animals may not permit eve-
rything mentioned above). It is also relevant that persons are equal with one
another, no matter how developed their intelligence is above the required
minimum, and no matter what their merits. Of course, different merits may
make further differences, but only within the limits of basic rights. Slavery,
caste-systems, sexism, racism or other basic inequalities are unjustified phe-
nomena.2

What does it mean that persons are 'ends' in themselves? The moral status
or personhood is here an 'end' in the sense of 'for the sake of', not in the sense of
the aim or goal of action.3 The point is to criticize purely instrumental, domi-
nating, 'objectifying' attitudes towards other persons, to criticize treating other
persons as mere means to one's own purposes. An aim or a goal is literally
something to be realized through one's action, whereas the moral status pro-
tects persons, and the unconditional worth that they possess.

In the Kantian ontology, where freedom and nature are two independent
aspects of reality, personhood is not an end in the literal sense of being an aim
or a goal. In the Aristotelian-Hegelian ontology, followed by Charles Taylor as
well, developed rationality, freedom, morality and self-consciousness are seen
as modifications of nature, as actualizations of natural potentials.4 Such actuali-
zation can be literally an end, a goal. According to what I call Taylor's "potenti-
ality thesis" persons have naturally the central capacities in a potential form
when they are born. They are potential strong evaluators. According to Taylor's
"social thesis", the actualization of central potentials is always a social process.
We do wrong to other people, if we prevent or fail to support their develop-
ment towards actual personhood. Potential persons may have a right to be sup-
ported in their development towards actual personhood.

In what follows I will reconstruct Taylor's views on personhood in six the-
ses, some of which Taylor has explicitly put forward, and some of which follow
from Taylor's position, or are presupposed by his views (3.2). After that, I dis-
cuss the relationship between descriptive and moral personhood in the case of
actual persons (3.3), potential persons like normal infants (3.4), and finally those

                                                
2 We need not think that "equality" would be an independent value on its own over

and above the correct treatment of persons. The basic 'worth' of persons (as opposed
to merits) just is equal. See Frankfurt 1997, Darwall 1977.

3 Velleman (1999) distinguishes two meanings of the term 'an end': 'in order to achieve
G' and 'for the sake of X'. We can for example try to achieve an end for the sake of
some other person.

4 To speak about 'potentials' or 'actualizations' may sound unscientific, but one can
think that they belong to the same conceptual family as the concepts of subject, agent,
experience, normativity, intention, value, end, intersubjectivity, recognition and in-
deed the concept of a person. The scientific worldview tries to do without such con-
cepts, but yet these concepts (or their close relatives) capture some inescapable
structural features of the lifeform of persons. This does not demand that the precise
term (like potential or intersubjectivity) be used in the daily life. The conceptual ap-
paratus of potentials and actualizations is not in principle any more unscientific than
the concept of a person. Yet, the concept of potentiality is an elusive and multi-
faceted notion (see Wilkes 1988, 50).
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individuals who belong to the same species, but yet who individually do not
possess the relevant potentials (3.5).

3.2 Descriptive or metaphysical personhood

Historicity and the essence of persons

The essence of persons must take the historicity of human persons and the re-
sults of their self-definitions into account. "[M]an is a self-defining animal. With
changes in his self-definition go changes in what man is, such that he has to be
understood in different terms."(Taylor 1985b, 55). The historicity of persons
may make one skeptical towards finding necessary and sufficient conditions of
personhood:

"The concept of a person is not a concept that stands still, hospitably awaiting an
analysis of its necessary and sufficient conditions. … [T]here are layers and accre-
tions of usages that can neither be forced into a taxonomy nor be safely ampu-
tated."(A.O.Rorty 1976, 301).

Although the concept of a person does not stand still, perhaps there is never-
theless a stable phenomenon, which does stand still, and which different rival
conceptualization try to capture? Not in Amelie Rorty's view. "[W]e are differ-
ent entities as we conceive ourselves as enlightened by these various
views."(1976, 302) This is the point that Charles Taylor makes by stating that
changes in self-interpretations alter what we are.5 Indeed, to some extent we
must think that the details of the concept of a person are open to re-definition,
and of course the meanings of the questions we ask are dependent on the con-
ceptual apparatus used for asking the question.

But as we saw in chapter two, Taylor does think that there are, behind
historical variation and as its condition, human constants. There are rival vo-
cabularies in which these can be expressed, but they are rivals in that they to
some extent are about the same thing. It would be truly absurd to think that
humans have an ahistorical essence only when they believe they do, or that they
do not have an essence when they do not believe so. After all, this could make a
hesitant philosopher have several phases in his life when he has an essence and
several phases when not. (The same goes for many questions, for example re-

                                                
5 Indeed, in Taylor's expressivist view one must first express one's nature and only

afterwards come to be aware of it. "This provides a new interpretation of the tradi-
tional view of man as a rational animal, a being whose essence is rational awareness.
… [M]an as a conscious being achieves his highest point when he recognizes his own
life as an adequate, a true expression of what he potentially is – just as an artist or
writer reaches his goal in recognizing his work as a fully adequate expression of
what he wanted to say. And in one case as in the other, the 'message' could not have
been known before it was expressed."(1975, 17), "Man comes to know himself by ex-
pressing and hence clarifying what he is and recognizing himself in this expression.
The specific property of human life is to culminate in self-awareness through expres-
sion."(1975, 17)
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ducibility of mind to matter.) Genuine philosophical questions cannot be dis-
solved by merely noting differences in the usage of concepts. It is the task of a
philosopher to occasionally also argue for "amputations of usage": misleading,
distorting, false conceptions may go.6

Taylor's view of personhood

In this section I go through in a summary form Taylor's view of (descriptive or
metaphysical) personhood, adding a bit flesh to the claims that persons (in the
descriptive sense) are strong evaluators, and that in the Aristotelian-Hegelian
ontology personhood is literally an end or an achievement.

Taylor's conception of personhood can be called (i) animalist, but he also
holds that (ii) persons differ from other animals in being strong evaluations
(and possessing other C-characteristics). Taylor accepts (iii) a potentiality thesis
and makes what I call (iv) a "species assumption". He also accepts (v) a social
thesis and seems to accept (vi) a phased sortal thesis concerning actual person-
hood.

(i) Daniel Dennett opens his essay on the conditions of personhood with
the following distinction:

"I am a person and so are you. This much is beyond doubt. I am a human being and
probably you are too. If you take offense at the "probably" you stand accused of a sort
of racism, for what is important about us is not that we are the same biological spe-
cies, but that we are both persons, and I have not cast doubt on that."(Dennett 1978,
175)

And further, even if you happen to be both a human being and a person, it is
customary in the Lockean tradition to distinguish you as a human being (as an
animal) and you as a person (a rational thinking thing, whose identity depends
on one's consciousness, or memories).7 It is in principle possible (at least in
thought experiments), the Lockean tradition holds, that you could remain the
same human being and cease to be a person at all (say, in an irreversible coma),
or remain the same person and cease to be a human being at all (say, through
having your organs replaced one by one, or through programming your mental

                                                
6 As we already noted, Taylor does not very clearly distinguish the concepts of a hu-

man being, person, self, identity, subject. A human being is both a biological concept,
referring to members of the species homo sapiens, and an evaluative one, referring to
human personhood. The self is both the subject of experience and the object of self-
reference, both the subject and object of self-interpretations. Subject, respectively, is
the experiencer. Agent is the origin of the action. Practical identity is the experience-
based more or less explicit construct, an answer to the question "who am I?". We can
talk more precisely of for example numerical identity, qualitative identity, practical
identity, moral identity, narrative identity and 'evaluative' identity. These will be our
topic in chapter four. Taylor sees necessary connections between these ideas: the per-
son is both a subject of knowledge and an agent. Indeed, knowing is active process,
and in acting one has agent's knowledge. Further, the organism is the same as the
agent and the subject. Further, one's identity and self-understandings modify one's
features as an agent and as a subject. Such interconnections would deserve a fuller
treatment that can be given here.

7 See Locke 1694, Parfit 1984, Rovane 1998; Wiggins 2001, Wilkes 1988, Olson 1997.
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life to a suitable machine), or remain the same person but be a different human
being (through waking up one morning in someone else's body, but with your
own memories). If this is possible, we can ask whether you are a person or a
human being?8 Would you cease to exist, if the human being that you are would
die (even if the person would survive thanks to some technological replace-
ments), and would you exist if the human being would survive in a state of an
irreversible coma, where the human would no longer count as a person?

Given the Lockean conceptual distinction between a human and a person,
the human being is usually taken to be a specific kind of animal, homo sapiens,
whose identity depends on the identity of the living structure (even when the
matter of which the animals consists of, changes through metabolism). The per-
son is then either taken to be either an entity or "substance" of some other kind
(for example a Cartesian ego, or as in Jonathan Lowe's theory "a psychological
substance"), or not an entity at all, but a "mode", for example a mere bundle of
impressions or a psychological process akin to computer programs (see Lowe
1996).

This Lockean use of the conceptual distinction between humans and per-
sons has also been challenged. According to David Wiggins (2001), the principle
of individuation (and therefore the conditions of sameness) of persons and hu-
man beings is the same: if A is both a human being and a person, it is the same
person as A' if it is the same human being as A. It is incoherent to think that A
and A' (in different moments of time) are the same human but a different per-
son. The concept of "identity" does not allow for such manoeuvring. If the
morning star and evening star really are the same star (or planet), then anything
true of the morning star is true of the evening star. Anything the morning star
is, the evening star is. And according to e.g. Kathleen Wilkes (1987), the thought
experiments where someone would remain a person but cease to be a human
being may be fun, but they too indeterminate to support conceptual conclu-
sions. Real people are humans. The point is not that we should avoid puzzling
cases, there are plenty of real-life puzzling cases and borderline cases of per-
sonhood. (Wilkes (1987) discusses normal infants and foetuses, in vitro fertilized
and frozen embryos, retarted and impaired humans, cases of mental deficiency,
breakdown and insanity, cases of fugue, hypnosis and multiple personality,
cases of commissurotomy). The point is that in fantasy everything is possible
(girls can walk through mirrors etc.) and therefore such fantasies cannot sup-
port conceptual conclusions.

Here Taylor sides with the anti-Lockeans: you as a person and you as a
human agent are one and the same thing. This position is often called 'animal-
ism', because it holds that the person is an animal, and the sameness of the per-
son is the sameness of the human being, human animal. Persons are certain
kind of living beings, agents or animals. Persons are embodied agents, psycho-
physical 'entities' or 'substances' with internal relations to their world, to other
persons and to their selves.

                                                
8 For opposing recent views on this question, see Baker 2000 & Olson 1997.
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In this respect animalism agrees with Strawson's ontological views on per-
sons, persons are neither purely psychological nor mere physical mechanisms.
In Strawson's view persons, like material objects, are basic particulars, but they
have both physical and mental characteristics. Frankfurt's point is that this is
too broad, because it covers all animals, and yet not all animals are persons.
Taylor agrees here with Frankfurt in that persons are self-interpreting animals,
a specific subclass of agents.

Animalism need not be 'biologism', in that the perspective of biological
sciences would be the privileged access to the animal nature of humans. In fact
Taylor begins with a phenomenological conception of a lived or living body. In
Taylor's view all agents are intentional agents, who have 'original purposes' in
relation to their world. The relations between mind and body and world are
internal and active. The world of persons possesses a new dimension, a new
layer of meanings, in comparison to other animals. The role of value-laden self-
and world-relations, as well as relations to others means that persons cannot be
defined in an objective (experience-free), atomist (disengaged from one's sur-
roundings and others) or neutral (value-free) manner. Therefore, the sense in
which persons are 'substances', does not imply objectivity, atomism or neutral-
ity. Taylor's starting point is not merely Strawson's claim that persons possess
two kinds of predicates, the starting point owes a lot to Merleau-Ponty's views
on internal relations and layers of meaning, as we saw in chapter two.

In this humans and animals differ from machines.9 There is no way that
machines could become persons without first becoming living and sentient be-
ings with purposes of their own. Machines have purposes only relationally,
from the viewpoint of users, but living beings have original purposes. To be
able to grasp the specifically human (or specifically person-involving) layers of
meaning in one's lifeworld, and to respond to these meaningful features ration-
ally or morally, one must first have a world and a perspective to it, and that is
possible only for living beings. Only living beings can be persons.

Note however that Taylor (2002c) allows in principle for the possibility of
extra-terrestial persons (which accordingly would have to be living beings, not
machines), so he does not think that 'person' is synonymous with 'human be-
ing'.

Taylor owes to Merleau-Ponty (and Hegel) his views on the way in which
all agents are directed to the world. In Merleau-Ponty's view animals are di-
rected to their world in ways which are not deliberate.

"When the insect, in the performance of an instinctive act, substitutes a sound leg for
one cut off, it is not, as we saw, that a stand-by device, set up in advance, is auto-
matically put into operation and substituted for the circuit which is out of action. But
neither is it the case that the creature is aware of an aim to be achieved, using its
limbs as various means, for in that case the substitution ought to occur every time the
act is prevented, and we know it does not occur if the leg is merely tied. The insect
merely simply continues to belong to the same world and moves in it with all its
powers. The tied limb is not replaced by the free one, because it continues to count in
the insect's scheme of things, and because the current of activity which flows towards

                                                
9 Taylor 1985a, 95-113, Taylor 1985c.
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the world still passes through it. ... When we say that an animal exists, that it has a
world, or that it belongs to a world, we do not mean that it has ... objective conscious-
ness of that world."(Merleau-Ponty 1962, 77-8)

In Taylor's view, the consciousness or agency specific to persons is an achieve-
ment, it is a modification of such an embodied life-process. (see esp. 1985a, 77-
96). The basic fault of the Cartesian or Lockean pictures is that they focus on
these achievements (consciousness, thinking, rationality) and forget their basis
in the embodiment of humans. Their theories isolate the tip of the ice-berg and
go astray, when they forget the ice-berg itself.

(ii) The layers of meanings accessible to persons differ from the layers of
meaning accessible to other animals. This is what distinguishes persons and
other animals. Persons can be responsive to reasons and values, take moral
stands and act communicatively with others in the game of asking and giving
reasons. Persons are in Taylor's view respondents:

"A person must be a being with his own point of view on things. The life-plan, the
choices, the sense of self must be attributable to him as in some sense their point of
origin. A person is a being who can be addressed, and who can reply. Let us call this
kind of being a 'respondent'"(1985a, 97), "An agent can be a respondent, because
things matter to it … What it responds out of is the … significance of things for
it."(ibid., 99), "The basic condition for being a respondent, that one have an original
point of view, is something all agents fulfil. Something else needs to be said in an-
swer to the question, what distinguishes persons from other agents?"(ibid., 99)

Note how Taylor stresses persons as respondents, and not merely valid sources
or origins of valid claims, which would be the more Kantian or projectivist way
of putting it. Persons living in a moral space are naturally respondents, whereas
Kantian persons or projectivists living in a neutral mechanical world are more
naturally sources of claims. I think the idea of persons as second-order sources
of decisions, norms, promises, must be part of the extended theory of strong
evaluators. There is a deep truth also in the Kantian picture, which must be
united with the view that humans live in a moral space.

"There are matters of significance for human beings which are peculiarly human and
have no analogue with animals …. matters of pride, shame, moral goodness, evil,
dignity, the sense of worth, the various human forms of love, and so on."(1985a, 102)
"Animals can follow standards in the weaker sense. My cat will not eat fishmeal be-
low a certain quality."(ibid., 102), "Moral agency …. requires some kind of reflexive
awareness of the standards one is living by." (ibid., 103)

Although in his essays explicitly on personhood, Taylor focuses on persons be-
ing embodies agents responsive to moral and other practical claims, i.e. as
strong evaluators, he also gives other characterizations of personhood else-
where.

Being a respondent of the kind that persons are entails having the capacity
for strong evaluation; practical rationality; capacity to be moral; capacity to take
responsibility for one's action; specific ways of communication, intersubjectivity
and belonging to communities; having access to the dimension of language,
culture and normativity; having the ability to make choices, to adopt goals and
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to lead a life; temporality and historicity; having specific self-relations (self-
interpretations, self-consciousness; narrative relation to self). 10

These together can be called the characteristics C11.
Morality and rationality are here meant here rather as contraries of a-

morality and a-rationality that irrationality and immorality. One need not be
fully moral and fully rational, but the question is rather whether one lives in the
space or reasons (or in the moral space) at all. Persons are the only animals that
can act unjustly and suffer from insults.12

(iii) What can be called a "potentiality thesis" claims that persons have the
relevant capacities as innate potentials, as well as the propensity for realizing
them. The potentiality thesis rules out dualisms, like Lowe's position, which
hold that a human body has no specific active potentials to become a person.

"Perhaps the following analogy will help to convey the general sense of my proposal.
A potter takes a lump of clay -which has, as such, no specific propensity to be formed
into any sort of artefact, such as statue or a vase, though it is suitable material for such
a purpose, in a way that a bunch of feathers, say, would not be - and he forms it into,
let us say, a vase. In creating the vase he has created a new substantive particular,
distinct from, though of course, embodied in, the lump of clay. In like manner, I sug-
gest, human persons acting cooperatively take the biological 'clay' of their offspring
and 'shape' it into new persons. And this 'clay', though of course it has to be suited to
the 'shaping' processes applied to it, need not be thought of as having a specific pro-
pensity to receive such a 'shape'. Finally, to complete the analogy, a human person,
emerging from this 'shaping' process, is a new substantial particular, distinct from
though embodied in the biological entity that is the 'clay'."(Lowe 1996, 50)

Lowe adds that this is a deep truth: "It is no accident, surely, that it is precisely
this metaphor for the creation of person that we find so often in religious and
mythic literature."(Lowe 1996, 50). This may be deep, but I doubt its correctness.
There certainly seems to be propensities in the human clay. Neonates surely
have a propensity and an interest to become actual strong evaluators and actual
language users.

A clay is a potential vase only in a external and passive sense, it is 'suited'
to the activity. But Taylor's view seems to be that human organism is a potential
                                                
10 Taylor 1985a articles 1-4, 9-10, Taylor 1985b articles 1,7,8, Taylor 1989 chapters 1-4,

Taylor 1995 articles 1,2,4,6. Compare to what was said of the human constants in the
second chapter, and their connections to more traditional criteria of personhood.
There it was said, following Smith 2002, that humans are 1) embodied agents and
perceivers oriented towards the world, 2) expressive language-using animals, and 3)
social animals dependent on each other in various ways. (Of these 1&3 also other
animals are, in different ways). Further, 4) humans are strong evaluators and 5)
story-telling animals who grasp the unity of their lives as narratives. Finally, humans
are 6) inescapably in contact with moral sources and furthermore they are 7) "relig-
ious" animals who can give meaning to death and suffering. Here I cannot unfortu-
nately give an encompassing theory of such characteristics or their interconnections
(like Dennett 1978 sees himself as doing).

11 Taylor does not make it very clear what are the necessary or sufficient conditions for
being a person, and which characteristics mentioned above are merely de facto typi-
cal features of human persons. Parfit 1984 stresses, rightly, this distinction.

12 Here Taylor agrees with Frankfurt rather than Dennett. It is the capacity to morality
and freedom that matters. According to Dennett, the degree of one's personhood de-
pends on how justly one behaves.



104

person in an intrinsic and active sense. Human bodies tend to become per-
sons.13

The potentiality thesis rules out not only dualisms, but also mechanistic or
reductive physicalist theories. This Aristotelian potentiality thesis becomes
relevant when we discuss moral personhood and the question whether all hu-
mans are moral persons.

(iv) Taylor makes an additional assumption, which can be dubbed "the
species-assumption". He assumes that all human individuals in fact possess the
relevant capacities potentially, each neonate is a potential strong evaluator etc.

If I have understood Taylor correctly, his assumption is an empirical
claim, unlike Wiggins's definition of personhood. For Wiggins (1976), beings are
persons qua members of a species, whose typical members possess the relevant
characteristics.

"A person is any animal the physical makeup of whose species constitute the species'
typical members thinking intelligent beings, with reason and reflection, and typically
enables them to consider themselves as themselves the same thinking things, in dif-
ferent times and places…"(Wiggins 1976, 168), "[P]erson is a second order classifica-
tory concept defined jointly in terms of natural kinds and a functional specification.
… On this account person is a non-biological qualification of animal, and a cross-
classification with respect to zoological classifications, against the grain so to speak of
an evolution-based taxonomy"(Wiggins 1976, 161).

It follows that all of Wiggins's persons need not possess the relevant capacities
even potentially. Even though typical members of the species possess the char-
acteristics, there may be also individuals without these potentials, who never-
theless are persons. This preserves the intuition that all humans are (descrip-
tive) persons. It may be that Wiggins's ontological position is actually motivated
by moral considerations, but it may also be motivated by some independent
conceptions concerning the notions of essence and species.14 Wiggins's view has
however been criticized. The critical claim is that it is the possession of the ca-
pacities that matters and would matter even if the capacities would not be so
neatly distributed to only humans and most humans. Whatever their distribu-
tion to members of different species, these capacities would be significant to
their possessors, and valuable in themselves.15 In addition, pure species-
membership as such is not a morally relevant property: it would be frank speci-
esism, analogous to racism or sexism, to claim that it is.

In comparison to Wiggins, Taylor's view is not clear.16 Taylor seems to as-
sume that all individuals do possess the potentials for C-capacities (strong
                                                
13 On different meanings of "potentiality", see Quante 2002, 92-118.
14 Wiggins 2001.
15 As Frankfurt (1982) puts is, "now these attributes would be of equal significance to us

even if they were not in fact peculiar and common to the members of our own spe-
cies."(82). "[It is] conceptually possible that some members of the human species are
not persons."(82)

16 In a recent interview Taylor seems to take explicitly the Wiggins-line: "All humans
are persons because we have the concepts of the species and of potentiality. The fact
that someone is in an irreversible coma does not lead us to deny his personhood. This
points to the fact that we for a variety of moral reasons redefine ourselves as having
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evaluation etc), and that only their realization is sometimes blocked. This is an
empirical assumption open for empirical refutation. If there are human indi-
viduals who for genetic reasons never had the relevant potentials, while being
the individual human beings they are, then Taylor's assumption is wrong. In
that case Taylor would have to divorce the defence of the moral status of po-
tential persons (3.4 below) and the moral status of also non-typical members of
the species (3.5 below).

(v) Becoming an actual person is a matter of actualizing the innate C-
potentials. Taylor's social thesis claims that social mediation is needed in the ac-
tualization of the capacities:

"The claim is that living in a society is a necessary condition of the development of
rationality, in some sense of this property, or of becoming a moral agent in the full
sense of this term, or of becoming a fully responsible, autonomous being. These
variations and other similar ones represent the different forms in which a thesis
about man as a social animal have been or could be couched. What they have in
common is the view that outside society, or in some variants outside certain kinds of
society, our distinctively human capacities could not develop."(Taylor 1985b, 191)

This is a different thesis from one claiming that personhood is a social status,
granted by other persons. It does not follow from Taylor's social thesis that the
opinions of others would directly constitute personhood. The claim is rather
that it is impossible, in the lack of magic pills, to become a rational, responsible,
self-conscious language animal without interaction with others and without the
resources internalized from one's culture.17 (The role of interpersonal recogni-
tion, related to this social thesis, will be discussed in more detail in chapter
five).

(vi) From animalism, and the potentiality and social theses, a phase sortal
thesis follows concerning actual descriptive personhood: Actual descriptive per-
sonhood (which we can call 'A-personhood') is a phase sortal, it refers to those
phases of one's life, when one's person-making capacities C are sufficiently de-
veloped. Becoming an actual A-person through the actualization of these ca-
pacities (learning a language, learning to be rational, responsible and moral,
learning to lead one's life, engaging in strong evaluation etc) is not a substantial
change, no new substantial entity is born. It is a modification in the life of the

                                                                                                                                              
to think of people via their belonging to the species. Being a person has something to
do with the powers of the species in general. We do not cancel this attribution when
someone totally or even irreversibly fails to show those powers. So all humans are
persons in that sense."(2002c, 193, italics added). That someone "fails to show" the
relevant powers can be due to lack of potential or lack of actualization. Wiggins's
model includes also the former. It may be that Taylor agrees with Wiggins here. If so,
Taylor's position is open to the same kind of criticism that Wiggins's. Here I assume
that Taylor's position is different in that Taylor makes an empirical species assump-
tion, and takes potential C-capacities to be the morally relevant feature.

17 But one may ask that even if there were magic pills, and one could become rational,
acquire language, become strong evaluator etc. in a snap, would one still be what
Taylor means by 'respondent'? It may be that one can be a 'respondent' only in actual
interactions.
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same animal. Like being a student, being an A-person encompasses only a
phase in one's life.

Animalism means that one is at bottom an animal, and the birth and death
of the animal organism are the birth and death of the human person. They are
substantial changes, of coming to existence and ceasing to exist. That the dead
material body remains does not mean that the human being would still exist.18

One is not an actual A-person throughout one's existence. Next I will ask what
follows from this to the moral status as a person: is one's status as an end in it-
self also a phase sortal? Does it belong only to actual A-persons? Why does it
belong to those that it belongs to?

3.3 The moral status of actual persons

It has already come clear that the special moral status or dignity of actual per-
sons is based on the valuable capacities that they possess as (descriptive) per-
sons. In principle there could be other kinds of justifications for the moral
status, I mention some of them here.

In the liberalism-communitarianism -debate, Taylor criticized certain for-
mal theories or "priority of right"-theories for leaving the central value-
commitment, the dignity of persons, unarticulated.19 And in turn the commu-
nitarians, M.Walzer, A.MacIntyre but also Taylor were accused of advocating a
'dangerous' historicism, making the dignity of persons contingent on what hap-
pen to be our valuations in our way of life. Neither "mute formalism" nor "arbi-
trary historicism" is a satisfactory position.

Historicist communitarians are happy to assume that equal dignity is our
assumption. With a selective reading one can perhaps make Taylor such a
communitarian. Yet in fact Taylor does not fit the bill, he affirms the context-
transcending dignity of persons as the basis of human rights.20

"Every moral system has a conception of what we might call human dignity, ... of the
quality which, in man, compels us to treat him with respect, or ... a conception which
defines what it is to have respect for human beings." (Taylor 1986b, 53, quoted in Ab-
bey 2000, 22)

                                                
18 Baker and Olson disagree on whether there are literally dead animals, or whether the

corpse of an animal is no longer literally an animal. Compare to Aristotle's view that
a hand cut off from the body is no longer a hand.

19 On liberals and communitarians, see chapter one, footnote 37.
20 Indeed, in Taylor's view all goods have potentially context-transcending validity, as

can be shown through fusions of horizon: the goods of any cultures would be worth
pursuing by anyone. The ontological dependence of goods on valuers and forms of
life does not mean that the validity of goods is restricted to their home culture, or to
cultures which have endorsed to good, or which are even aware of the good. See
chapters six and nine.
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Taylor's complaint against some formal or procedural moral and political theo-
ries is that their commitment to the dignity of persons remains inarticulate. In
fact the starting point of such "mute formalisms" is the taken-for-granted dig-
nity of persons. Taylor does not criticize that value-commitment, but rather the
fact that formal theories try to deny that, or remain mute on the fact they make
such a commitment.

Whatever the accuracy of the ideal types of "mute formalism" or "arbitrary
historicism", I think Taylor is right about practical reasoning: practical reasoners
should try to articulate those evaluatively significant ontological features, which
make persons in themselves worthy of our respect. The ideal-typical liberals
(mute formalists) and ideal-typical communitarians (arbitrary historicists) do
not accept this task (which may merely go to show the limited validity of such
ideal types), but of course accepting a challenge is not the same as to succeed in
it. But at the very least Taylor is right that we should try.

We can distinguish between four ways of trying to face the challenge: the
moral status of actual persons can be understood according to a pure "status-
model" (i), or "instrumentalism" (ii) or a "desert-theory"(iii) or a theory of the
intrinsic value of (some) C-characteristics (iv).

(i) A pure "status-model" would claim that the moral status is granted by
persons to some candidates, and it is this granting that brings about the moral
status. Recognition of a person is like making a promise in that it generates the
relevant obligations. There is no obligation to recognize, apart from possible
matters of consistency. The problem with this view is that, say, consistent sex-
ism claiming that only men are persons could be approved by that theory.

(ii) The same considerations go against a desert-theory. Although some
rewards ought to be merit-based, it violates our basic intuitions concerning ba-
sic human rights that they would be based on merits.21

(iii) One could argue against such sexism on instrumental grounds: equal
basic rights may be good for peace and prosperity, for example. This could still
justify those inequalities, which would be conductive of peace and prosperity.
Taking the special status of persons to be instrumentally grounded is a non-
starter.

(iv) One can argue against sexism more directly: the differences between
men and women are irrelevant in justifying basic rights, which ought to be

                                                
21 Taylor has been interpreted as a representative of the desert-theory as well. Strike

1997 presents a reading in which equal dignity of persons is depend on their cultures
being equally valuable. Such a reading, based on a biased reading of Taylor 1992
misses everything that Taylor writes about politics of universality. "If we cannot
separate judgments about the value of people from appraisals of the value of their
culture, the defense of equal dignity requires a stronger conclusion than that we will
find something of value in every culture. The conclusion we need is that there are
reasons to suppose that we will find all cultures of equal value. Taylor, however, has
not argued for such a conclusion. Moreover, on his assumptions, it is an implausible
one. Taylor has claimed that the merits of cultures can be objectively assessed. That
such assessments would produce judgments of substantive equality across the board
between cultures is as unlikely as, for example, that each NBA season would produce
a tie between all of the league's teams."(Strike 1997)
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based on nothing but the person-making characteristics C. The justification for
why some beings have basic rights while others do not is simply that some pos-
sess the characteristics C, they are for example strong evaluators. Humans are
persons in the moral sense, simply because they are persons in the descriptive
sense, and therefore they have the dignity specific to persons. This 'because' can
be shed more light by focussing on the notion of 'dignity'. Dignity is best seen
as a second-order value: strong evaluators are capable of realizing and experi-
encing values, including moral values, and therefore they possess dignity. (see
Audi 1997  ).22

Those animals, who are not respondents, do not have dignity, because
they are not moral agents. Only persons can be morally praise- or blameworthy.
Only persons can experience justice or injustice, recognition or misrecognition.
Surely, there may be distributive inequality between, say, two groups of pigs on
a farm (say, those who look nicer to humans get better treatment), but those
who are worse-off suffer only from being badly off, they do not feel any moral
outrage for being unjustly worse-off than the others. They can be injured but not
insulted. Further, there are some 'higher; or specifically human values that only
persons can realize. There is nothing degrading for persons in fulfilling natural
needs, but beings which pursue only 'vital' values without having to freedom to
set ends to themselves, do not have the dignity of persons.23

The basis of the higher-order value of dignity is therefore twofold: first, it
is based on the values instantiated and realized by persons as agents. Secondly,
it is also based on the fact that persons have a value-consciousness and moral
consciousness (without which moral values would have no application). Per-

                                                
22 In Audi's suggestion dignity can be analyzed as follows: "To have dignity might be

roughly a matter of being a kind of creature capable of experiences having at least the
following value properties, and especially moral properties. (1) These experiences
contain active realization ... of moral value. ... For instance, one might have a felt
sense of doing justice. ... Such experiences are arguably most valuable when they
contain a sense of acting from duty or, more broadly, from virtue. ... (2) A value-
bearing experience may also be one, ... [where] one's experience is of being done jus-
tice; justice is realized in one's life, though one is not the active realizer of it but its
beneficiary. .... (3) The experience may be of suffering injustice (an essential liability
for a being with dignity) or neglect. (4) Since there are non-moral virtues, such as
aesthetic and intellectual ones, the sense of acting from these may also have value. (5)
As the last point suggests, value-bearing experiences may also be experiences of re-
alizing some "higher" intrinsic value, such as the appreciation of beauty, as opposed
to the pleasures of a dull but adequate meal. Experiencing a "lower" value, such as
that of a sunbath, is different on this score: it certainly does not imply indignity, but it
also does not imply dignity."(Audi 1997, 263).

23 Compare on the last point, Hegel's view: "In so far as the determinations of happi-
ness are present and given, they are not true determinations of freedom, which is not
truly present for itself until it has adopted the good as an end in itself. We may ask at
this point whether the human being has a right to set himself ends which are not
based on freedom, but solely on the fact that the subject is a living being. The fact that
he is a living being is not contingent, however, but in accordance with reason, and to
that extent he has a right to make his needs his end. There is nothing degrading
about being alive, and we do not have the alternative of existing in higher spiritual-
ity. It is only by raising what is present and given to a self-creating process that the
higher sphere of the good is attained (although this distinction does not imply that
the two aspects are incompatible)."(Hegel 1991, 151, #123, addition)
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sons as valuers are the necessary 'Lichtung' which manifests values. (Persons are
necessary for at least the higher existential, aesthetic and moral values, as well
as the goods internal to practices. Perhaps other animals realize some natural or
'vital' values, as well as some evaluative variations of pleasure and pain).

In addition to the considerations of dignity, it is worth pointing out that
life in accordance with capacities C is good for the persons in question, from
their own perspectives. Potential persons have a real interest (possibly an un-
known one) to become actual A-persons. This interest serves as a reason (even a
duty) for others to respect this person and to help in developing the relevant
capacities. There is therefore a 'prudential' or 'eudaimonic' aspect as well: it is
good for the person in question to exercise capacities C.

Next we must ask whether and why also potential persons, and the con-
specifics of persons, have dignity.

3.4 The moral status of potential persons

Taylor takes it for granted that potential persons (or those persons who have
the C-characteristics only potentially) have a full right to life. This fits well our
common sense intuitions concerning normal children. Joel Feinberg has criti-
cized this, as well as the modified claim that potential persons have a full right
to life only at some point, and before that the moral weight of their claim varies
with their level of development of the organism (fetus).

Feinberg (1994, 45-51) gives two arguments against both of these views:
1) The ambivalence of 'potentiality': if a neonate is a potential person, and a

fetus is a potential person, what about the sperm cell together with an un-
fertilized egg cell and so on? Is not anything potentially anything else?

2) "The logical point about potentiality": "what entails actual rights is actual,
not potential, qualification". Future presidents do not have their presiden-
tial rights today, before they actually become presidents.

(1) The first of these arguments can be answered by distinguishing be-
tween actual organisms, which possess certain potentials, and merely possible
organisms. A sperm and an egg cell constitute a merely possible organism.
Only actual organisms can have potentials in the active and direct sense meant
here.24 Two cells have only a two-staged potentiality to become a person: by
first becoming one organism, and then developing. Whatever the details of
one's view concerning the phase when a human being begins to exist (in fertili-
zation, within sixteen days from fertilization, when given birth), it is clear that
the organism cannot speak and reason at the moment when it comes to exis-
tence. For years, its capacities are merely potential. The crucial point is that not
all organisms possess the relevant potential capacities. Worms will not learn to
speak and reason, or to have existential or moral experiences, whatever the
                                                
24 See Quante 2002, 92-118, Wilkes 1988 chapter 2.
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treatment by others. Therefore there is no fatal ambivalence in the notion of
potentiality as such.

(2) The second argument, the logical point about potentials, is correct.
Presidents have their rights only when they become actual presidents, and in
the same way persons have a right to lead their lives only when they have be-
come capable of taking responsibility of their lives. Up to that point they are
merely allowed to participate to a growing degree to the decisions concerning
their lives, but also their parents are held partly responsible. They have the full
right only when they are fully autonomous (the legal rights must take into ac-
count various practicalities, for which reason people of a certain age are sup-
posed to become fully responsible.)

Yet, here the Aristotelian-Hegelian potentiality thesis becomes relevant.
Already potential persons actually qualify for the basic moral status of persons.
This is because full autonomy is not the criterion of all rights. The right to life,
for example, belongs to potential persons already. Potential persons may also
have the right to become actual persons. At least their potential capacities give
others reasons to not prevent and reasons to help in the actualization of the po-
tentials. In that sense, actual descriptive personhood is literally an end. If the
weight of the interest of the neonates is strong enough, as I think it is, to give
others a duty, we can say that neonates have a right to be treated in ways which
do not prevent, and which foster, their development towards being actual per-
sons.25

This means that while actual descriptive personhood is a phase sortal,
moral personhood is not: potential and actual persons have the same basic
status, although there are of course many further differences between them. The
intrinsic value of characteristics C is what grounds the moral status both in the
actual and potential case.26

3.5 The moral status of the fellow members of the species

Taylor seems to assume empirically that all human individuals in fact possess
the relevant potentials innately. What if this is not the case? Is membership in a
species a morally relevant factor or does such a factor lead to an unjustified spe-

                                                
25 Wilkes (1988, 54-6) points out that potential persons do have an interest (even when

they do not know it) to learn to speak, to become rational etc. Their longer-time inter-
ests are not very specific, they are to be specified by their surroundings and self-
interpretations. But whatever their surroundings or self-interpretations will be, it will
be good for them to have the person-making characteristics developed.

26 It is still an open question whether the moral considerations apply to fetuses from the
beginning of their existence with same force, or whether the full rights of potential
persons belong to fetuses of sufficient developmental level, while before that their
moral weight grows together with their physical development. There may be other
difficulties with such views, which do not derive from the logical point about poten-
tiality. My point is here only that Taylor's views on potentiality are not vulnerable to
Feinberg's criticisms.
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ciesism? Peter Singer has been the main advocate of the speciesism-charge.
Ruth Abbey points out that

"while it is easy to understand Taylor's reluctance to classify some humans as non-
persons, it would seem that the thick characterization of personhood he offers does
effectively exclude some human beings from the category of persons."(2000, 70)

Abbey (2000, 70) suggests that we do not stress the questions of definition of
moral personhood: "[I]t is necessary to go beyond questions about correctly de-
fining persons". She appeals to Nietzsche's aphorism that life is not a definition.
Personhood is constituted in social contexts, not in definitions. This is no doubt
an important reminder, which needs to be voiced every now and then. But on
the other hand, an appeal to social contexts merely intensifies the problem. It
does not tell us how in social contexts one ought to treat such humans, who do
not have the characteristics C even potentially. Presumably Abbey does not
support a position analogous to Richard Rorty's frank ethnocentricm, namely
frank speciesism.

Several qualifications are crucial here. How one ought to treat others is not
dependent on the moral status of persons alone. One can love children what-
ever their capacities, and there can be other moral considerations not deriving
from the value of personhood. Further, there can also be instrumental reasons
for granting the same moral status to all humans, even when only some of them
qualify in the light of characteristics C. But if we focus on the status of moral
personhood, are there non-instrumental reasons for thinking it belongs to all
humans?

The question can be approached by asking first whether we have a strong
and stable and reflected intuition, that the moral status of persons belongs to all
humans equally, independently of any instrumental considerations?

Perhaps we do not have such an intuition. Perhaps, for example, fully
vegetative life, which cannot be good on human standards, is fully worthless,
even though it happens to be a life of an organism in the species homo sapiens
(Raz 2001, 77-123). Or perhaps the kind of life that impaired humans live should
be approached like the life of any living beings, admitting happily that they do
not pursue the same goals as persons, and treating them morally is based on the
degree of their capacity to suffer etc.

But if we do have such a strong intuition, it may be the case that (1) we can
satisfactorily make explicit the ground of the intuition by articulating an onto-
logical background picture (characteristics C, potentials and perhaps species-
membership if it is morally relevant, or the "Aristotelian principle", see below).
Or it may be that (2) we have an ungrounded intuition, which we ought to give
up, if we want to avoid speciesism.

But there may be a third option: (3) Perhaps the best thing to do is to name
an anomaly, without rejecting the problematical intuition (at least yet). In such
an option we would not reject the intuition, but we would merely classify it as
problematical, because of the discrepancies in our evaluative framework be-
tween our moral intuitions and favoured ontological and empirical views. The
role of such anomalies in practical reasoning is an important issue: can it ever
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be rational to follow an intuition, which one cannot in one's best attempts show
to be based on morally relevant differences? Can it ever be rational to drop an
intuition merely because one's theoretical or linguistic "model" has not suc-
ceeded in grasping the shape of the intuition? These questions have not been
extensively discussed in a theory of practical reason, (analogous questions have
been more widely discussed in the philosophy of science), but in chapter eleven
the idea of such named anomalies will be discussed further.27

My conjecture is that if Taylor would admit, that he has not given suffi-
cient grounds for his understandable thesis that all humans are persons, i.e. that
there are not sufficient grounds for (1), he would favour (3) rather than (2).

One step forward in trying to give an adequate analysis of the moral status
of the unfortunate fellow humans, who do not have the specific capacities to
become persons, is the "Aristotelian principle" articulated by Kathleen Wilkes.

I want to end this section by outlining this principle. Wilkes (1988) distin-
guishes between those humans who lack the relevant potentials, "those for
whom we can have no expectation that they will grow up to be rational, con-
scious and self-conscious, beings capable of reciprocating attitudes taken to
them, language-users, and entities of which highly sophisticated Intentional
predicates hold true"(58), and between those, who are impaired in a way that
without medical help their existence will remain on a sub-personal level, but who
can with very extensive help, be helped to reach the personal level (59 ff.).
What, if anything, justifies our spending money, time and energy on improving
the mental and intellectual level infants of the latter kind?

"At the root of the matter, I suspect, is an allegiance to something that I shall call 'the
Aristotelian principle', and which seems to me to be something that underpins our
intuitions in these matters but which has never been spelled out. The 'Aristotelian
principle', broadly, claims that every creature strives after its own perfection, and
thus that any member of kind K which is not a perfect instance of kind K is in some
respect to be pitied or deplored. The stunted oak is a failure as an oak - it is not all
that it might be."(Wilkes 1988, 62).

I think this is a successful articulation precisely of the feeling that we should
help someone realize his natural potentials, if we medically can. We should
count not only the present interests, but also the interests that he could have.
But we do have to take the infant's present interests also into account: too much
pain in too many operations for too unsure results is to be avoided. Not every
medical step is always justified. After all, we are talking about a living being
with present interests, who at the moment realizes some form of life, even
though the form of life is not fully personal. "The present and real interests that
the maimed infant actually has now (in comfort, warmth, freedom from pain)
may come into conflict with our attempts to mitigate his impairment."(Wilkes
1988, 66). But when the medical steps are justified, what justifies them is the Ar-
istotelian principle.

                                                
27 See Kuhn 1962, MacIntyre 1988, Taylor's "Explanation and practical reason" in Taylor

1995a.
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Wilkes then approaches those infants for whom medical help is not avail-
able. In these cases we do not have even two-staged potential persons. They
have suffered an 'Aristotelian catastrophe'. "There are Aristotelian reasons for
refusing to treat impaired infants as being precisely on a par with non-human
animals of roughly equivalent intellectual standing."(ibid., 67). The reasons are
based on the loss that the infants have (not knowing it themselves) faced, and
these losses justify our feelings of pity. Wilkes also says that some 'compensa-
tion' is in place. I think that here we have a case of respect for the dignity that
the infant would have had, had he not been impaired. The Aristotelian principle
justifies our extending the respect for persons for these impaired infants as well.

3.6 Conclusion

This chapter tried to answer two questions: why do persons deserve a special
moral status? Does it belong to all humans? The answer to the first lies directly
in the special capacities of persons, for example the capacity for strong evalua-
tion. Most importantly, Taylor's answer is not "communitarian" saying that we
just happen to value personhood. Taylor is rather a realist concerning both the
capacities and their worth. Humans are potentially strong evaluators when they
are born, and such capacity is intrinsically valuable, and it is also good for the
person in question to possess such a capacity.

In trying to grasp the nature of potential persons, I drew from Taylor's
Aristotelian-Hegelian insights, concerning potentials and necessity of social
mediation in their actualization. The personhood of every actual person is a
common achievement, no-one could come to be a person alone. I defended the
view that also potential persons have some basic rights, because they are po-
tential persons, while some other rights (like the right to self-determination)
belong only to adult, actual persons. I pointed out a tension in Taylor's confi-
dent view that all humans are persons: possibly the view that all humans de-
serve the moral status of persons is not grounded by Taylor's suggestions. If so,
I put forward the tentative suggestion that rather than flatly give up the intui-
tion (if we share one to begin with) that all humans have the basic rights, we
could name the moral status of those humans who are in fact not potential per-
sons as an anomaly. Further, it seems that 'the Aristotelian principle' discussed
by Wilkes, articulates our core intuitions concerning impaired humans.



4 DOES IDENTITY
CONSIST OF STRONG EVALUATIONS?

So far we have discussed the relevance of strong evaluation to human agency
and personhood, now I will take up the question which already has surfaced
several times: what is the relationship of strong evaluations and self-identity?1

This chapter relies on the arguments put forward so far, that strong evaluation
is inevitable for human agency and identity-formation. What remains is a clari-
ficatory task: what exactly is personal identity? Does identity consist of inter-
pretations or facts? Do strong evaluations have a constitutive role in identity-
formation? If there is no given individual essence or 'true self' waiting to be
found, but identity is dialogically construed in self-interpretation, then can
identities be criticized at all, when there is no pre-given 'true self', which would
serve as the basis of criticism?

I follow Taylor in defending an interpretational and evaluational concep-
tion of self-identity, but I hope to be more precise in distinguishing several
meanings of 'identity' and correspondingly several different roles that strong
evaluation has for 'identity' in different senses. Further, I try to show that iden-
tities are criticizable despite the lack of pre-given essences.

I will first differentiate between various meanings of 'identity': idem-
identity, ipse-identity, collective identity and species identity (4.1). Then I take a
closer look at ipse-identity in four different meanings: practical identity, bio-
graphical identity, qualitative identity and 'singularity' (4.2). This survey tries to
capture the most important meanings of the concept, but the concept of "iden-
tity" is used in philosophy, social psychology and human sciences in so many
different ways that a comprehensive survey is probably impossible. However,
this survey may help to sort out what sense of "identity" is relevant for strong
evaluation, or for what "identities" strong evaluations are crucial.

Having distinguished these several meanings, I turn to the formation of
identity in self-interpretations. Charles Taylor has been (wrongly) accused of
                                                
1 This chapter contains material published in Finnish and in English in Laitinen 2002a,

2002e and (forthcoming b).
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presupposing a pre-political identity that persons or groups are supposed to
have, and for which they want recognition.2 That would overlook the way in
which identities are constituted dialogically, and in interpretations. I will de-
fend the view that personal identity is a matter of self-interpretation, and col-
lective identity is a matter of collective self-interpretations. While dialogues and
recognition by others plays a crucial role in the formation of one's identity, the
views of others are not directly constitutive of a person's identity, unless the
contents are known or accepted by the person herself.

Being a person or a self is an active business. Having a self in a full-
fledged sense means having a conception of oneself, and having conceptions is
an active business. People don't have beliefs like things have properties. As
Sellars (1963) has stressed, the relation of two mental episodes has to be norma-
tive if it is to count as knowledge; it cannot be merely causal. And as the "tran-
scendental tradition" from Kant onwards has stressed, being a subject is not
merely a matter of having mental contents (which could possibly be caused by
the world) but being aware of the reality, taking the mental contents to be about
the world.3 In addition to normativity and intentionality, the activity of self-
defining is one aspect of the spontaneous activity of the subject. One's self-
identity does not rest simply on "having features", but on one's activity, on
identification with some actual or possible features. In this sense, everyone's
identity is self-made. The point in saying this is not to overlook the cultural and
social mediations that are intertwined in this self-definition, but to stress the
fact that one's identity is not a matter of natural features. Self-identity is a tenta-
tive result of an ongoing process of self-interpretation. Depending on the pre-
cise meaning of 'self-identity', strong evaluation has a more or less central role
(4.3).

In the last section I ask whether identities can be criticized, or whether (in
the absence of pre-given 'true selves') self-interpretations are the ultimate "court
of appeal" not only in the sense of what constitutes identity, but also in ques-
tions about their ethical and existential worth, or coherence, or authenticity or
epistemic adequacy. I hope to show that self-interpretations stand open for
criticism in these respects, even though self-interpretations are directly consti-
tutive of one's identity (4.4).

4.1 Idem, ipse, collective and species-identity

Personal identity can be discussed in many senses.4 Since Locke, philosophical
discourse on personal identity has often been understood as the question about

                                                
2 For Taylor's reply, see Taylor 2002c, 177.
3 See e.g. Carr 1999.
4 On practical identity, see Frankfurt, Taylor 1985a, 1985b, Taylor 1989a, Ricoeur 1992,

Quante 2002; biographical identity see MacIntyre 1985, Carr 1986, Ricoeur 1984-7,
1991b, 1992, Giddens 1991, Kerby 1991, Meuter 1995, Quante 2002, Taylor 1989a,
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sameness, numerical identity: under what conditions can an individual X at
time t1 be the same as Y at time t2?5 How much change can there be and in
what respect? Or what does it mean to say that an individual is "one and the
same" at a point in time: does the self have parts and if it does, what is its rela-
tion to them? How is an individual differentiated from everything else?6

Numerical identity differs from qualitative identity, or similarity: two be-
ings can be exactly similar without being the same individual. These questions
can be asked about any entities: ships, works of art, and sunsets as well as per-
sons. As Quine says, "no entity without identity"7. Ricoeur (1992) calls these
questions the questions of idem-identity.

In the variety of senses that Ricoeur uses "idem-identity", identity refers to
sameness or similarity. It can refer to the numerical sameness of an object at two
different points of time, or to the unity of an object at one point of time, or to the
exact similarity of two numerically different objects. These questions of numeri-
cal identity as persistence in time, numerical identity as synchronous unity at a
given point of time, and qualitative similarity apply to all kinds of objects, not
just to people. When it comes to persons, these features help to identify some-
one as someone, and persons can be identified by these features.

The criteria of the sameness of an individual are dependent on the sortal
concept in relation to which identity is determined.8 If a gold bracelet is melted
down and made into rings, it can be the same lump of gold, even though it is
not the same piece of jewellery. A living animal stays the same organism even
when the bits of matter that constitute it, change. According to Locke, someone
can be the same human, whose sameness is determined through the living ani-
mal body, while being a different person, whose sameness is determined
through consciousness and memory.9

                                                                                                                                              
1997, Kaunismaa & Laitinen 1998, Laitinen 2002a; on qualitative identity in the sense
of "defining qualities", see Oliver Black 2002, Ikäheimo, Laitinen & Quante (forth-
coming), Laitinen 2002e, Ferrara 1997, Schechtman 1996. On "identity crises" see Erik-
son 1958, Taylor 1989a, 25-52, ch 2 above. On 'singularity' and its openness for inter-
pretations, see e.g. Williams 1970, Parfit 1984, Ricoeur 1992, Baillie 1993, Rovane 1998,
Schechtman 1996, Yrjönsuuri 2002. Qualitative identity in the sense of "defining
qualities" refers to something that one person can have. It is totally different from
similarity between two things, which is also called "qualitative identity".

5 Locke: Essay, ch.17, Ricoeur 1992.
6 David S. Oderberg (1996) points out that not all things that can be synchronically

identified, have a diachronic identity, for example symphonies.
7 Quine 1969.
8 Baillie 1993, Wiggins 1976, Locke: Essay, 17 §7, " …it being one thing to be the same

substance, another the same man, and a third the same person, if person, man, and
substance are three names standing for three different ideas; for such as is the idea
belonging to that name, such must be the identity…"

9 Wiggins (2001) argues for sortal dependency of identity while arguing against rela-
tivity: in Wiggins's view, a cannot be the same X as b, and a different Y than b. If a
and b are the same, they are the same X and same Y (provided that they count as X
and Y).
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Therefore the questions of idem-identity soon lead to further questions:
what are we essentially, humans or persons? Can I be still me if I lose my actual
personhood (for example in a coma)? What are the criteria of personhood?
What are the criteria of sameness for humans, or for persons? Following Hegel,
we can think that the imperative "know thyself" refers not only to knowing
one's particularities and who one is in that sense, but also to knowing what one
is.10 Knowing what one is, is to know under what sortal concept one falls.

Accordingly, sometimes what is discussed under the title 'personal iden-
tity' refers to the shared species-identity of all persons. The question concerns
the criteria of personhood, i.e. the question of what features make someone a
person. The classical answers are that a person is a rational animal, a linguistic
animal or a self-conscious being. In chapters two and three, above, I discussed
the role of strong evaluations in defining the essence of humans and persons:
human agents are strong evaluators and as persons, such strong evaluators are
also strongly valued as ends-in-themselves. The role of strong evaluations in the
species-identity of human persons is already covered by those considerations.

Self-identity differs from both species-identity and idem-identity. Know-
ing that and knowing why I am a person does not help me to know who I am,
and this is the question that self-interpretations or self-definitions are meant to
answer. Individual self-identities are complementary to a "species-identity" as a
human or as a person, which is equivalent to the criteria of personhood, or hu-
manity.11 Therefore, all human persons share the same species-identity, while
they have different self-identities.

Further, we can distinguish self-identity from idem-identity in the sense of
sameness discussed above. Or, as Paul Ricoeur puts it, we can distinguish be-
tween ipse-identity and idem-identity. Ipse-identity concerns identity in the
sense of selfhood. Human beings have selves, they are self-interpreting animals,
or "identity-forming animals"12. They pose and answer questions like "Who am I
really? When am I really myself?". Self-interpretations or self-definitions de-
pend on what we identify with, and these self-relations are constitutive of our
feelings and actions. Everyone has their own perspective and their own life to
lead, and decisions regarding how to lead one's life are simultaneously deci-
sions on who to be or what kind of person to be.

When we refer to ipse-identity, we are not satisfied with neutral definite
descriptions, which suffice as answers to questions of idem-identity. It would
not solve an identity crisis or fix my orientation in life to merely know that I am
still the very same person whose loved one has just died or who has just lost his
job, given that these events caused the identity crisis in the first place. What we
really want to know when we ask "who am I" may be our orientation in life:
what kind of person do I want to be, what kind of goals do I have in life, what
                                                
10 Hegel 1830, §377.
11 Nevertheless, our "species-identity" as persons may possibly justify some universal

normative side-constraints to our self-interpretations and orientations.
12 Taylor, "Self-interpreting Animals" in 1985b. Cf. also Heidegger 1964, 360: "The In-

terpretation of the Self belongs to Dasein's Being".
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kind of things matter to me? In an identity crisis we want to fix the moral map
by which we navigate our lives - we want to know where to go from here.
Practical identity in this sense is an orientation concept.13 Alternatively, we may
want to know what our lives so far amount to, or what particular features are
central to us.

Only self-interpreting animals, i.e. beings for whom the question "who am
I?" arises, have ipse-identity. This ipse-identity can be approached from differ-
ent angles. We can first of all distinguish between the singularity and the par-
ticularities of a self-identity. Sometimes "who I am" refers to the kind of person I
am, to my particular features, orientations and life-stories. But sometimes "who
I am" refers just to the bare fact of my being the individual I am: as a singular
being I am me, whatever my particularities. Usually the first-person interpreta-
tions and experiences concerning singularity are what the factual numerical
idem-identity is, but the existence of problematic cases (multiple personality,
fictitious group-persons) show that there is room for interpretation also con-
cerning one's singularity.

Further, the question of the particularities can be understood in three dif-
ferent ways: one's practical identity is the question of one's orientation and
evaluative framework, one's biographical identity is the question of the unity of
one's life, and one's qualitative identity is the question of one's "defining fea-
tures". All these are questions, which involve self-interpretation. The views of
other people are central for the genesis of my own conceptions, but as such they
are not an aspect of my identity. They can directly be an aspect of my reputa-
tion or public image, but not of my identity. The species-identity gives the
frames within which the individual identity can be realized. The looser the con-
ception of species-identity, the more room there is for variations in the self-
interpretations.

Lastly, we can talk about collective identities. A collective identity is the
identity of a collective, consisting of members which each have an ipse-identity,
and which has as a group some kind of self-image, some kind of self-
interpretation (which can then be further divided into practical, biographical,
qualitative and singular). Mercedez-Benz products may have a shared image,
but they do not have a collective identity, because they do not have self-
interpretations. The phrase "collective identity" can refer to the aspect of the
identity of a person which concerns his or her membership in a group (say, na-
tionality, religion), or then it can refer to the self-image of a collective. Often the
prevailing image that others have of, say Finns, is called "identity" but it would
clarify things if we were to distinguish self-definitions from such prevailing
pictures.

                                                
13 Taylor 1989a, 25-52.
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Thus, 'identity' can refer to

Species identity:    criteria of personhood/criteria of humanity (The essence of the
species, to which the individual belongs, and which provides the sortal
concept for discussing numerical identity).

Idem-identity:        qualitative similarity,
numerical sameness as diachronous persistence in time,
numerical sameness as synchronous unity,

Ipse-identity: as referring to singularity:  ("no matter what kind of person I am,
         I am me"),

as referring to particularity ("what kind of person I am"):
practical identity,
biographical identity,
qualitative identity, the question of defining features

Collective identity: the self-image of a collective, whose members all have ipse-identity.

The meaning of "identity" that Taylor claims is related to strong evaluation is
ipse-identity. Idem-identity has nothing to do with strong evaluation, it is de-
termined independently of strong evaluation. Species-identity is intertwined
with strong evaluation in two ways. First, what capacities are taken to be central
person-making properties is not a purely descriptive question, it is a descrip-
tive-evaluative question trying to identify the central features that make per-
sons worthy of respect. Second, the capacity for strong evaluation is itself one of
the central capacities.14

Collective identity has similar aspects to self-identity, so it is possible that
the role of strong evaluations for self-identity applies mutatis mutandis to collec-
tive identity as well.15

                                                
14 Yet the question of person-making properties is descriptive-evaluative, it is not

merely a matter of what we value, as Martha Nussbaum 1995 seems to think, see also
Williams's reply 1995.

15 The distinction between ipse, idem, species-identity and collective identity does not
exhaust all the practically relevant forms of identity. John Rawls, for example, speaks
about "legal or public identity". The public identity of free persons is based on every-
one's having the two moral powers to form conceptions of the good, and to have a
sense of justice. Such a public identity abstracts from their concrete practical identity:
"As free persons, citizens claim the right to view their persons as independent from
and not identified with any particular conception of the good, or scheme of final
ends. Given their moral power to form, to revise, and rationally to pursue a concep-
tion of the good, their public and legal identity as free persons is not affected by
changes over time in their determinate conception of the good."(Rawls 2001, 21). "On
the road to Damascus Saul of Tarsus becomes Paul the Apostle. Yet such a conver-
sion implies no change in our public or legal identity, nor in our personal identity
[i.e. idem-identity, A.L.] as this concept is understood by some writers in the philoso-
phy of mind."(23). This means that while there is a radical change in the ipse-identity
(practical, narrative and qualitative), the legal identity of Saul/Paul remains the
same.
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4.2 Varieties of ipse-identity

Ipse-identity can be approached from the viewpoint of different questions. All
of these questions can be understood as variants of the question "Who am I?",
understood in a special sense.

Sometimes the question is about singularity, the question which one of the
unique and irreplaceable persons is me: there seems to be no doubt that I am
me. Whatever changes I go through, I am still me. While the integrity of the
person is a matter of degree, singularity is a binary question: I am who I am and
not someone else. There does not seem to be much room for interpretation in
relation to this question. Yet there are puzzling cases like multiple personality
disorder, in which the person appears to experience and interpret him- or her-
self as distinct selves (which usually are unaware of one another).16 Such disor-
ders are caused by traumatic experiences, and the split self-interpretations pro-
vide an escape from an unbearable situation. It goes beyond the competence of
philosophical reflection to study the causes of such phenomena, but the con-
ceptual question remains: if identity (including the interpreted singularity) is
constituted in self-interpretations, and if the persons in question do not think
they are the same selves as the other personalities inhabiting the same body,
then they are different "selves". Yet 'they' are only one human, and the treat-
ment aims at bringing this home to the different "selves" in question. Another
kind of puzzling case is the imaginary case of 'group persons': there could be
humans, which as a group would interpret themselves to be only one person.
That this would not be simply a case of collective identity demands that the
people in question do not interpret themselves as individual selves at all, but
merely 'aspects' or 'parts' or 'constituents' of a self. The members of a collective
identity each have a separate ipse-identity as well, and it is a matter of degree
how central they take this group-membership to be for their own identity. The
case, where individual humans would have no idea at all of themselves as sepa-
rate individuals is hardly conceivable. Yet such imaginary possibilities show
that in the normal cases too some taken-for-granted interpretations are at work.
Taylor seems to be right in claiming that the interpretations, which take one

                                                
16 DSM IV gives the following characterization of dissociative identity disorder (also

known as multiple personality disorder): "Patients with this Dissociative Disorder
suffer from alternation of two or more distinct personality states with impaired recall
among personality states of important information. Diagnostic criteria for 300.14 Dis-
sociative Identity Disorder: A. The presence of two or more distinct identities or per-
sonality states (each with its own relatively enduring pattern of perceiving, relating
to, and thinking about the environment and self). B. At least two of these identities or
personality states recurrently take control of the person's behavior. C. Inability to re-
call important personal information that is too extensive to be explained by ordinary
forgetfulness. D. The disturbance is not due to the direct physiological effects of a
substance (e.g., blackouts or chaotic behavior during Alcohol Intoxication) or a gen-
eral medical condition (e.g., complex partial seizures). Note: In children, the symp-
toms are not attributable to imaginary playmates or other fantasy play. (Also multi-
ple personality, MPD, DID, split personality)" Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of
Mental Disorders, fourth Edition. 1994 American Psychiatric Association.
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human being to have one singular self throughout his or her life, are the non-
deviant cases.17

There are three different kinds of questions concerning what kind of per-
son I am: practical identity, qualitative identity and biographical identity.

For Charles Taylor, strong evaluations are the central issue in self-
interpretations.18 Our identities are partly constituted by what we value. We as-
pire to, respect, care about and admire certain modes of life more than others
(Taylor 1985a, 15-45). Internalising an ideal directly contributes to what I am
like. I am partially defined by my strong evaluations or orientations. "To know
who I am is a species of knowing where I stand" (Taylor 1989a, 27). This can be
called one's practical identity. Practical identity refers to the conceptions of good
and right which orient one's action.

Strong evaluations are also relevant indirectly, by offering the standards
by which we evaluate what we are and which guide our "identifications-with".
We identity with some of our desires and feelings, namely those we evaluate
strongly enough. On the basis of these ideals we can answer the question "when
are we ourselves?". For example, certain brute desires or addictions (e.g. a drug
addiction) may be something that I do not consider as truly mine. Nothing
would be lost if I were to lose these brute desires. Yet some other brute desires,
like the desire for Peking Duck, might be something that would cause me to feel
as though I had lost something important if I were to lose it. What makes the
difference is the content of the desire, not the fact that it may be a brute desire
rooted in my economy of inclinations. Our "identifications-with" are based on
our strong evaluations.19 Therefore, what our defining properties are, depends
partly on what we value. That can be called one's qualitative identity. Subclasses
of this question are questions about one's sexual identity, one's professional
identity, one's national identity etc. The idea is that there are some lasting fea-
tures that I can be defined by and identified by, it is a self-defined "essence".

Further, in Taylor's theory, narrativity is linked with our strong evalua-
tions and our identity in various ways. Biographical identity concerns the ques-
tion of one's whole life. It is not only about a collection of facts about my life,
but the results of "biographical thinking", most centrally of narrative thinking.

These questions are not about objective facts, events and properties, but
about experiences, beliefs, interpretations, appropriations and concern. They are
about self-definition, self-interpretation. The self-interpretations are not made in
a vacuum, but they are mediated culturally and socially. Strong values are an
essential layer of the cultural meanings in the light of which we define our-

                                                
17 "[I]t is not up for arbitrary determination what the temporal limits of my personhood

are", "there is something like an a priori unity of a life through its whole extent", "the
supposition that I could be two temporally succeeding selves is either an overdrama-
tized image, or quite false. It runs against the structural features of a self as a being
who exists in a space of concerns" (Taylor 1989a, 51).

18 Ricoeur (1992, 2000), too, adopts Taylor's notion of strong evaluations.
19 Taylor, "What's wrong with negative liberty", in 1985b. Compare to Joseph Raz,

"When are we ourselves" in 1999.
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selves.20 I will now take a closer look at the role of strong evaluations for practi-
cal identity, biographical identity, qualitative identity and singularity of self-
identity.

Practical identity as directly constituted in strong evaluation

We have already seen how one's adherence to strong evaluations and hyper-
goods determines both one's evaluative frameworks and one's orientation in
life.21 Who I am depends directly on what I value. If I pursue equality, I am
egalitarian, and if I pursue environmental values I am an environmentalist etc.
My long term commitments and orientations are constitutive of my identity,
whereas my plans or policies are more easily revised, they are more external to
my sense of who I am.22

One's identity is a matter of self-interpretation, not of facts, not even moral
facts or facts about one's behaviour. Even through strong evaluations would be
interpreted in a moral realist way, one's practical identity would not consist of
moral facts as such: one's orientation is determined through one's conceptions,
selections, specifications and orderings of goods. One's identity can therefore be
criticized from the viewpoint of independently valid goods. And one's practical
identity is not reducible to how one acts in fact. (That is why third person -
perspective conjectures do not necessarily get things rights concerning practical
identity, see Dennett 1978, 1987, 1992). Deeds which are insignificant enough
not to constitute identity; or cases of weakness of the will; failures; contextual
determinations which concern anyone whatever their identity; various kinds of
social and economic forces which may make me act against the goals that
would be closer to my identity etc. show that one's identity and one's actions
may be forced apart. One can act intentionally and yet the goals of one's action
can be external to one's identity, for example if one is alienated from the goals.
Further, the same action can result from rival reasons. On the other hand, if a
commitment to values does not show in my action at all, it is not an identity-
constituting value commitment at all, but rather external judgements about the
value of something.
                                                
20 In chapter two, we saw that strong evaluations and identity can be intertwined in

four ways: 1) one's evaluative convictions directly determine what one's practical
identity or practical orientation is. 2) One's strong evaluation guides the way in
which some features are identified with, i.e. what one's qualitative identity is. 3)
One's identitied-with factual features, as well as one's affective-conative responses,
may play a role in one's selection and specification of one's orientation. 4) One judges
one's motivations and one's success in life in the light of one's strong evaluations, i.e.
one's biographical identity is laden with strong value. Of these, 1, 2 and 4 will be dis-
cussed in this section, when practical identity, biographical identity and qualitative
identity are discussed in more detail. The third point was commented on as possibly
problematic. Chapter twelve (on personal reasons) will show the limits within which
one's own features can legitimately make a difference, namely within the larger lim-
its of strong evaluation or impersonal goods.

21 Taylor 1985a, 1989a, Ricoeur 2000. See also Williams on "ground projects" in Williams
"Persons, Characters, Morality", Moral Luck 1981, 12-13.

22 See Lieberman 1998.
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Although "practical identity" in this sense is dependent on my orientation,
and although people have different orientations, the main point of practical
identity is not to distinguish people from one another. Practical orientation is
first and foremost about what I aim to do with my life, it is not about how I dif-
fer from other people. In principle two people could have exactly similar ori-
entations. In practice, everyone's orientation is likely to have an universal,
communal and individual level. At the universal level, there are goods taken to
be categorical. Those who do not respect these goods are not taken to be 'origi-
nal', but rather, immoral or insensitive. At the communal and individual levels,
different communities and individuals have different selections of optional
goods. This means, of course, that those with different orientations are not nec-
essarily immoral or insensitive, but simply different. From the plurality of
goods it follows that such cases are not rare at all.

When the question of identity is understood in the sense of practical ori-
entation, we see that losing one's framework of strong evaluations, as in the
case of Cecilia above, constitutes an identity crisis. But Anna's lack of orienta-
tion is also a matter of lacking stable orientation. (Bertha's stable orientation and
disappointment with not succeeding to live up to her ideals is a crisis, which we
can fully understand only with the help of biographical and qualitative self-
identities.) So when "who am I?" is understood in the sense of practical orienta-
tion, the reply is given directly in terms of the person's goals. In this sense, one's
practical identity is directly constituted by one's strong evaluations.

Yet, because "identity" is not always used to refer to practical identity
only, it is not always true that one's identity consists of one's strong evaluations
only. In another sense, "who I am" refers to biographical identity and/or quali-
tative identity. These serve at most as contextual information in answering to
practical questions. What would be good for a person like me? In weighing the
different goods it may make a difference to know what goods I have pursued so
far in my life.23 In these meanings (of biographical identity and qualitative
identity), strong evaluation and identity are not directly the same thing: strong
evaluations provide a background horizon for narratives and identifications
with certain features, and one's life-history and one's factual features in turn
provide a context for strong evaluation.

Biographical identity and the background role of strong evaluation

Biographical identity concerns the question of one's whole life, which can be
grasped in narratives about one's life.24 It is possibly a human constant that
humans conceive of themselves in terms of narratives. It is helpful to analyze
this putative human constant into four different claims: a) we are not 'punctual
selves', our temporality is extended towards future and past, b) the life of each
human person is one: there are a priori structures, which determine non-

                                                
23 MacIntyre 1985, Mulhall & Swift 1992, Taylor 1997, Laitinen 2002a.
24 Amelie O. Rorty 1976
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deviant ways of counting lives. c) Caring for oneself is caring for one's life as a
whole, d) the unity of one's life is inescapably grasped in narratives concerning
one's distance to good, in narratives of 'quest' with defeats and maturations.

The claims a, b and c are arguably correct. Nicholas Smith (2002a, 99-100)
discusses the last claim and is critical of it, on good grounds:

"Taylor does not show that the loss of narrative identity would have devastating con-
sequences for the subject. And without such an argument, we are not forced to the
conclusion that narrative identity is necessary in the requisite sense."

Smith (2002a, 100-1) also points out perceptively that

"in the later chapters of Sources of the Self Taylor applauds many of the ways in
which the modernist literary imagination departs from traditional notions of a uni-
fied self. The modernist turn inward, as Taylor puts it, 'may take us beyond the self
as usually understood, to a fragmentation of experience which calls our ordinary no-
tions of identity into question' (1989a, 462). Again, the modernists 'carry us quite out-
side the modes of narration which endorse a life of continuity or growth with one bi-
ography or across generations' (1989a, 464)."

Smith takes this as evidence that the narrative unity of life is not an a priori
structure. How could it be "if we really can do without narratives that present
our lives in terms of continuity and growth, and do so moreover in a manner
truer to our experience"? (Smith 2002a, 101). But yet, it could well be that such
literary movements do explore something, which is at the boundaries of a priori
structures of experience, and which lead to fragmentation of experience. One
could see this as one more 'boundary condition', like fictions of unembodied
souls etc.

A further point is that "even if we accept that the meaning of a life requires
some narrative figuring, why must it be as a quest-type story, a story of self-
discovery in relation to the good?"(Smith 2002a, 100). I think Smith is right to
press this point. Yet if strong evaluations are inescapable, then surely in think-
ing about one's life, the central events for one's identity are those which stand
out in the light of one's strong values. For example, one's acquiring new goals,
one's success in attaining strongly valued goals etc. I think it is reasonable to
think that the substance of narratives is pretty much laden with strong values.
(Whether or not Taylor argues for this adequately.) What kind of a narrative
would be a counter-example? Many narratives may not have dramatic transi-
tions where one's strong values change. But presumably any changes would at
the same time relate to something that one values more or less. So maybe Tay-
lor's claim is not too implausible.

Concerning narrative identity, it is illuminating to compare Taylor's views
to those of Paul Ricoeur (1984-7; 1991b, c, d, 1992). In comparison to Ricoeur's
analysis of narrative identity, Taylor's analysis is remarkable in being so ethico-
centered, being placed directly on the level of strong evaluation. Ricoeur's
analysis contains a detour through a structural analysis of narration as emplot-
ment. Taylor locates narratives directly on the ethical level, whereas Ricoeur
says that narratives mediate between the ethical and descriptive perspectives.
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Paul Ricoeur analyses narrative identity from the viewpoint of his general
analysis of narrativity as an emplotment and imitation of action. The analysis
applies both to historical and fictive narratives. Taylor does not pay attention to
narrativity in the technical sense. Nevertheless, one can say that from the Aris-
totelian elements of tragic poetry, Ricoeur stresses the notion of plot, whereas
the center of Taylor's analysis is the "thought" or theme of the narrative. He is
interested in "the thematic unity of life", or the sense of direction in human
lives. This direction or orientation is defined by one's ethical commitments. The
spatial metaphors of "direction" and "orientation" refer both to the choices of
our fundamental goals and our sense of being closer to or further from achiev-
ing them.25

Charles Taylor connects narratives to the idea that human beings inevita-
bly orient themselves in life by means of strong evaluations. The movement to-
ward or away from the valuable ends is the topic of our biographies. According
to Ricoeur, narratives are the central form of self-interpretation, whereas for
Taylor the notion of strong evaluations is the focal point. Taylor thinks there is a
variety of forms in which strong evaluations can be expressed, but nevertheless
contends that among them, narrativity is an inescapable form of self-
interpretation. On the other hand, Ricoeur says that whereas narratives stir the
imagination, taking an ethical stand and committing oneself are the final steps
in self-determination. Thus, we can say that both Ricoeur and Taylor think that
both ethical and narrative aspects are necessary in the process of creating and
sustaining one's identity.26

There are five ways in which narrativity and strong evaluation are inter-
twined:

First of all, narratives figure among the optional media of expression with
which we express our implicit views, and which in turn shape our under-
standings. With the help of narratives, our implicit conceptions of the good can
be made explicit to ourselves and also communicated to others. Historically
speaking, for example, biblical narratives have been very influential in commu-
nicating visions of the good. Narratives are among the 'devices of representa-
tion' with which we can express our sense of the good, including our identity-
constituting commitments.

Secondly, strong evaluators care about their lives as wholes: "[W]hat is in
question is, generally and characteristically, the shape of my life as a whole."27

Indeed, as Heidegger (1964, §46 ff.) points out, it is only as an object of care that
one's life can be a whole. Objectively, at any point in our lives, there is always
something that we are not yet, and thus we are not yet wholes. And when the
wholeness is finally achieved, the person has ceased to exist. This paradox can
be avoided by adopting a new perspective to the unity of life as an object of
concern. My entire life matters to me, and it is thus in the logical space of "mat-

                                                
25 Taylor 1989a, 25-52.
26 Ibid; Ricoeur 1987, 249.
27 Taylor 1989a, 50.
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tering" or concern that we can refer to the unity of a life. My life as an object of
my concern has a narrative unity, which Taylor says is a thematic unity, not the
mere sameness of the human organism (Taylor 1989a, 528, fn. 38).

The Heideggerian notion of being-in-time captures an inescapable struc-
ture of self-interpretations: we can make sense of events by localising them into
larger temporal wholes, in the wider context of our lives. Taylor (1989a, 47) says
that "making sense of one's life as a story is also, like orientation to the good,
not an optional extra. … In order to have a sense of who we are, we have to
have a notion of how we have become, and of where we are going." Humans
"make sense of their lives as an unfolding story in a way that gives meaning to
their past and direction to their future" (Abbey 2000, 37-8).

One can note critically that one's life is neither the minimal nor maximal
locus of meaning: different practices, constituting autonomous aspects of one's
life may include autonomous internal goods and standards of excellence; and
they are thus possible centres of narrative gravity, while being smaller units
than an entire life. For Taylor, a sense of belonging to larger wholes, or to longer
histories than one's own life can also provide meaning to one's own life. Thus,
caring about oneself may, but need not be, identical to caring about one's life as
a whole.

Thirdly, according to Taylor, selfhood can naturally be captured in a
"moral topography of self."28 Even if we reject the ideas of "moral sources" (see
chapter ten) we can accept that what spatio-temporal metaphors like "moral
space", "moral maps", "orientations to the good", "direction of a life", "moving
toward or away from goods" express, is an inescapable feature of selfhood.
Taylor says that our everyday world is not a neutral or value-free reality, but
we inevitably experience it in terms of value. We live in a moral space instead of
a neutral space. In this space, we orient ourselves, we have goals and aims,
which are things we value or conceive as good. Thus, we orient ourselves to-
ward the good.

The orientation alone is not all that matters. Whether or not we move to-
wards these goods, is dependent on the success of our actions. This movement
is what we mean when we refer to the direction of our lives. Taylor thinks that
people experience that they are leading a life, and this implies control over the
movement of one's life.29 How strong the sense of being in control is varies, as
well as the strength of the sense of being in motion. Our life runs in a direction
that is either toward or away from the strongly valued goods. This movement
within moral space is the theme of our biographies.30 Thus, narrative identity
makes sense of our movements in moral space.

                                                
28 Taylor 1988, 1989a, 111-114.
29 Taylor 1997, Abbey 2000, 39
30 The spatial metaphor can also mislead: it is possible that our 'distance from the good'

can remain the same throughout our lives. For example, my level of honesty may
remain constant despite - or as a result of - my strivings. Thus, it may be there is no
movement within moral space. See Lane 1992.
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The two 'lesser' kinds of identity crises distinguished in chapter two are
related to this: one can have a stable moral map, but be hesitant to commit one-
self to a stable orientation. Again, one may have a stable map and orientation,
and yet be unsuccessful.

Fourthly, narratives are related not only to our moving away or toward the
goods, but also to the changes in the "moral maps" and orientations that guide
our lives, in our conceptions of the good. Narratives can make sense of changes,
crises and revolutions in one's moral outlook. Thus there is a diachronous het-
erogeneity to our lives, which narratives have the potential to make sense of.

Indeed, Taylor thinks that this kind of reasoning in transitions is the very
basic form of practical reasoning. Practical reason cannot provide absolute
proofs of any first premises, but it can comparatively assess two different posi-
tions. There are different modes of comparison: in some cases, one can be con-
vinced that position B is better than A because the transition from A to B solves
some of A's internal problems and can explain why A had these problems.
Thus, the transition is an epistemic gain. Or one can know that some transitions
are learning processes; and we know from our own experience that learning
processes lead us to a better position. Taylor refers here to our personal experi-
ences and "biographical transitions".31

Fifthly, because there is a plurality of goods, there can also be a synchro-
nous heterogeneity, and one way of unifying different goods is to assign them
different places and times in one's life. As Abbey (2000, 38-9) puts it, Taylor's
view is that "when people think about how to balance the disparate goods in
their lives, they combine a sense of diversity with one of unity. The many goods
that claim one's allegiance do so within the context of a single life. When a per-
son's life is viewed as a whole, it becomes easier to see that seemingly different
and even incommensurable goods can be combined in practice."

Thus, the diversity of goods can be conceived in diachronic and syn-
chronic ways.32 For example, let's say that I am a Catholic Marxist who is in love
with a Hindu, and that there is tension between these aspects of my identity.
Let us assume further that I used to be a Communitarian Atheist in the past.
Thus, in addition to the synchronous tensions, there is the diachronous discrep-
ancy between what I was and what I am now. Narrativity can bring concor-
dance to both synchronous and diachronous discordances, through combining
a plurality of goods within a single life and through reasoning in transitions.

So we can conclude that narrative identity and strong evaluations are in-
tertwined in many ways, but none of these is directly constitutive, in the way
that strong evaluations constitute one's practical identity. To sum up, narrativ-
ity has five functions in Charles Taylor's theory. Narratives are (i) an optional
medium for articulating some of our implicit self-interpretations and strong
evaluations. Narratives alone enable us to (ii) care about our lives as temporal
wholes and to (iii) interpret our orientations, successes and failures in a moral

                                                
31 "Explanation and Practical Reason", in Taylor 1995a
32 Abbey 2000, 39, Taylor 1997.
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space. Further, narrative thinking provides a way of providing concordance to
(iv) diachronous and (v) synchronous dissonances in our strong evaluations.

Qualitative self-identity and the background role of strong evaluation

Narratives are a temporally-oriented way of answering the question who am I?
Especially in theories about recognition, however, a more static conception of
the essential features, or "defining qualities"33 of an individual can be captured.
This can be called qualitative self-identity (which is to be differentiated from the
qualitative identity as similarity). National, religious, sexual, professional iden-
tity; various capacities; group-memberships; achievements, etc. are related to
this. Again, it is interpretations rather than facts that interest us.

Taylor (1989a, 25-52; 1997) stresses that often what we want to know when
we ask "who am I" is our orientation in life. It is this "practical identity" which is
wholly constituted by one's strong evaluations, by the strong values that one
has strong adherence to. But there seems to be another, more comprehensive
notion of self-identity, which covers more than one's orientation in life. It also
covers one's success in living up to one's goals, and any of one's features that
one identifies with. This broader notion is related to a metaphor of self-image
and it includes all aspects of self-definition. Some of Taylor's discussions of self-
identity in fact concern this broader notion, but he has not distinguished it from
what I call here practical identity (see Taylor 1991, 31-53; 1985b, 221-5, 1989a, 43-
52). Often Taylor talks as if everything related to personal identity were a mat-
ter of orientation to the good. Yet this broader notion is also very much in Tay-
lor's spirit, and the notion of strong evaluation is relevant in it. This broader
notion can be called one's qualitative identity. Qualitative identity in this sense
consists of one's identifications with one's actual or possible features.  It is im-
portant that not all the features that one actually has, are constitutive of one's
qualitative identity. The central concept here is "identification with" (Frankfurt
1988, Taylor 1985b, 221; Ricoeur 1992).

Strong evaluations have a double role in one's qualitative identity. In ad-
dition to the direct role they have in constituting one's practical identity, strong
evaluations provide the framework in the light of which other features are
evaluated, and possibly identified with or disowned. It is in the light of my
strong evaluations, that I identify with some natural or cultural features that I
have or could have.

Identification does not start from scratch, it always presupposes some-
thing given that I identify with. What are these other features? We can distin-
guish five different ways of having a feature: "first nature", value-
identifications, habitual "second nature", voluntary effort and social attribution.

First, as embodied beings, we have certain biological characteristics that
are given at birth. These are not merely linked to our physical features but also
to our mental capacities. Events after our birth can also affect our natural fea-

                                                
33 Black 2002.
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tures, our first nature: we can lose our sight in a traffic accident, for example.
These natural features are the optional raw-material for one's identity. They
may be inescapable as facts, but it depends on one's identifications and inter-
pretations, whether they are relevant to one's identity.

Secondly, at the core of our self-identity is our practical identity, our identi-
fications with culturally-mediated values and goals. As we saw, these acquired
identifications play a double role in our qualitative identity: indirectly our
value-horizons mediate our other identifications-with. It depends on our value-
identifications, which aspects of our first nature, experiences or habits we iden-
tify with and which not. But my value-identifications also affect directly the
kind of person I am: there is an aspect of identity which directly consists of
value-orientations. We can call this aspect the "ideal self", which consists of the
ideal values and goals that I would wish to be able to live by. There is an ele-
ment of counter-factuality here; the goals and features that I include in my ideal
self need not be something that are already part of me, they may be appropri-
ated from the world around me.

Thirdly, persons have a second nature, a character consisting of acquired
dispositions. What we do and learn by doing affects the kinds of dispositions
and habits we have. Our "second nature" is different from what we were at
birth, and what we would like to be, but nevertheless, this is what we have be-
come. Theorizing one's identity more narrowly in terms of one's value-
orientations ignores this dynamic aspect of identity-formation.

Fourth, one's habitual second nature, once formed, does not need much
attention and voluntary striving. But some features belong to me through vol-
untary effort. Paul Ricoeur (1992) illustrates this with keeping one's word: when
the time comes for me to keep my word, I may have lost all inclination to do it
and have no dispositions in that direction, and I may regret having given my
word; but yet I may voluntary stick to my word.

Finally, some features belong to me merely through attributions from oth-
ers. "Being famous" or "being out of fashion" may be things that I have not
striven to be or even paid any attention to before being so labelled. I may be
aware of these labels without identifying with them. The influence of these so-
cial attributions on one's self-image is at the basis of much discussion concern-
ing recognition.

All these features, one's first and second nature, one's ideal self, one's vol-
untary strivings and one's social appearance are raw material for qualitative
identity, they are something I can identify with. Through these identifications,
something that is merely a given part of first nature, second nature, voluntary
effort or social attribution is transformed into my identity. There is a process of
selection as to which features are significant enough to belong to my identity.
The significant features are either positively identified with or negatively "dis-
owned".34

                                                
34 Below I will discuss how this theory of identity is related to interpersonal recogni-

tion. If my practical identity does not consist of my simply having features, but rather
of my having features that I identify with, then we see how recognition can shape my
identity even in the case of the innate characteristics I was born with. The role that
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To sum up, the role that strong evaluations, i.e. preferences strongly ad-
hered to and based on important values, play in one's self-identity depends on
whether we talk about practical identity or self-definitions in the more encom-
passing sense of qualitative identity. Practical identity is constituted by one's
strong evaluations, whereas in the case of qualitative identity strong evalua-
tions play a double role: they are directly one aspect of one's self-definitions,
and indirectly they provide the value horizon in the light of which one's other
features, both natural, acquired and socially attributed, are evaluated and either
identified with or disowned.

Thus, this theory sees one's qualitative identity as consisting of the fea-
tures that one identifies with wholeheartedly. This is Harry Frankfurt's theory
of 'identification with desires' generalized to all sorts of features. Charles Tay-
lor's point would be, again, that the identification is made in the light of one's
strong evaluations: the number of hairs on my head does not matter, it is too
insignificant to be part of my identity.

This identification-model can be criticised for not being able to deal with
negative features. If only those features I identify with are part of my identity,
then isn't my identity reduced to my "ideal self"? There are two possible de-
fences for the defender of the identification-model. The defender of the model
can reply that yes, that is what identity is, while "what kind of person I am" in-
cludes all the negative and insignificant features as well. And these are equally
relevant topics of self-knowledge. Alternatively, the defender of the model can
admit that one's identity includes both negative and positive significant fea-
tures. It may include the idea that "I am an addict", even while one does one's
best to quit being one. What is significant is dependent on the social context and
on interaction with others. The latter option gives a more realistic picture of
self-identity.

4.3 The formation of identity in self-interpretation

One's qualitative idem-identity consists of one's actual characteristics, the kind
of entity one in fact is. And one's numerical idem-identity is determined by one's
body's factual continuity is time and space. But one's ipse-identity is not deter-
mined by facts, since it is a matter of interpretations.

The ipse-identity is formed through one's adoption of values and goals,
and one's appropriations of some narrative self-understandings and one's iden-
tifications with certain features that one has. This identification-with is produc-

                                                                                                                                              
different characteristics have in forming one's self-image depends on the opinions of
others, because one's identifications are formed dialogically. Thus, while recognition
may or may not have a role in my having a certain characteristic, it has a crucial role
in determining whether or not this characteristic will constitute a part of my identity.
Thus, in the case of particularities, too, recognition has an indirect, mediating role.
My socially conferred characteristics are not directly as such a part of my identity,
unless I identify with them.
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tive: one can link certain features to oneself by such acts of interpretation. Such
identification means that one makes oneself vulnerable: If I care about a value
or a community so much that I see it as an aspect of my identity, then my fate is
linked to the fate of that value or community.

Others can relate to my identity in two ways: first, they can make state-
ments about what my identity has become through my self-interpretations so
far, and second, they can participate in determining my identity by giving ad-
vice. Their advice does not directly constitute my identity; the content of their
advice becomes an aspect of my identity only when I internalize it.

The statements of others can be mistaken in two ways: it may be that they
do not get the content of my identity right, or secondly, they may be wrong
about the origin of my identity in my self-interpretations, if they think that
some of the contents are naturally aspects of my identity (the "naturalistic fal-
lacy") or that the contents are directly determined by others (the "paternalistic
fallacy"). Note that even when one gets the content right, one may be mistaken
about its origin. (I am a Finn and watching ice-hockey is important to me, but
not because I am a Finn. I would be a Finn even if watching ice-hockey were not
important to me.)

 It would be an example of the "naturalistic fallacy" to think that one has
certain a self-identity merely because one has certain features, or that one has
certain features merely because one has certain other features. False generaliza-
tions and stereotypes abound. One's gender or colour of skin have very little to
do with what one is like in other respects, and what one is like (in terms of idem-
identity) does not mean that precisely those features matter to one (in terms of
ipse-identity). Self-identity is not a natural given, it is a result of self-
interpretations.

It would be an example of the "paternalistic fallacy" if a person, A, were to
think that she could directly and productively determine what the identity of
the person B was. Here is an example: A middle-aged singer-songwriter A and
a young (late teenage) cellist B formed a duo. They used pseudonyms, "Alfa and
Beta" and the roles or stage-personae of Alfa and Beta were invented by A. So
far, so good. But the singer-songwriter insisted than even offstage everyone
should call B "Beta", claiming that "that is who he really is". And what "Beta" is
like is designed and redesigned by A because the whole model was his original
idea, and he knows best what Beta is all about. Here the situation is that an
identity-model deliberately created by someone else is forced upon someone.
Even in cases where it is B's own best interest that A has in mind, this procedure
bypasses B's autonomous say in his identity. (And in fact, "being Beta" is not B's
self-identity unless B internalizes it and identifies with it.)

This example tries to highlight the kind of "identity pressure" there can be,
not only to have an identity in general, but to take on a specific identity. One's
parents, teachers, friends and the models of the good life endorsed in one's vil-
lage may make any deviance too costly for oneself. Conceptually speaking, such
models become aspects of one's self-identity only when one endorses them
"wholeheartedly", as Harry Frankfurt puts its. But in real life there are degrees
of wholeheartedness and conformity to external pressures. The clear cases are
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goals that one pursues wholeheartedly (they are aspects of one's identity), and
characteristics that one does not have and would not want to have (they are not
aspects of one's identity). Further, goals that one has adopted but is alienated
from are clearly not aspects of one's identity.35 The problem is that there is a
continuum from wholeheartedness to alienation, and this is a continuum of
"centrality to identity". At some point on the continuum, there is so little whole-
heartedness and so much alienation in the way one pursues a goal, that the
"centrality to identity" is zero, and the goal is external to identity.

Implicit and explicit

Self-interpretations consist not only of our explicit answers to the question "who
am I" but also of our implicit orientations in life. There are two levels in our
identity: the implicit level of reactions, motivations and actions; and the explicit
level of linguistic articulations. Even before the question "what kind of person
am I" enters our consciousness, we are living one answer or another.

Charles Taylor (as well as Paul Ricoeur) stresses that while the explicit
level is dependent on the implicit level, the implicit level too is altered by our
explicit formulations.

"Our attempts to formulate what we hold important must, like descriptions, strive to
be faithful to something. But what they strive to be faithful to is not an independent
object …, but rather a largely inarticulate sense of what is of decisive importance. An
articulation of this 'object' tends to make it something different from what it was be-
fore." (Taylor 1985a, 38).

Thus, we can distinguish two levels, the implicit and the explicit, and a three-
fold dialectic between them.36 First of all, our identity is constructed through
our orientations, which may remain totally implicit. A functioning identity can,
to a large degree, remain implicit. Thus, the first level can be referred to as the
level of implicit functioning.

Secondly, we can explicate our implicit sense of who we are, or what is of
importance to us. There can be rival explications and rival answers to the ques-
tion "who am I". One criterion of a successful answer is how true the explica-
tions are of our implicit orientations, or how well they avoid distorted pictures
of ourselves. But even the best explications can be further weighed and re-
evaluated from the viewpoint of moral ideals and imaginative identifications:
perhaps the conception we finally identify with is not the one which is truest to
what we have been so far. Our implicit views may have been onesided. It may

                                                
35 In principle, features or goals that one identifies with but does not in fact have or

pursue, are also aspects of one's self-identity (but not of idem-identity).
36 Compare to Paul Ricoeur's threefold mimesis in Ricoeur 1984-7, Kaunismaa & Laiti-

nen 1998, Laitinen 2002a. Cf. also Taylor 1989a, 203-7 on the relation of practices and
ideas.
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well be that facts about our past, imaginative identifications and evaluative
elements all pull in different directions in our personal reflection.37

At this explicit level, there is a plurality of the media of expression in
which the implicit sense of self can be expressed: not only spoken language, but
various different arts or even body language will do. Narrative emplotment is
one form of articulation; but descriptive characterisations, such as the statement
"I am Finnish", or prescriptive speech acts like "I really ought to stop smoking",
can also express our sense of ourselves. These need not be interpretations of
one's life in its entirety but, rather, of one's ethical ideals, roles, practices, group-
memberships, etc. The crucial factor is that the 'inner' sense of self or of good is
expressed in one way or another. Once it has been 'objectified', one can see the
'externalised' expression as one's own, one can identify with it. Here, too, a
dialogical process takes place: these expressions are public, and what is public
can be given rival definitions by others.38

The third phase is the appropriation of the explications, or the internalisa-
tion of the expressions. As Taylor points out, there is always an element of
creativity in linguistic articulation, and the appropriated articulation is not nec-
essarily the same as the implicit sense that the process began with. Sometimes
the self-definitions we adopt are self-consciously reformative. As time goes by,
these once innovative self-definitions turn into routines and habits, they become
re-sedimented and metamorphose into elements of the implicit background ho-
rizon of orientation. Thus, here we can refer to a dialectic of innovation and
sedimentation as well as a dialectic of the implicit and the explicit.

4.4 Can one's identity and self-interpretations be criticized?

In this last section I ask whether one's identity or self-interpretations can be
criticized. Possible faults could include incoherence, self-deception, immorality,
existential worthlessness or inauthenticity.

Coherence and discordant concordance

How coherent should identity be? There is a demand that the identity must be
minimally coherent to be identity.39 This can be seen from the inferential condi-
tions for someone having beliefs. A parrot can say "I am an anarchist" without
meaning it. Similarly, if a human being cannot in a minimally coherent way tell
what follows from his claims, he does not mean what he says, because he does

                                                
37 Thus, I think Hartmut Rosa's (1998, 92-95) criterion of internal equilibrium between

the implicit and explicit level is on its own an insufficient criterion for the validity of
self-interpretations.

38 On "expressivism", see Taylor 1975, 11-29.
39 Cf. Frankfurt (1971), who thinks that second-order volitions must be minimally co-

herent.
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not know what it means. The minimal coherence of identity is of similar kind,
very minimal indeed. On the other hand, even the most coherent identity in-
cludes tensions between the plural goals one pursues in one's life. This discor-
dance is something that even a most concordant identity includes.40

The concordance of concrete identities is not merely a case of ordering
plural goods. We are not ideally coherent concerning the weights of goals, we
make contradictory commitments and unrealizable plans, we have an ambiva-
lent relation to many things, and our attitudes may change in less than well-
grounded ways; we are not fully aware of all of our implicit views, etc. Over-
coming such incoherence will not lead to an artificial shortening of the list of
goods that we are attached to. Therefore the coherence of one's identity is a
valid ideal, not the most important one, but one ideal among others.

Self-knowledge and self-deception

Even though there is no pregiven 'essence', correspondence to which would
determine what our identity 'really' or 'authentically' is, self-knowledge is rele-
vant. We may be mistaken about our features (as well as about the surrounding
reality) in relevant ways.41

Hartmut Rosa (1998) takes the relevant aspect of identity to be the balance
between implicit and explicit views.42 The imperative "know thyself" can refer
to explicitly knowing one's implicit views. The explication can transform one's
identity. In Taylor's example, Pierre's redescribing himself for the first time as
homosexual has a different dynamic to it than his describing himself as a Mon-
trealer. 43

Self-knowledge is also relevant concerning those features that we are not
very proud of: our aggressive dispositions, for example. One might claim that
truth does not matter in self-conceptions, that fruitful fictions about oneself are
more important than discouraging or depressing truths. We can accept that and
still claim that truth matters.44 Fruitful and truthful self-conception is better
than fruitful and illusory self-conception. For example, if I take the full audience
for my show as an evidence that my performance is good, but in fact they are
receiving it ironically, as 'camp', then I would prefer to be told the truth. (After
all, I could continue to perform, but this time treating my own material as
'camp'; and continue to enjoy a large audience.)

                                                
40 Ricoeur 1987, Taylor 1997, Laitinen 2002a.
41 See Schechtman (1996, 121-130) who distinguishes between errors of fact and inter-

pretive inaccuracies (for example a paranoiac may be correct about observable facts
but give them bizarre interpretations).

42 Rosa (1998) reserves the term "authenticity" for this ideal of equilibrium.
43 Taylor criticizes Rorty, whose causal account of self-relation does not do justice to the

way in which self-interpretations shape the meaning of experiences. Taylor 1994b,
Rorty 1994b.

44 In fact any cognitive mistakes (not only in self-knowledge, but in any knowledge)
that one's identity is based on, may serve as a basis for criticism.
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We can extend the question of knowledge to one's possibilities as well: Am
I in bad faith concerning the possible options, or is my identity open to new
possibilities, possibly created by myself? It is more natural to call such under-
standing concerning one's possibilities rather imaginativeness or openness or
attentiveness to possibilities, rather than self-knowledge, but in a sense it too, is
a kind of knowledge.

Ethical and existential worth

Because identity is not defined directly in the light of moral truths, but rather in
that of our moral conceptions, these can be criticized from the viewpoint of
better conceptions. Indeed, if some things are morally criticizable, it is even
worse if someone is knowingly committed to them.

The same goes, for example, for issues involving justice and identity: if
some activities central to one's identity presuppose an unjust distribution of re-
sources, justice demands that the activities be given up. The argument can be as
follows: given that one can act justly, and still have plenty of opportunities for
making a good living, and having a satisfying life open to one, it is not too
much to ask one to give up those options in life that presuppose injustice. This
can be a genuine sacrifice, but nonetheless the demands of justice can be more
central.45 One's self-conception is open to criticism from the impartial ethical
perspective.

The existential value of one's self-conception refers to the question of
whether it makes possible a good, full, meaningful, successful life. Of course,
other things are necessary for this, but some kinds of self-conception can stand
in the way of one's pursuit of eudaimonia. Low self-esteem, a lack of self-
confidence, or low self-respect are examples of this.46 One's conceptions of one-
self are open to criticism from this viewpoint.

Authenticity

In chapter twelve I will defend the view that the values of authenticity and
autonomy can ground the way in which one's personal resonance, or the actual
shape of one's affective-conative-cognitive responses may give one reasons to
make and uphold certain kind of commitments instead of other kinds of com-
mitments. Now given that one's personal identity is partly constituted by one's
long-term commitments, this means that actually one's identity can be open to
criticism from the viewpoint of authenticity as well: it may be that one's com-
mitments are not true to one's own emotions or understandings.
                                                
45 It may be a puzzle from an Aristotelian viewpoint, how doing what justice demands

can be a sacrifice for a good person, at least if one can replace one's present activities
with some others which are impersonally equally rewarding. In McDowell's (1995)
view, eudaimonia consists of always doing the right thing. For a criticism of such a
view as too 'rigorist', see Wiggins (1995). For an attempt to solve the puzzle through
the notion of attachment to some activities or some people, see Raz 1999.

46 Honneth 1995.
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Authenticity of selfhood would be an unproblematic demand, if there
were some given essence of one's true self, preceding one's own interpretations
and dialogues. One's own measure would be just a matter of finding this.
Leaving aside such implausible fiction, we must assume that like identity,
authenticity too is a matter of self-creation. It is a matter of expressing oneself,
and possibly finding oneself in these expressions. The demands of authenticity
and identity can come apart if one is alienated from the goals one habitually
pursues, or is committed to. When one wholeheartedly wants what one's con-
strued identity contains, then authenticity is like Hegel's Sittlichkeit, an ideal
where "what is" meets "what ought to be". Authentic identity can also be com-
pared in a Romantic-expressivist fashion to an artist finding his own style, and
fulfilling or realizing himself in his own style, or in an Aristotelian fashion, to a
phronimos who is more than a continent person: a phronimos does what he
knows is right 'naturally', it has become his second nature to see situations and
desirabilities in the light of what virtue demands. Analogously to these cases,
authenticity need not refer to continuous searching, one can find one's own
style or identity and continue to feel that it really is one's own measure.

To sum up, even when there is no given 'true self' or 'individual essence',
identity-constructions can without contradiction be criticized in the light of the
ideals of coherence, truth, ethical and existential worth and authenticity. Such
criticisms need not presume any given essence of oneself.

4.5 Conclusion

The role of strong evaluation in questions of identity takes a lot of clarificatory
work concerning what "identity" means. I have distinguished, above, ipse-
identity from other notions (idem-identity, species identity, collective identity),
as well as different approaches to ipse-identity (practical, biographical, qualita-
tive).

In chapters two and three I discussed the role of strong evaluations in de-
fining the essence of humans and persons: human agents are strong evaluators
and as persons they are also strongly valued as ends-in-themselves. The role of
strong evaluations in the species-identity of human persons is covered by those
considerations.

Idem-identity is not primarily constituted in strong evaluations.47

To see the role of strong evaluation in ipse-identity one must distinguish
between practical, biographical and qualitative self-identity. One's practical
identity is directly constituted by one's orientations to the good, whereas one's
                                                
47 Insofar as questions of qualitative idem-identity (what kind of person am I?) also

cover issues of qualitative ipse-identity (what features belong to me througè my
identifications?), then of course that aspect of one's idem-identity too is constituted
by one's strong evaluations: i.e. if it can be an answer to the idem-identity question
"what kind of person am I in fact?" to point out my orientations ("I am an egalitar-
ian"), then those aspects of idem-identity too are intertwined with strong evaluations.
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evaluative and practical views provide only a background for determining
one's biographical and qualitative self-identity. To have a practical identity is
not to be in an identity crisis.

One's biographical identity and strong evaluations are intertwined in a
host of different ways: narratives are (i) an optional medium for articulating
some of our implicit self-interpretations and strong evaluations. Narratives
alone enable us to (ii) care about our lives as temporal wholes and to (iii) inter-
pret our orientations, successes and failures in a moral space. Further, narrative
thinking provides a way of providing concordance to (iv) diachronous and (v)
synchronous dissonances in our strong evaluations.

While practical identity is constituted by one's strong evaluations, in
qualitative self-identity strong evaluations play a double role: they are directly
one aspect of one's self-definitions, and indirectly they provide the value hori-
zon in the light of which one's other features, both natural, acquired and so-
cially attributed, are evaluated; and either identified with or disowned.

Collective identity can in principle be approached in terms of practical,
biographical or qualitative identity. Here the question is left open whether the
considerations concerning ipse-identity apply mutatis mutandis to collective
identity as well.

Ipse-identity is productively constituted by one's self-interpretations or
self-definitions, either implicit or explicit. It is a conceptual truth that one can
construe one's self-identity only by oneself; to think otherwise would be to
commit a naturalistic or paternalistic fallacy. Although it is a conceptual truth
that something is self-identity only as a result of one's own definitions, yet the
contents of such identities are open to criticism and advice by others. The con-
tents of one's identity may be more or less incoherent, more or less wrongly
conceived, more or less worthless and more or less inauthentic, even when self-
made. Depending on the nature of one's relationship to another person, one
may have weak positive duties to help, advise and criticize the other's orienta-
tion. Yet it is a conceptual truth that one can determine one's self-identity only
by oneself, and it is a normative claim, that others should respect one's right to
define one's identity and live accordingly, at least within the limits of valid
norms and values.48

                                                
48 In the second part I try to show that while an autonomous person may be untitled to

make unwise decisions and live accordingly, that does not make the decision any
wiser. There are also categorical moral limits to what persons are entitled to do.



5 INTERPERSONAL RECOGNITION:
A RESPONSE TO VALUE OR A PRECONDITION
OF PERSONHOOD?1

The specifically Hegelian view of understanding humans as social and rational
animals is in terms of recognition, Anerkennung.2 This Hegelian approach draws
from three sources: first, the tradition from Homer through Aristotle to Rous-
seau of seeing humans as social animals, dependent on the opinions of others.
This tradition did not go all the way in thematizing the very heart of subjectiv-
ity. From Hegel's viewpoint the view of humans as self-conscious, free, thinking
subjects was not properly grasped before German Idealism, whose theories of
subjectivity are the second source for Hegel's theory. Kant thematized the
depths of subjectivity, but failed to link it to the view of humans as social ani-
mals. (Aristotle, too, seems to have taken contemplation and social life to be
separate aspects of human existence). The third source is Fichte, who took the
first steps to link social dependence on the one hand with German Idealist
                                                
1 This chapter is a modified version of Laitinen 2002e, which appeared in Inquiry 45:4

on a symposium on Axel Honneth's work, with his reply. While drawing on Taylor's
views, the conceptual suggestions of this chapter aim also at strengthening and
broadening the basis of what can be called a Honneth-type of theory of recognition,
whose most important characteristics are to take aspects of the positive self-relation
(self-esteem, self-respect and self-confidence) as necessary preconditions and con-
stituents of the good life and of personal integrity, to stress the relevance of interper-
sonal recognition for these positive self-relations, to conceive of recognition in a mul-
tidimensional way, to stress the motivational role of experiences of disrespect, and
finally to defend a thin theory of the good life, which can make some universalistic
demands and yet leave room for cultural variations. Honneth 1995, 1997, 2000, 2001a,
2001b. Taking for example Ludwig Siep's reading of Hegel as one's starting point
might lead to slightly different conceptualizations. Siep 1979, Kotkavirta 1993. Nev-
ertheless, the conceptual and metaethical suggestions in this chapter differ from
Honneth's suggestions.

2 Hegel discusses Anerkennung in various writings in his Jena-period, in The Phenome-
nology of Spirit (including the famous Master-Slave -passage) and in the Encyclopedia
subjective and objective spirit. Different interpreters stress different texts, see e.g.
Taylor 1975, 1979, Siep 1979, 2000, Wildt 1982, Honneth 1995, Pinkard 1994, Pippin
1999, 2000, the various texts collected to O'Neill (ed.) 1996.
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views on self-conscious thinking freedom on the other hand. In his view, per-
sons develop to be free only through responses to demands made by others.
Fichte took only the first steps, whereas Hegel thematized recognition and so-
cial dependence of self-conscious free subjectivity much further.3

Hegel tries to reconcile what is valid in two extremes: the ideal of commu-
nality on the one hand, and the individualistic theories celebrating subjectivity
on the other hand. Such individualistic theories overlook the role of cultural
and social preconditions of developed subjectivity, or the role of civilizational
presuppositions, or Geist in Hegel's terms. Hegel's formula is individuation
through socialization.

In mature civilizations, individuals are socialized to adopt the cultural and
social patterns of conduct, including patterns of recognizing others, to enable
the others to develop and live as subjects as well. In the present context of late
modernity, struggles for recognition are different from the struggles in the ad-
vent of modernity, when the civilization underwent a learning process con-
cerning the conditions of free and self-conscious subjectivity. Presently the
struggles for recognition are best seen as calling for reforms in the existing cul-
tural and social patterns of recognition.4 Some contemporary theories seem to
stress more the ideal of harmonious communities and group-identities, whereas
others stress the equal subjective freedom to self-realization for all individuals,
sometimes overlooking the civilizational presuppositions of such subjectivity.
The truly Hegelian view on recognition would stress these both aspects.

Charles Taylor is, among Axel Honneth and Nancy Fraser, one of the
contemporary philosophers who have taken this theme up, trying to analyze
the logic of the demands for recognition. Indeed, there is much work in just
trying to set straight what is meant by 'recognition' in the contemporary de-
bates. In my view, interpersonal recognition is one of the themes which benefit
from being studied in the light of both ethics and philosophical anthropology,
instead of being seen merely in the realm of human ontology, or in the realm of
norms and values.5 It is precisely strong evaluators who recognize and are rec-
ognized. Due recognition is both a response to reasons and values, and a pre-

                                                
3 On Hegel's theory as a project of reconciling subjectivity and social dependence, see

e.g. Taylor 1975, 1979 and Hardimon 1994. On Fichte and Hegel, see Siep 1979, Wildt.
4 Taylor (in de Lara 1998, 107) points out that he experienced the reality of recognition

as a political phenomenon long before he had the concepts available, from early
childhood onwards.

5 Often interpersonal recognition is understood merely as a topic in philosophical an-
thropology (or "theory of subjectivity" or "ontology of humans" or "ontology of per-
sons"). It is paradoxical that a view in philosophical anthropology, which would
criticize atomist, disengaged theories for forgetting the role of social mediation in the
ontology of humans, would nevertheless have a residue of disengagement in relation
to values, norms and meanings. Such a position is that of a social holist, which is yet
projectivist or constructivist concerning meanings, values, and norms. My claim here
is that the social dimension is governed by reasons and values. Constructivists con-
cerning values and norms think that normativity is human-made, whereas I would
rather put it so that normativity is sui generis, and the existence of normativity made
humans out of humans.
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condition of personhood, personal identity and a healthy self-relation (self-
esteem, self-respect, self-confidence). Therefore, analogously to the ongoing ex-
change between Axel Honneth and Nancy Fraser concerning recognition and
redistribution, this chapter tries to clarify the notion of interpersonal recogni-
tion by examining its relation to its neighbouring concepts, namely strong
evaluation or 'recognition of value' or 'recognition of norms'.6

Taylor distinguishes between two kinds of recognition: politics of univer-
sality and politics of difference. In section 5.4., I compare Taylor's view to that
of another contemporary Hegelian, Axel Honneth. I suggest we would add a
third realm of recognition, that of 'singularity'.

Each of the five subsections addresses a basic question concerning inter-
personal recognition: Which meaning of the word 'recognition' is meant here?
What exactly is interpersonal recognition? What is the difference between (due)
recognition and misrecognition? Is there a way of distinguishing some basic
forms of recognition, like politics of universality versus difference? Is recogni-
tion a matter of responding to something pre-existing or does recognition bring
about its objects (for example by granting a status)?

Here it is suggested first that the concept of interpersonal recognition be
understood in a multidimensional (as opposed to one-dimensional), practical
(as opposed to symbolic or status-granting), and strict (as opposed to broad)
way. Further, minimal mutuality, reciprocity and symmetry of recognition are
distinguished. Second, it is argued that due recognition be seen as a reason-
governed response to evaluative features, rather than all normativity and rea-
sons being seen as generated by recognition. This can be called a response-
model, or more precisely a value-based model of due recognition. A further
suggestion is that there is a systematic basis for distinguishing three dimensions
of recognition, depending on whether recognition is given to someone qua a
person, qua a certain kind of person, or qua a certain person. This is a refine-
ment of Taylor's and Honneth's views on the spheres of recognition. Finally, it
is argued that recognition is a necessary condition of personhood, but whether
it is of direct or indirect relevance depends on our theories of personhood (so-
cial versus capacity-theory) and practical identity (dialogical definition model
versus feature-model). Despite the apparent opposition, it is shown that inter-
personal recognition is both a response to value and a precondition of person-
hood.

5.1 Re-identifying, acknowledging and recognizing

The word 'recognition' can refer to several things, for example re-identifying or
admitting or noticing something.

                                                
6 Honneth 1997, 2001a, Fraser 1995, 2000, 2001 and a forthcoming book by Fraser &

Honneth, Redistribution or Recognition?: A Philosophical Exchange. London:Verso.
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We can identify and re-identify any object as the object it is (as the Eiffel
tower), or as the kind of object it is (it is a Boeing 747). That is, we can attribute
an idem-identity to an entity, whether numerical, qualitative or species-identity.
I will not use the term 'recognition' for this, although it could be used. Persons
can be re-identified in this sense, but it is not primarily what interpersonal rec-
ognition is about.

We can endorse or acknowledge any normative or evaluative 'entities': we
can think that a general norm, claim, reason, principle, rule is valid, or that a
putative value is a genuine value (e.g. honesty is good). I will not use the term
'recognition' for this either, although it could be used. For example what James
Tully has in mind when discussing struggles for recognition are actually strug-
gles concerning proper "norms of recognition". Such norms can be endorsed or
acknowledged, but they cannot be "recognized" in the sense of interpersonal
recognition. Normative entities do not care whether they are acknowledged or
not, whereas persons care whether they are recognized or not. And corre-
spondingly, persons cannot be endorsed in this sense.

We can also think, as an application to particular cases, that a particular
consideration is a good reason for action, or an object is valuable, i.e. we can
notice (recognize) the validity or value of something (e.g. someone is honest). I
will not use the term 'recognition' for this, although it could be used.7 The rea-
son is that this would still include other 'objects' of recognition than persons.
Further, even when it comes to persons, while noticing someone's merits, or
noticing that someone is a person, is actually a constituent of interpersonal rec-
ognition, it is as such only a recognitive attitude, not yet an act of recognition
proper.

Here the focus is on the sense of the word as used in phrases like 'mutual
recognition', Kampf um Anerkennung, or 'need for recognition'. More precisely,
this chapter focuses on interpersonal recognition. The question whether the
analysis applies mutatis mutandis also to groups and institutions is left open.

Here are some examples of interpersonal recognition, to get the intuitive
idea. First, there are many aspects related to the very status as persons, or as
subjects, or as autonomous beings, and as worthy of special respect. These are
in different ways related to the idea that persons should be treated equally, or
'uniformly'.

A takes B to be self-conscious, free, moral, rational, or possessing other person-
making characteristics;

A respects B's moral status that all persons have qua persons;
A takes B to have the cognitive status that rational subjects have as potential sources

of possibly valid (theoretical or practical) claims;
A respects B's right to individual self-determination when the person is capable of

autonomous life, or the right to participate in self-determination to the degree
of his actual capacity to autonomous life;

A respects B's status as equal citizen in some state;

                                                
7 Note that this is in a sense a matter of (re-)identification as well, only in this case we

notice that some object belongs to an evaluatively laden class.
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A respects B's status as a legal subject in any state where B travels.8

Second, there are several things related to crediting or esteeming the particu-
larities that the person may have, for example,

A thinks B is a good doctor,
A thinks B is an excellent tennis-player,
A thinks B is an excellent violin-player,
A thinks that B's patterns of motivation and orientation in life are praiseworthy,
A thinks that B's success in living up to B's ideals is praiseworthy,
A thinks highly of some features that B has,
A thinks highly of the group that B belongs to.

Third, there are several attitudes related to loving or caring for the person as the
person she is,9

A is concerned for the particular needs or feelings that B has, or
A cares for B especially, as there is a special attachment of A to B, or
A benevolently wishes well for B for B's own sake.

There are rival interpretations of what interpersonal recognition in this sense
ought to be taken to mean. We can distinguish between (i) one-dimensional and
multidimensional, (ii) practical, symbolic and status-granting, and (iii) broad
and strict conceptions of recognition. We can further distinguish between (iv)
mutuality, reciprocity and symmetry of recognition.

5.2 Interpersonal recognition:
multidimensional, practical and strict

Many disputes concerning the relevance of recognition can be avoided by not-
ing that different conceptions or notions of recognition may be at play. My sug-
gestion is that a practical and strict notion is most useful for the multidimen-
sional theory of recognition as defended by Honneth and Taylor.

(i) A basic conceptual distinction concerning the notion of recognition is
whether there can be various dimensions of recognition, or whether recognition
is one-dimensional.10 One-dimensional notions have been at play in recent

                                                
8 It is possible to put the point of these in terms of rights: B has basic human rights, the

right to justification (R. Forst), rights to individual self-determination (Habermasian
private autonomy), rights to participate in collective self-determination (Haberma-
sian public autonomy), right to fair trial and protection by law (legal rights). See
Forst 1994, 1999, Habermas 1996.

9 On these different aspects of love, see Honneth 1995, Raz 2001, Ikäheimo 2002a.
10 'Dimension' here concerns different aspects of the relations between individuals. In

Siep's (1979) reading of Hegel, the various relations of recognition between individu-
als form one dimension, and the relation between individual wills and the general
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usages of 'recognition' in Kantian ethics, feminist ethics of care, and in the dis-
cussions on identity-politics.11 Taylor's model, like Honneth's model in Struggle
for Recognition and like Hegel's is multidimensional. In the formal structure 'A
recognizes B as Z', Z in the one-dimensional model is always constant (for ex-
ample equal dignity of persons), but in the multidimensional model it can refer
to B's being a person, or being a person of a certain kind, or being a certain per-
son. In subsection 5.4 below, the three-dimensional view is developed further.

(ii) The term 'recognition' can be taken to refer to the ethically adequate or
inadequate treatment of persons, or to the treatment as interpreted to be an im-
plicit delivery of a message: 'you are Z and you ought to be treated accordingly'
(for example, 'you are a person', 'you are a person with certain kinds of merit',
'you are a special person to me'). Let us call these the practical and symbolic con-
ceptions of recognition. They both are attitude-based analyses, differing merely
on what kind expressions of attitudes count as recognition. They both differ
from an analysis of recognition as granting a status, where Z-hood (or Y-hood))
is a result of recognition. Let us call this third model the status-model. The
status-model can be summed up as 'A grants B the status of Z'. The status-
model makes recognition quite marginal: after all, once a status is granted, re-
specting that status is no longer literally a matter of granting a status. Whatever
constitutive role recognition has, it ought to be extended to the constitutive role
that respecting a status has, not merely the initial granting of the status. Indeed,
granting a status can be taken one form of ethical treatment of people. (Below I
will also claim that every moral status does not result from 'granting'.)

The practical notion of recognition can be paraphrased as: 'A takes B to be
Z, and treats B in accordance with B's Z-hood'. The symbolic notion can be
paraphrased as: 'A reveals to B, that A thinks that B is Z and ought to be treated
accordingly', or even that 'B gets to know -whether A intentionally reveals it or
not - that A thinks that B is Z and ought to be treated accordingly'.

This 'revealing' of an attitude can be implicit in the non-verbal treatment,
there is no need to think dualistically that there are separate symbolic acts dis-
tinct from other behaviour. 'Reading' the message is a matter of interpreting
how the recognizee is taken into account in the motives of the recognizer. In-
deed, any way in which B finds out A's attitudes are relevant. 12

                                                                                                                                              
will form another dimension of recognition. See Halbig 2002. The relation between an
individual will and the general will is not directly discussed in this paper, but it cor-
responds loosely to what in subsection two is thematized as the adequacy of recog-
nition, although here the institutional aspects of the question are not addressed.

11 Honneth, 2001a, 45. Compare also to Fukyama 1992, Ricoeur 1960, and Pippin
1999&2000.

12 This is discussed further in Ikäheimo, Heikki & Laitinen, Arto "Recognition and its
constitutive role", (forthcoming). Honneth (2002) paraphrases this point in a slightly
different way, and attributes it to me and Ikäheimo: "whether we are talking of ges-
tures, speech acts, or institutional measures, these expressions and procedures are
cases of 'recognition' only if their primary purpose is directed in some positive man-
ner towards the existence of another person or group." I think that primary purposes
is a too narrow definition, any way that the recognizee has of correctly reading the
positive attitude of the recognizer would do. The recognitive attitude may be implicit
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 According to the practical notion of recognition, recognizing someone can
have a material aspect to it. The symbolic conception would claim that the ethi-
cal treatment (not recognition) can have both a material aspect and an aspect of
recognition. A distinction like this seems to lie behind Fraser's and Honneth's
exchange concerning the nature of recognition and redistribution.13 The ad-
vantage of the practical notion is that, unlike the symbolic notion, it need not be
able to show what harm to one's integrity was caused by misrecognition in the
symbolic sense, and what by the other (e.g. material) aspects of the treatment.
The advantage of the symbolic notion is that it is reasonably strict on what
counts as recognition. But defending the practical notion in no way rules out
the strictness: a practical strict notion would have both of these advantages.14

(iii) The symbolic conception implies some strict conditions on the notion
of recognition: the recognizer and the recognizee must be capable of grasping
certain conceptual distinctions (between insult and mere injury for example).
Further, at least implicit communication concerning evaluative features of the
recognizee must take place, before an activity counts as recognition. We can call
a conception (practical or symbolic), that accepts these stipulations, a strict no-
tion of recognition. Let us take a brief look at the strict restrictions and the rea-
sons behind them.

First, misrecognition differs from bad things merely happening to a per-
son.15 Bad luck or natural events do not constitute misrecognition. The test is
whether it makes sense for the person to feel insulted because the agent did not
take the person adequately into account.16 Only social and rational animals ca-
pable of adopting and breaking norms can be thought of being recognizers in
any elementary sense. To be short, only persons can be recognizers.

Secondly, interpersonal recognition is merely a subset of value- and norm-
governed activities. We can distinguish between four types of valuable objects,
responses to which are governed by reasons and norms: instrumentally valu-
able objects, intrinsically valuable objects, living beings capable of flourishing
but incapable of drawing a distinction between insult and injury and finally,
self-conscious agents capable of forming beliefs about the beliefs of others and
of themselves. It makes sense to say we have reasons to protect all of these
valuable things, and reasons to deal with them in accordance to their value (see
the next section). Nevertheless, according to the strict conception, interpersonal
                                                                                                                                              

not only in the goal of action, but also in the way the action is conducted (respectfully
etc.)

13 Honneth 1997, 2001a, Fraser 1995, 2000, 2001 and the jointly authored by Fraser &
Honneth (2003).

14 The symbolic notion can have also other analytical advantages. For example, what-
ever attitudes A has that B is unaware of, they cannot directly give B psychological
harm or benefit, while they may affect B's life in ways that B is not aware of.

15 Honneth 1997, 23. Honneth takes it that something is a moral violation because it is
misrecognition, while I take it that (at least in some cases) something is a case of mis-
recognition because it is a moral violation. The crucial problem with the former is how
to define misrecognition independently of morality (see subsection 5.3 below).

16 See the analysis of Peter Strawson (1982).
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recognition can be the case only in the last of these classes, because the other
types are not possible recognizees. Again, to be short, only persons can be rec-
ognizees.

It follows that cultural struggles concerning definitions of values are not
directly struggles for recognition: values are not the kind of entities that can be
recognized, given the strict definition. Therefore the widespread formulations
of 'recognition of values' or 'cultures' or 'norms' are misleading. As Blum (1998,
53) points out, cultures cannot be strictly speaking recognized. Value disagree-
ments are not directly struggles for interpersonal recognition either: A and B
may debate about, say, the value of art, courage or wilderness, without paying
any attention to the relevance of this to their self-esteem. Yet value debates may
have two kinds of indirect implications to interpersonal recognition: when the
value of art or courage is under dispute, artists or courageous people may have
at stake their self-esteem as instantiating the values in question. But also, when
the value of wilderness is disputed, although wilderness is not a potential rec-
ognizee, the debating parties may have at stake their self-esteem as valuers, as
having particular value-orientations (which is different from their self-respect
based on the fact that they are valuers). The issue can be at the core of some-
one's value-orientation and identity, and therefore one's social esteem can be
indirectly dependent on the cultural acknowledgement or endorsement of the
value in question.

Thirdly, if we accept a strict notion of recognition, not all value- or reason-
governed responses to persons are cases of recognition or misrecognition. If
someone cognizes someone's merits, but in no way expresses this, the other
person does not really receive any recognition. Mere cognition cannot affect the
positive relation-to-self of the other. Also, if person A esteems person B on the
basis of what she has heard of him on the radio, but has no chance of communi-
cating this to him (however mediately), no interpersonal recognition takes
place. Unnoticed expressions cannot contribute to the person's self-relation ei-
ther. The same goes for all kinds of ethical action: if recognition is to have the
right kind of relevance to the positive self-relation to the other person, this per-
son must be aware of the treatment.17

When the relevant communication is lacking, all we have is a recognitive
attitude: A has an attitude of respect, esteem or love towards B.18 The strict no-
tion of recognition is recognizee-sensitive: B must receive the message that A
thinks of B. (A recognizee-insensitive theory would not make this demand,
whereas a recognizee-centred theory would not demand that A has the relevant
attitudes. Indeed, A might be totally imaginary in a recognizee-centred theory).

                                                
17 Respecting my rights can have causal relevance for my personal integrity: it protects

me from all kinds of violations. Yet, if I do not know that any protection took place,
there seems to be no reason to think of it as recognition strictly speaking, because the
relevance is not of the right kind.

18 See Ikäheimo (2002b) as well as Ikäheimo & Laitinen, (forthcoming), on the notions
of recognitive attitudes, as well as on the distinction between recognizee-sensitive,
recognizee-insensitive and recognizee-centred theories.
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Finally, we can add a restriction concerning the features that are possible
topics of recognition. If someone claims, rightly or wrongly, that the number of
hairs on my head is 4732, he responds to a factual feature, but it is hard to see
what difference this would make (Taylor 1991a). It seems safe to assume that in
attributing totally insignificant facts, no recognition or misrecognition takes
place (apart from the possibly simultaneous implicit attributions of significant
facts, like that I am a person). Therefore we can restrict the features that recog-
nition is based on to evaluative features. The evaluative features that persons
have seem to be of three kinds: equal dignity, unequal merits and unequal per-
sonal significance (see subsection 5.4).

(iv) We can distinguish between minimally mutual, really reciprocal and
fully symmetrical recognition. First, assume that A thinks B is a good student,
and ought to be encouraged. This is as such mere case of recognitive attitude.
Then, A tells this to B and B thinks that A is a competent judge concerning who
is a good student and who not. This has a minimal element of mutuality: B rec-
ognizes A as a recognizer in general, but also more specifically a relevant and
competent recognizer in this issue.19 Such minimal mutuality is presupposed by
the recognizee-sensitive theory of recognition.

But secondly, really reciprocal recognition is a two-way exchange of mes-
sages: A recognizes B as a good student, but B recognizes A as a good teacher.
Of course, to count as recognition, the condition of minimal mutuality must be
met twice: B must think that A is a competent judge of studentship, and A must
think that B is a competent judge of teachership. This is still a case of asymmet-
rical recognition, because A and B are being recognized in different roles.
Thirdly, in fully symmetrical recognition A and B recognize each other as the
same Z: A recognizes B as a good teacher, and B recognizes A as a good teacher;
or they recognize each other as persons. The point is that fully symmetrical rec-
ognition must be both mutual and reciprocal and the 'Z' in question must be the
same.

It is important to keep 'minimal mutuality' which is a one-way recogni-
tion, separate from cases of asymmetrical and symmetrical reciprocal recogni-
tion, which are 'two-way'. Minimal mutuality is a constituent of both directions
of reciprocal recognition. The point is that even one-way communication pre-
supposes a speaker and a listener, and the attitude of the listener that the
speaker is worth listening to. Even one-way communication presupposes
minimal mutuality.

With these distinctions in mind, it is possible to claim that minimal mutu-
ality however always includes symmetrical reciprocal recognition of one an-
other as subjects.20 This would mean interdependency: not only is minimal

                                                
19 Such minimal mutuality can be present in very horrible cases where A takes B to be a

person and tortures him, and B takes A to (mis)treat him as a person, but not like air.
20 With recognition as a 'subject' I mean, roughly, that A takes B to have the cognitive

status that rational subjects have as potential sources of possibly valid (theoretical or
practical) claims. That is the core of recognition as a person, but if it is possible to
take the other as a subject in that sense, without acknowledging any rights or practi-
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mutuality presupposed in reciprocal recognition, but also symmetrical recipro-
cal recognition of one another as subjects is established when minimal mutual-
ity is established. Minimal mutuality is sufficient for fully symmetrical recogni-
tion concerning subjecthood. They are 'equiprimordial'.

Such a suggestion gives rise to various problems, which cannot be dis-
cussed here: how do recognition as a subject and recognition as a person differ?
While minimal mutuality does presuppose that B takes A as a subject, does rec-
ognition presuppose that A takes B as a subject, or will a positive 'subjectivity-
neutral attitude' suffice? A 'subjectivity-neutral attitude' means an attitude that
A can have towards both subjects and other entities (machines, animals). For
example, A can think that the worker B is better (subjectivity-neutrally) than
some machine, or A can think that B is (subjectivity-neutrally) better company
than a dog. It is clear A can encourage and give credit also to non-persons. It
seems that if the subjectivity-neutral attitude of A towards B can constitute rec-
ognition, then in A's attitude towards B there is not included symmetrical rec-
ognition of one another as persons. But then we can stipulate that in that case
A's attitude towards B is not a recognitive attitude. With such a stipulation, we
can indeed claim that in minimal mutuality there is included fully symmetrical
recognition concerning subjecthood (and possibly personhood). We can call a
position that minimal mutuality implies full reciprocal recognition of one an-
other as subjects (or persons) an 'equiprimordialist' view. Whether or not such a
view can be held clarifies the conceptual nature of interpersonal recognition,
but the issue cannot be settled here.

To sum up, multidimensional views of recognition hold that there are sev-
eral species of recognition, for example respect, esteem and love. A strict con-
ception of recognition (whether practical or symbolic) holds that for an activity
to count as recognition, at least implicit communication concerning the evalua-
tive features of the recipient must take place between two persons. A practical
conception holds in addition that it is the treatment, not merely its symbolic as-
pect (the exchange of attitudes), that counts as recognition.

5.3 Due recognition and responses to reasons and values

Analogously to the concepts of rationality, irrationality and arationality, or mo-
rality, immorality and amorality, we can distinguish between (due) recognition,
misrecognition and a-recognition. The strict criteria discussed in the previous
subsection do not distinguish due recognition from misrecognition, but rather
both of these from non-recognition or 'a-recognition'.21 This subsection will deal
                                                                                                                                              

cal claims of that subject, it may be useful to call such a case one of recognition as a
subject, but not as a person.

21 Often recognition is implicit in misrecognition: in locking up an innocent person in
jail, the state however recognizes that he is a person (insofar as only persons are put
in jail). Compare to Nagel ("War and Massacre", Philosophy and Public Affairs (Winter
1972), and D. Van de Vate ("The problem of robot consciousness", Philosophy and Phe-
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with the distinction between due recognition and misrecognition. Cases of mis-
recognition are cases of recognition, but they are not fully adequate.22

Axel Honneth's Struggle for Recognition contains an important analysis of
recognition and misrecognition in terms of feelings of injustice and experiences
of disrespect. This has the positive consequence of making good sense of the
motivational aspect of social struggles. Nevertheless, the experiences and ex-
pectations in question must be adequate ones, because mistaken, distorted or
exaggerated expectations do not have the needed normative weight. A theory
which would refer to any actual experiences and expectations would suffer
from a 'justification deficit'.23 It may well be that our moral reactions are most
often intelligible, justified and correct, but merely having the reactions does not
determine whether they are or not. What, then, does?

There are two models available for conceptualizing the relation of acts of
recognition and normative reasons for action, which can be called a generation-
model and a response-model. The generation-model focuses on the normative
reasons generated by acts of recognition, whereas the response-model focuses
on the pre-existing normative reasons for giving recognition. The generation-
model holds that acts of recognition are like promises in that they generate rea-
sons and duties by granting someone a normative status. When for example a
positive right for self-determination is granted to someone, this generates duties
for others and also responsibilities for the person in question.

The response-model sees acts of recognition themselves as responses to
pre-existing reasons: there are normative demands concerning how persons
ought to relate to each other, and these normative demands distinguish cases of
due recognition from cases of misrecognition. For example when someone
ought to be granted a right for self-determination, this 'ought' pre-exists the
granting itself. It is hard to see how the generation-model could deal with the
'ought' in question. The response-model holds that due recognition is the right
kind of response to existing reasons. The latter can actually encompass the
normative relevance of the generation-model: in some cases, the existing reason
may have been generated by earlier acts of recognition. For example, because
someone was granted a right to self-determination earlier, it would now be a
case of misrecognition not to respect that right. But the response-model can also
take into account demands that were not generated by earlier acts of recogni-
                                                                                                                                              

nomenological Research (December 1971), quoted in Dennett's "conditions of person-
hood", (1978, 178): "As Nagel says, "extremely hostile behavior toward another is compati-
ble with treating him as a person."(p.134), and as Van de Vete observes, one of the
differences between manslaughter and murder is that the murderer treats the victim
as a person."

22 In fact we can add, that recognition is a matter of A's taking B to be a person, and re-
lating in a sufficiently adequate way to B. If treating B is sufficiently inadequate, it does
not count as recognition at all (as for example slavery may show).

23 Honneth's formal theory of good life, which is meant to answer this question, may
suffer from an 'overpsychologisation' problem (Fraser 2001, 39). It is not clear
whether his theory can hold that some things are wrong, and therefore have more
negative effects on the self-relations of subjects. The theory suggested here tries to
avoid that problem.
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tion. Therefore, we can accept that acts of recognition do generate reasons, but
yet endorse the response model.24

The response model can be given a norm-based or a value-based formula-
tion, depending on whether one holds that values generate reasons and norms
or vice versa.25 It is important not to conflate this meta-ethical distinction and
the normative distinction between 'issues of good life' versus 'issues of justice'.26

There is no reason not to assume that recognition is relevant both for issues of
justice and of good life. Here I will focus only on the meta-ethical basis of dis-
tinguishing due recognition from misrecognition.

Here are some examples of reasons or claims concerning the way we
ought to relate to one another. Adequate recognition is adequate response to
such claims.
a) Needs, pains and sufferings, both physical and psychological, both of per-

sons and animals, of friends and strangers, demand satisfaction and alle-
viating. Whether such needs or sufferings create duties for others, and
how strong the negative or positive duties are, depends on the details of
the case (nature of the creature, nature of the need, nature of the situation,
the presence of special relationships). Here, the value-based approach
would say that several values enter the details and make the normative
claims intelligible: the value of well-being and physical and psychological
health, value of possible special relationships (which are sustained
through care for others' need), value of helping others etc.

b) Interestingly, the fact that a child is potentially autonomous demands that the
parent would make a Fichtean demand (Aufforderung) to the child to actu-
alize her potentials and to become rational and autonomous, to develop a
personality and identity. (It would be misrecognition to treat children all
the time in accordance to their current level of autonomy, and ignore their
potential to become more rational and autonomous.). Possibly also actu-
alized autonomy demands such a demand from others to be sustained,
when in danger to detoriarate in lack of exercise. Note that the Auffor-
derung calls for exercises of rational autonomy and is content-neutral in
the sense that any exercise will do. Here the valuable goal of autonomy is
what can be cited in justifying the "demand to demand" that the patents
face. The parents face a demand to educate the child so that she can be-
come an adult.27

                                                
24 The generation-model does not distinguish between different aspects of norms suffi-

ciently clearly: the validity of a norm, the prevailing practice of following a norm and
the speect-act of enacting a norm (see Raz 1990).

25 For example in Scanlon's (1998, 95-100) 'buck-passing account' values are analyzed
with the help of features that are reasons, and according to Raz (1999, 2001) and
Dancy 2000a & 2000c reasons are based on values.

26 Taylor and Honneth (1997, 27-9) avoid this conflation.
27 Note that this answers the possible counter-argument, posed by Robert Pippin, that

the responsive model suggested here displaces recognition from center-stage, by
making recognition merely track the claims. On the contrary. (Even when no explicit
struggle for recognition takes place, and the parties make no explicit demands, there
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c) Person's realized capacity to self-governing and self-defining demand re-
spect from others. Again, the value of autonomous life justifies the claim.

d) Person's engagement in worthwhile activities and aims demand non-
interference and help. Deplorable activities and aims demand interference
and resistance and hindrance.

e) Worthwhile achievements demand esteem directly. Here what is acknowl-
edged is not the wortwhileness of the end, but also the success. This is the
paradigm case of esteem.

f) The problematic life-orientation of a friend may call for friendly advice.
Here, too, the advice can be given out of respect for the autonomy or out
of concern for the well-being of the person. To give advice presupposes
that one thinks that the recipient is capable of taking good reasons into ac-
count, and it presupposes that one is concerned for the well-being of the
other. The advice can also include a form of esteem: you are so talented in
poetry that you should consider a career in poetry.

I will present the response-model in its value-based version, which holds that
evaluative features of any objects give us prima facie reasons to treat them in
ways consistent with their value. We can distinguish various kinds of value-
based responses.28 The first kind of response to value is mere cognition, or as
Joseph Raz (2001, 161) puts it, "appropriate psychological acknowledgment of
value" or "regarding objects in ways consistent with their value, in one's
thoughts, understood broadly to include imaginings, emotions, wishes, inten-
tions etc." The point is not that we ought to think about every valuable object,
but insofar as we think about something, there is a reason for us to think of it in
ways consistent with its value. The second kind of response is expressing this
cognition in language or by other symbolic means. Third, there is a general rea-
son for everyone to protect, preserve and not to destroy what is of value.
Fourth, the values can be engaged with in different ways. "We do so when we
listen to music with attention and discrimination, read a novel with under-
standing, climb rocks using our skill to cope, spend time with friends in ways

                                                                                                                                              
are claims which have to be acknowledged, and which demand that we recognize all
potential persons.) Recognition is very much center stage: Person B (the child) will
not become a fully human agent if he does not face the Aufforderung. In that sense, if
recognition is a precondition of human agency and rational subjectivity, it is also a
precondition of normativity and therefore very central to the story. The Aufforderung
can be seen as a proto-normative claim addressed to B, for B to become autonomous
person, so that B can face genuinely normative demands. Still, the Aufforderung in
question does not function in a normative vacuum, because the adult A making the
demand to the baby B has a duty to make the demand, under developed civilized
human norms of recognition. (It would be cruel not to educate a normal child). This
suggestion still needs two qualifications: first, it is not clear what "proto-normative"
means, most likely it means normativity of so low level of sophistication that it is a
borderline case, and secondly, the Aufforderung in question is not a special act, but is
implicit in all interaction between an adult and the child: the baby experiences a de-
mand to become an adult even when no-one explicitly tells that to the child.

28 This is based on Joseph Raz's (2001, 161-4) list of three kinds of responses. The point
is that the correct response need not be maximization of value.
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appropriate to our relationships with them, and so on and so forth. Merely
thinking of valuable objects in appropriate ways and preserving them is a mere
preliminary to engaging with value."(ibid., 162-3). Fifth, we can have reasons
for various kinds of external promotion of value, which would go beyond mere
protection, but nevertheless would not be cases of engagement with values.

The value-based analysis suggests that the evaluative features of any ob-
jects give us reasons to treat them in ways consistent with their value. This gen-
eral meta-ethical point, if true at all, holds of treating persons in a right way as
well.29 This provides us a way to distinguish due recognition from misrecogni-
tion. The formal structure is that 'A adequately recognizes B as Z, when she
treats B in ways consistent with B's being Z'. 'Z' can stand for three different
kinds of evaluative and reason-generating notions: 'a person', 'a person with
certain kinds of merit' or 'a certain person with special significance to me'. This
analysis can answer the justification deficit, without compromising the role of
experiences of disrespect: agents can justify their experiences and expectations
by citing the three kinds of features as reasons for certain kinds of recognition.

Taylor's theory of strong evaluation is explicitly value-based, although the
corresponding theory of norms remains implicit. Also Honneth's formal theory
is ultimately value-based, based on the 'supreme' value of good life. In addition,
shared value-horizons are in his theory needed for social esteem. The value-
based analysis suggested here gives more direct reasons for recognition than
Honneth's theory. That someone is a person is directly a reason to treat her as
having equal worth with other persons. The reason need not be derived from
the fact that recognition would (normally) have good effects on her positive
self-relation, which is a precondition and a constituent of her self-realization,
which is something that others ought to take into account, because she is a per-
son. Further, that someone is good at something valuable gives us directly a
reason to recognize her in ways consistent with her merits. Everyone need not
cognize and recognize everyone's merits in all respects, but insofar as we do, we
have directly a reason to do so in ways consistent with their value. We need not
derive the reasons for recognition from the (expected) effects on her positive
self-relation. Again, someone's being of unique importance is directly a reason
to treat her accordingly. The point is not that the effects of recognition would be
irrelevant; on the contrary recognition is so important precisely because of its
role in the development of persons and practical identity. The point is rather
that acts of recognition and misrecognition have their positive and negative ef-
fects partly because they are the right and the wrong thing to do, and so we
must be able to define the rightness independently of the positive effects. Also,
because these reasons are generated by evaluative features, there is no threat of
'overpsychologization'.30 Therefore a formal theory of good life, which is a very

                                                
29 Compare to Darwall's (1977) account of "recognition-respect". Darwall does not

speak of recognition in the interpersonal strict sense, but rather in the sense of 'no-
ticing'. He, too, thinks that persons like anything else must be treated in the light of
best reasons.

30 See footnote 22, this chapter, above.
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appealing normative ideal in the context of value pluralism, will have a
stronger foundation given the value-based analysis of due recognition.

This gives us a criterion of objective adequacy of recognition: recognition
is adequate given objectively valid standards (whether A and B know of these
standards or not). From this, we can distinguish implicit adequacy of recogni-
tion: A and B imply that the content of recognitive attitudes is adequate. It is
this implicit adequacy that gives the dynamics to recognition. Further, we can
distinguish ideal recognition according to participants: even if A and B imply
that the content of recognitive attitude is adequate, they may think that the
situation is not ideal. They may think that if the other would be wiser/more
sensitive etc. the recognitive attitude would be more ideal. (For example, I am
happy with the feedback from this audience, but I wish the audience would be
more sophisticated. Yet this feedback matters, it matters to me that I can play
for this audience). In any case, it is the objective analysis that is relevant for the
adequacy of recognition.

From adequacy, we can distinguish the success of recognition. Attempts at
recognition may fail in many ways: B may not get the message, or B may not
accept the content of the message or B may have imagined the whole thing (as
in interpreting the esteem expressed in someone's tone of voice). Successful
cases of recognition can be inadequate, and unsuccessful cases of recognition
can be adequate. Indeed, it is because inadequate recognition can be successful,
that there can be victims of internalized, low self-image, which results in low
self-esteem.

5.4 Three dimensions of recognition

In Axel Honneth's Struggle for Recognition, three forms of recognition and self-
relation are thematized: respect and self-respect, social esteem and self-esteem,
and love and self-confidence. To my knowledge Honneth makes no claim that
these forms of recognition are the only ones possible. The choice of focus on
these is based on two theoretical goals: explanatory and normative relevance in
relation to critical social theory.31

Charles Taylor (1992) has presented a different taxonomy of recognition,
distinguishing between a 'difference-blind' politics of universality and 'differ-
ence-sensitive' politics of difference.32 This sounds like a comprehensive dichot-
omy: either a policy deliberately ignores any 'differences' in question or not. It
seems however that Taylor's idea of 'politics of difference' covers two kinds of
phenomena. More precision can be gained by noting that a universalistic policy
deliberately ignores two kinds of differences: what kind of person someone is,

                                                
31 Honneth 1995, chapters 5, 6, 8, 9.
32 For a well-founded criticism of the historical claims in Taylor's essay, see Honneth

2001.
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and the fact which person she is. We can therefore introduce a policy of par-
ticularities, which ignores the question which person someone is, but concen-
trates on the particular features of the person: anyone with these features would
do. We can further introduce a policy of singularity, where a treatment is tied to
a singled out, unique, irreplacable person. This person can undergo changes in
her life, but still remain the same 'object' of special attachment.33

In this taxonomy, different kinds of recognition would differ in relation to
whether the agents are related to qua persons ('policy of universality') or qua
persons having particular characteristics or features ('policy of particularities')
or qua singled out individuals ('policy of singularity'). Formulated in this way,
we can see that any forms of recognition must be cases of either universal, par-
ticular or singular recognition. (Or of some combination of them). It is interest-
ing to note that Honneth's respect, social esteem and love exemplify these dif-
ferent categories. This may suggest that such a general distinction actually lies
behind Honneth's analysis of recognition as well.

There are correspondingly three kinds of evaluative features that persons
can have, which provide the basis for distinguishing due recognition from mis-
recognition: equal dignity or worth of persons, unequal merits, and unequal
special significance in relation to someone. Whether or not these three turn out
to be the only dimensions of recognition there can be, it is noteworthy that a
multidimensional conception of recognition can encompass all of them, and
that in all of them due recognition and misrecognition can be distinguished
along the lines of the value-based approach. Further, Honneth's theory of self-
relations can be broadened so that it corresponds to this systematic way of con-
ceptualizing the dimensions of recognition.

Note that all principles are meta-ethically universalistic in the sense that
relevantly similar cases must be treated similarly, even the principles of 'singu-
larity'. Any principle implies a veil of ignorance concerning irrelevant differ-
ences. This meta-ethical universality is important, whatever taxonomy of rec-
ognition one favours. This minimal universality will be discussed more closely
in chapters six and nine. The different substantive policies (of universality, of
particularities, of singularity) differ in what they allow to count as morally rele-
vant differences.

(i) 'Policies of universality' treat persons qua persons.34 The normative ba-
sis is what Kant thematized as the dignity or 'worth' of persons as ends-in-
themselves. This value all persons possess equally, irrespective of their par-
ticular merits, it suffices that they are valuers, or self-determining, rational and
moral agents, or self-conscious subjects or self-interpreting animals (depending

                                                
33 Someone may have been my best friend when we were at school, and nowadays we

do not see so often, but he will forever be "my best friend when we were at school",
whatever changes we go through.

34 It is worth noting that autonomy, rationality and morality can be taken in a univer-
salistic and a particularistic manner. That one has them at all grounds equal 'degree-
blind' respect of basic rights, but the exact degree can be a ground for esteem and
praise. Further, some rights (right to self-determination) may depend on a sufficient
level of these features, and these rights are 'degree-blind' above that level.
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on the favoured theory of personhood). The equal worth of persons is a source
for demands for treating everyone equally. The policies of universality are ex-
emplified by respect as Honneth (1995, 107-121) understands it, as backed up by
legal rights. Yet they cover any equal treatment of someone as a person,
whether or not backed up by legal rights. It seems that any such treatment im-
plying that one has equal dignity with other persons, can enhance one's self-
respect.

As we saw above, in different contexts of recognition, this 'universalistic'
or 'uniform' recognition gets different applications. Note that while moral,
democratic and legal contexts differ greatly concerning their membership
(moral community is not restricted, democratic context is restricted to the
members of the political community, legal context is restricted on territorial
grounds), they treat members equally, in the sense of uniformity. Social status is
no longer determined by one's birth, and one's political rights and legal subjec-
tivity is not tied to one's social standing. Further, the membership of these con-
texts is not based on merit, which is the differentia specifica of the second dimen-
sion of recognition.

(ii) While the dignity of all persons is equal, people have unequal merits in
the light of instrumental or non-instrumental values.35 There are differences in
the extent to which persons have the different good-making features: someone
is very useful for the society (various professions), someone else is excellent in a
practice with intrinsic value (tennis or poetry), and yet someone else is more
phronetic and has virtues of character etc. There are of course also differences in
the bad-making characteristics of persons, and also in their contributions to
something worthless, but merit in the light of values can serve as a basis for es-
teem.

The 'policies of particularity' cover more ground than social esteem in
Honneth's theory. It seems obvious that I can be esteemed for, and corre-
spondingly my self-esteem can be promoted by, my merits in the light of any-
thing valuable. The kind of self-esteem, which Honneth ties to contributions to
shared, societal projects, is merely one aspect of self-esteem in a more general
sense. To demonstrate this, we can take a closer look at excellence in various
valuable practices and various merits related to one's orientation in life.

Following G.H. von Wright (1963), we can distinguish between three ways
of being good at some practice. One is that of excellence in a profession (for ex-
ample medical doctor), which is instrumentally valuable from the viewpoint of
the society. Here the test of excellence is the degree of usefulness from the
viewpoint of the clients or recipients. This is the kind of societal recognition that
Axel Honneth, following Mead, stresses. Indeed it seems that this is often at the
heart of social struggles for esteem. Secondly, there is a variety of practices (e.g.
sports) which are considered worthwhile in themselves, even though they may
be useless for anyone else, and which have impartial tests, for example compe-
titions, which serve as the criteria of excellence. A third kind of excellence in a

                                                
35 Vlastos 1962.
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practice is not judged by societal instrumental value, but there are no simple
tests either. Such practices (e.g. arts, sciences and philosophy) require creativity,
and here judgements concerning excellence are more 'phronetic'. It seems that
acknowledged excellence in any kind of practice can enhance one's self-esteem.

Further, some modes of merit are related to our being particular kinds of
valuers. In addition to being a valuer in general, each person has particular
value-commitments, which are central in shaping her identity. One mode of
merit is related to this, to our overall orientation in life: are we wise, prudent
and mature as valuers, as judges of what is valuable in life, or good for us in our
life. (This is different from respect, which ignores our particular merits as valu-
ers). Here esteem or lack of esteem may concern the whole group of people who
share a way of life. This is of central importance to one's identity. Often identity
politics demand approving attention for the values and ideals one would want
to live by, for the goals that one pursues.36 Value pluralism allows that there is a
plurality of ways of life, which are equally good (or roughly equal) from the
viewpoint of human flourishing. A related mode of esteem concerns one's suc-
cess in living up to one's ideals (as opposed to one's wisdom in merely adopting
these ideals). Here the case is not that, say, honesty is not valued by others as
much as by oneself, but that oneself is not taken to be honest.37

There is therefore a vast plurality of values in the light of which people
can have different merits, usefulness for society being just one of them. Various
practices or one's overall orientation in life can be topics of recognition as well.
All these values differ from the equal dignity of persons in that people's merits
are not necessarily equal.

(iii) We can distinguish from these the value of 'special persons' like
friends or lovers, who are irreplacable from one's viewpoint, and who are of
special significance to oneself. When I am attached to you, your well-being
matters to me more than anyone else's. Loving attachment is not based on merit
in the light of any value, and there is no duty to love everyone equally. So while
there are differences between people in their relative merits, there are also dif-
ferences between people in how 'special' they are to other individuals, and this
constitutes their personal significance for these individuals. Thus, in addition to
the equal dignity of persons, and their different merits in the light of different
values, there are relational values related to special relationships, which do not
obey the logic of 'merit'. Judgements concerning merits imply replacability:
anyone who would have similar merits would do, our judgements ought not be
clouded by our special relations and by the fact that the judgement concerns
this individual. In judgements concerning our special relations, such deliberate
ignorance about which person is in question would lose the subject-matter out
of sight totally.

                                                
36 Politeness and tolerance are important here, but they cannot provide the kind of rec-

ognition needed for positive self-relation. Taylor, "The Politics of Recognition", 1995a.
37 We can point out further that one's features, or the perceived features of one's defin-

ing communities can be the basis of differential respect.
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Also in this dimension of self-relations, Honneth's theory can be slightly
generalized. It seems that any treatment, which implies that I am of special im-
portance to someone can enhance my emotional self-confidence, and it seems
that someone's taking care of my needs is merely one aspect of that. Any sym-
bolic actions or simple gestures can do the job. Further, taking care of someone's
needs may be an aspect of universalistic benevolence, and therefore someone's
taking care of my needs may contribute to the universalistic aspect of my self-
relation, when it is interpreted to be done because I am an equal person among
others.

Note that this singular recognition does not violate the conditions of
minimal universality: "that you are you" plays no role as such, logically speak-
ing the crucial feature is "that the other relatum of this special relation is you".

To sum up, the distinction between recognition and misrecognition can be
seen as based on the correctness of the response to the three kinds of evaluative
features that persons instantiate. Adequate recognition means treating persons
according to their dignity, merits and their special role in one's life. Examples of
misrecognition can be slavery, or explicitly denying the merit of someone's
achievements, or treating indifferently someone with whom one is in a close
emotional relationship. A multidimensional conception of recognition can grasp
all of these. When the dimensions of recognition are conceptualized in a
broader way, also the corresponding aspects of the positive self-relation of per-
sons can be conceptualized in a slightly broader way than Honneth does.

5.5 Recognition - a precondition of personhood and identity?

One of the basic intuitions behind the discourse of recognition from Hegel to
Taylor and Honneth has been that recognition plays a role in human organisms
developing into persons, and persons of a certain kind: 'The only way in which
individuals are constituted as persons is by learning to refer to themselves, from
the perspective of an approving or encouraging other, as beings with certain
positive traits and abilities.' (Honneth 1995, 173) Therefore, recognition seems to
be not only passive mirroring, but active 'bringing about'. As Patchen Markell
(2000, 496) has pointed out, the role of recognition as 'knowing' on the one hand
and as 'making' on the other has not been very clear in the discussions con-
cerning recognition.

How should the nature of recognition be seen? It seems that the truth lies
somewhere between two extremes. An extreme 'pre-established view' would
claim that recognition is nothing but a response to pre-existing features, and
does not bring anything about.38 Persons are what they are, and recognition has
no role to play. An equally extreme 'pure constructivist view' would claim that
acts of recognition bring about their objects from scratch. There is nothing pre-
                                                
38 Charles Taylor has often been accused of putting forward such a 'pre-established'

view. He defends himself against this in a recent interview (2002a, 177).
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existing in the object of recognition, recognition is pure creation, and not a re-
sponse to anything. Even stones would be persons if recognized as persons.
More moderate options would say that recognition is both a response to some-
thing (for example potential autonomy) and a contribution to the person having
these characteristics (for example actual autonomy).

(i) Concerning personhood, the moderate views would take the class of
potential persons as given, and say that recognition plays a role in their be-
coming actual persons. There are two main criteria for what it takes for some-
one to become an actual person. A social criterion refers to personhood as a
status or social construction. Persons are those towards whom other persons
take a 'personal stance', or whom others relate to as 'respondents'.39 To be an
actual person means to be taken by others as responsible agents, communica-
tion partners etc. A capacity criterion takes persons to be those who have (to a
sufficient degree) actualized capacities to be self-conscious, rational, moral
agents.

If we accept the social criterion as a necessary one, we see that recognition
is directly constitutive of personhood: to be recognized as a person constitutes
one's being an actual person. No-one, with whatever capacities, can be more
than a potential person, if not taken to be a person by others. Yet there may be
limits to what can be recognized, not everything is a potential person.40 The ca-
pacity criterion takes the necessity of recognition in an indirect way. Recogni-
tion is necessary for developing the relevant capacities. If someone with a magic
pill would acquire the relevant capacities without any relations of recognition,
she would be a person. The point is that there are no magic pills, and the ca-
pacities develop only through relations of recognition.

The analysis of due recognition as an adequate response to value is com-
patible with both social and capacity criteria. The reason why we ought to rec-
ognize someone's personhood is that she (prior to recognition) belongs to the
class of potential persons, and our response to her potential personhood is cor-
rect when we recognize her as a person. It is the value of personhood which
gives reasons. Yet, recognition contributes, directly or indirectly, to her becom-
ing an actual person. Therefore there is no paradox in recognition being both a
response to evaluative features, and a precondition of personhood.

(ii) What role does recognition of particularities have in relation to one's
particular practical identity? Again, the answer depends on what theory of
practical identity we have. We can distinguish a theory, which claims that one's

                                                
39 See Taylor 1985c and chapter three above on 'respondents'.
40 This seems to be the view of McCall (1990): "In this work the term person refers to a

particular way of understanding individuals. The individual, as person, is what is
cognized of the individual by others. The individual, recognized as a person, is a
public entity. In this sense the person is a third person entity - whatever is known,
attributed, or thought of the individual constitutes that individual as a person."(12).
Yet one has to be individual, i.e. a subject of cognition, to count as person. (12)
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identity consists of all of one's factual features, from a theory, which claims that
one's identity consists of one's identifications and self-definitions.41

According to the first theory, recognition of particularity, due to its inter-
nal variation, forms a spectrum from pure cases of knowing to pure cases of
making. If I am esteemed for some characteristics I was born with, recognition
does not bring about these characteristics at all (and the pre-established view
seems to have it right). But the property of being famous seems to be a pure
case of social attribution, and is directly brought about through recognition
(and the pure constructivist view seems to have it right). There are also mixed
cases like being a good violin player, where one's skills as a musician can be
known, and yet their being treated as a potential virtuoso can causally contrib-
ute to them becoming a virtuoso.

If we take into account that my practical identity does not consist of my
simply having features, but rather of my having features that I identify with,
then we see how recognition can shape my identity even in cases of the innate
characteristics I was born with. The role that different characteristics have on
one's self-image depends on the opinions of others, because one's identifications
are formed dialogically. Thus, while recognition may or may not have a role in
my having the characteristics, it has a crucial role in these characteristics con-
stituting a part of my identity. Thus, in the case of particularities, too, recogni-
tion has an indirect, mediating role. My socially attributed characteristics are
not directly as such a part of my identity, unless I identify with them.42

(iii) Politics of singularity is based on singling out individual persons. The
status of being a special person can be acquired only through recognition, so
here recognition is directly relevant. It is only through the formed relation that
the personal significance exists. The general value of loving attachments, as well
as the negative value of unhealthy dependencies, can guide us if we happen to
deliberate on, say, whether to allow oneself to get close with someone. A deci-
sion to let it happen may be grounded in the anticipated value of a successful
relationship of mutual loving attachment. Within an established relationship,
the value that guides recognition is not merely the impersonal value of loving
relationships in general, but the special significance of this person to me.

To sum up, recognition has something of the nature of making: it has a
crucial active role in actualization of potentials, in identity-formation and in
forming special relations. At the same time, recognition has the nature of a re-
sponse. Recognition can be a response to actual evaluative features, in which

                                                
41 See e.g. Ferrara 1997, Taylor 1992, Frankfurt 1988, Ricoeur 1992, Quante 2002, Laiti-

nen 2002b.
42 Does the vocabulary of potentials and actualization fit our identity-formation? Not in

the sense that there would be a given set of potentials, a God-defined calling, that is a
person's task in life to actualize. But as Taylor (1975, chapter 1) has pointed out, the
expressivist notion of identity combines the Aristotelian idea of actualization of po-
tentials with the role of self-definition. Given the malleability and historicity of hu-
man nature, our 'potentials' are not naturally ear-marked as 'authentic' and 'inau-
thentic', such a cultural distinction is rather a result of dialogues and self-definitions,
where recognition has a say.
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case it does not bring about, but rather sustains those features, or it can be a re-
sponse to potential evaluative features, in which case it contributes also to the
actualization.

5.6 Conclusion

In this chapter it has been suggested that from the rival conceptions of interper-
sonal recognition, a multidimensional, practical, and strict conception is the
most fruitful one. Further, the claim was defended that there are three logically
distinct forms of recognition. In all of these, due recognition is an adequate rea-
son-governed response to the three kinds of evaluative features that (actual or
potential) persons can have. Finally, the view was defended that this is com-
patible with the crucial role that recognition has as a precondition of actual per-
sonhood and personal identity.

An earlier version of this chapter appeared in Inquiry with a reply with
Axel Honneth. In his "Grounding recognition: A rejoinder to critical questions"
Honneth (2002b, 507) pointed out the central unanswered question in this con-
ception of recognition:

"In order to be able to claim that someone is responding 'correctly' to the evaluative
qualities of a person or group of persons, the objective existence of values must be
presupposed in a way that is incompatible with what we know about the constitu-
tion of values. Laitinen will be aware of the difficulties that accompany this kind of
value realism, but he makes no effort in his essay to point the way towards a solu-
tion."

It is precisely this task that I will take up in the last part of this study, defending
a moderate value realism, which is consistent with what we know about the
constitution of values, and which is not very far of the moderate, historically
sensitive value realism that Honneth (2002b, 508) himself subscribes to.



6 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 1: AN OUTLINE1

Having discussed strong evaluations in the context of philosophical anthropol-
ogy, I will now turn to discuss issues of theory or moral and other values. In the
remaining chapters I try to live up to the promissory notes in chapter one, con-
cerning the ways in which Taylor's theory of strong evaluation needs to be ex-
tended.

I defend a 'cultural' but nevertheless non-relativistic moral theory, taking
Charles Taylor's writings on this topic as my guide.2 Taylor is a realist con-
cerning natural sciences, the ontology of persons and the ontology of goods (or
meanings, significances or values). Yet, his realisms in these three areas differ
significantly from one another, and therefore one has to be careful not to pre-
suppose too rigid views of what 'realism' must be like. Taylor's moral realism
can be called cultural, phenomenological, hermeneutical or even 'expressivist'.
(6.1)

According to cultural moral realism, cognitivism is the correct view of our
ordinary moral and evaluative reactions and responses to situations. In the
realm of evaluative judgements, genuinely correct and incorrect (and better and
worse) judgements are possible. These judgements can be implicit in our moral
emotions and tacit agent's knowledge, or more explicit in different articulations
(section 6.2). What makes evaluative judgements correct are evaluative proper-
ties or 'imports' of the situation, and both the evaluative features of situations
and our correct responses to them can be further understood in terms of a plu-
rality of (conflicting and incommensurable) goods, ideals or values (section 6.3).
The evaluative realm is not accessible from a disengaged perspective, but only
from within an engaged, lifeworldly perspective. Evaluative properties are not

                                                
1 This chapter is a modified version of Laitinen 2002e.
2 This chapter is concerned with 'evaluative realism' instead of moral realism in any

narrower sense, the terms 'moral' and 'ethical' here are used broadly to include issues
of good life. The chapter further concentrates on moral values instead of moral
norms or moral reasons for action. Taylor's moral realism is value-based, not desire-
based (like preference utilitarianism) or deontological (like Kantianism). While
'evaluative' would cover also aesthetic values, here ethical ones are concentrated on.
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merely a matter of subjective projection nor merely a matter of objective prop-
erties independent of valuers. Evaluative properties are relational, and neither
the objective nor the subjective pole has priority (Section 6.4). The evaluative
realm is in some sense dependent on social forms (concepts and practices),
which are historically changing. Yet the validity of goods is (potentially) uni-
versal, goods that are valid in our culture would be valid in other cultures as
well and vice versa. The correctness of evaluative judgements is not restricted by
one's own (or one's culture's) evaluations, framework or orientation (i.e. inter-
nalism does not hold). One's own orientation makes a difference but presup-
poses independently valid strong values (sections 6.5 & 6.6).

These theses are reconstructed from Charles Taylor's writings, but authors
like John McDowell and Joseph Raz hold similar views.3 Not unimportantly,
Charles Taylor would add a further thesis claiming that there are 'constitutive
goods' which constitute the goodness of 'life goods', or which in other words
bring about the fact that evaluative properties have value. I try to show the co-
herence and appeal of cultural moral realism without taking any stand on this
further claim about constitutive goods.4

J. Schneewind (1991, 422) writes in his perceptive review of Sources of the
Self that Taylor does not really pay attention to the metaethical debates of 20th

century value-theorists5. While Taylor's contribution could have benefited from
the work already done in the field, and while Taylor's philosophizing often
leaves it open how his views relate to the views of others, his approach man-
ages to be remarkably original. One might add that due to the theoretically
'rhapsodic' nature of Taylor's work, his theory has received criticism from op-
posing directions. Taylor tries to defend several theses, which many critics seem
to think cannot be held together. Taylor seems to be both communitarian and
expressive individualist stressing authenticity; both historicist and universalist;
both anthropocentricist and deep ecologist; a realist and a cultural relativist. In
this work, many of these seemingly contradictory combinations are defended,
most notably the one that evaluative realism and the cultural constitution of
values are not contradictory elements.6

                                                
3 McDowell 1996, 1998; Raz 1986, 1995, 1999, 2001; Taylor 1985a, 1985b, 1988, 1989,

1991a, 1995, 1996a, 1997. Compare also to Dancy 1993, McNaughton 1988, Platts 1991.
4 In chapter ten I argue that Taylor's use of the concepts of constitutive goods and

moral sources indeed betrays the central insights of cultural moral realism.
5 E.g. Moore (1903), Ross (1930), Brentano 1969 (see Chisholm 1986), Scheler (1973) or

Perry (1926). One can add that Taylor has not participated in the more recent
metaethical debates concerning the nature of moral values and reasons. by e.g. Mi-
chael Smith, Joseph Raz, Mark Platts, David McNaughton, Jonathan Dancy, Peter
Railton, David Brink, Derek Parfit. Taylor mentions J. McDowell and S. Blackburn,
discusses the positions of B. Williams, J. Habermas and A. MacIntyre and acknowl-
edges his debts to Iris Murdoch. (see 1996a and 1989a, 534 n.4: "anyone who has read
Murdoch's book will see the extent of my debt to her in what I have written here").
For an overviews on 20th century ethics, see e.g. Cahn & Haber (eds.) 1995 or Darwall-
Gibbard-Railton 1992.

6 This view opposes the Taylor-interpretations of e.g. Rosa 1995, 1998 and Gutting
1999.
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6.1 Phenomenological, hermeneutical, expressive, cultural

It is convenient to give a name to the position one develops and defends, and
here I have chosen the title 'cultural' both for Taylor's moral theory and the
further development of it that I make. Taylor's moral realism could equally well
be called phenomenological, hermeneutical or even 'expressivist'.

While values and morality are in principle inherently something that we
can make sense of (Raz 2001, 41-76), Taylor stresses that our moral knowledge is
often inarticulate, implicit, distorted, tentative, veiled and in need of uncover-
ing, recovering, articulation and of creating new languages. Yet all moral differ-
ences have an explanation (given the minimal universality of evaluative fea-
tures, see chapter nine below). If someone claims to react in the right way for
the right ground to the right extent in the right time, one must be able to give
examples of what would have been a wrong way, what would have been too
much and what too little. Or if someone judges that one race is superior to an-
other, there must be a morally relevant difference, which accounts for the supe-
riority. Because there is none, the judgement is wrong. Or, if comatose humans
are ends-in-themselves, but non-human animals are not, there must be an ex-
planation for this (for example in the capacity to lead a life and have a strong
sense of selfhood, a capacity which remains merely potential in some humans,
and which is an "Aristotelian loss" if the capacity does not develop, or if one
lacks the potentials altogether, see chapter three above). We have strong and
clearly operative intuitions (for example concerning the status of persons)
which may be hard to bring to focus, for example because our languages are
distorted. Thus the main task of moral philosophy is to articulate the contours
of moral experience in a language which is as free of distortion as possible.
Thus Taylor's moral philosophy is phenomenological, and like Heidegger and
Merleau-Ponty it aims at articulating the experience of embodied, engaged
agents.7

Taylor's approach is also hermeneutical in that he thinks that the level of
implicit experience is, pace some phenomenologists, not an error-free origin of
moral insight, which our linguistic and theoretical articulations lead astray, or
cover over with inauthentic "chatter". On the contrary, our linguistic and theo-
retical capacities shape our experiences. There is a hermeneutical circle, or a
dialectic, between the implicit and the explicit. Reflection, deliberation and
practical reasoning can show that some aspects of our implicit views were not
that admirable. But these activities are caught up in the same hermeneutical cir-
cle, there is no stepping away from the engaged perspective but only to new
engaged perspectives. Cultures can learn from one another through fusions of
horizons, but there is no escape from the cultural, hermeneutic situation. Expe-

                                                
7 Thus Taylor's approach is critical towards 'intellectualist' views which are correct

about the intelligibility of morality, but which are not sufficiently sensitive to its en-
gaged, situated nature. Taylor's approach is ultimately empirical, but he is, like Mer-
leau-Ponty, critical of the atomist, aggregative empiricist theories of experience.
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rience, reflection and dialogue together are the final 'judge' in evaluative issues;
reflection, articulation and discourses are relevant in criticizing distorted expe-
rience and making corrections. The judgements of those with more relevant ex-
perience are to be trusted, and we are all aware of biographical transitions that
count as learning.8

In one sense of the term, expressivist moral realism is a contradiction in
terms. The analyses of moral language are either cognitivist or non-cognitivist,
the main representatives of the latter being prescriptivism and expressivism.
Taylor is not an expressivist in this non-cognitivist sense. Taylor's 'expressivism'
does not refer to his view on moral language, but rather his philosophical an-
thropology, discussed above. This is basically an Aristotelian view of human
persons, with the individualized and historicized notion of selfhood, or themes
of self-realization or self-definition added. (See Taylor 1975, chapter 1.)

That I call the position defended here 'cultural' (or 'culturalist' or 'cul-
turalistic') is in a sense just a choice of title, but there is a rationale behind the
choice.9 It self-consciously avoids the traditional meta-ethical titles 'natural',
'non-natural' and 'supernatural', suggesting that evaluative features are not re-
ducible to natural ones and yet they are nothing more mysterious than cultural,
experiental or linguistic meanings in general. It is also meant to evoke an oppo-
sition to cultural relativism, while agreeing that values have more to do with
human lifeform than individuals' projections or Platonic Ideas.

What is 'cultural' is not 'natural' in the sense of modern natural sciences,
in the sense of a "realm of law" or first nature (see McDowell 1996). Taylor op-
poses reductive naturalism, which tries to reconstruct human reality from a dis-
engaged naturalistic viewpoint. In a different sense, it is perfectly natural for
humans to create cultures and civilizations, and what is 'cultural' is in this sense
part of the second nature of humans. So what is cultural is part of the second
nature, but not of the first nature.

Is 'cultural' non-natural, then? In G.E.Moore's sense goodness is an irre-
ducible non-natural property, and many philosophers (see e.g. McDowell) take
normativity or "space of reasons" to be irreducible to natural events. Taylor
(1985a, chapters 9 and 10) puts this point by stating that the normativity of lan-
guage (truth of statements, aptitude of choice of terms and expressions, etc.) is
not reducible to the effectiveness of language in pursuing extra-linguistic ends.
"Non-naturalism" refers to this idea that evaluative and normative realms are
sui generis, irreducible to non-evaluative and non-normative realms. Taylor
clearly holds that not only ethical values but "meaning" in general cannot be re-
duced to non-meaning, layers of meaning are sui generis.

                                                
8 See Tugendhat 1979, Taylor's review 1982, as well as Taylor's "Explanation and prac-

tical reason" in 1995a.
9 The choice of the term 'cultural(istic)' is meant to correspond to Taylor's cultural (as

opposed to acultural) theory of modernity as well as his culturalistic anthropology,
discussed by Levomäki, Pihlström and others in Laitinen & Smith (eds.) 2002. The
idea of 'culturalistic anthropology' as opposed to essentialistic, existentialistic and
naturalistic views derives from the work published in Finnish by Heikki Kannisto.
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I suppose 'culturalism' could in principle come in reductive and non-
reductive forms: one could hold that goodness and rightness are defined as
"what is taken to be good or right by a culture". This would be analytical reduc-
tivism. Or one could accept an 'internalist' restriction of validity: even though
evaluative terms are not analytically reduced, yet there is a normative principle
stating that only those things are right or good, which are accepted by a culture.
Non-reductive culturalism merely states that cultures are necessary for the dis-
closure, creation or realization of goods (at least most goods, see section 8.2 be-
low), but yet cultures are fallible in what they take to be good or right. Taylor
(1985b, 116-151) criticises the assumption that cultures are incorrigible, and
does not accept analytical reductivism. I follow Taylor in these views, and I will
argue more ucompromisingly than Taylor against internalist restriction (see ch.
9, or section 6.5 below). In this sense of the irreducibility of values to cultural
value-orientations, a "non-naturalist" variant of culturalism is defended here.

Finally, culturalism may but need not be supernaturalism. Cultural
evaluative realism can be self-standing without a theistic foundation (as the
view defended here), or it can have a theistic foundation either through the no-
tions of constitutive goods/moral sources (Taylor's own suggestion; to be ar-
gued against in chapter ten below) or through some other notions.

The choice of name for a position is not an argument, it is a hint. The hint
that 'cultural realism' is meant to give is the self-conscious opposition both to
cultural relativism and naturalistic or subjectivistic reductivism, without any
mystifying connotations: in comparison to "non-natural", "cultural" sound less
queer. The rest of this chapter outlines this non-relative, non-reductive, not-
queer position, and the next chapters give more flesh to the arguments.

6.2 The phenomenology of moral reactions and cognitivism

Geoffrey Sayre-McCord (1988, 5) defines 'minimal realism' in any area of in-
quiry as consisting of two theses: "(1) the claims in question, when literally con-
strued, are literally true or false (cognitivism), and (2) some are literally true".
There are correspondingly two ways of being an antirealist: first, by accepting a
non-cognitivist analysis of the claims in question, saying that they have no
truth-value. In the case of moral non-cognitivism, the most important sugges-
tions have been expressivism and prescriptivism.10 Secondly, one can be an
antirealist by accepting an error-theory, by admitting that the claims in question
have truth-value, but none of them are true (for example because they share a
false presupposition). Minimal realism is a cognitivist 'success-theory' (instead
of being an error-theory).

                                                
10 Ayer 1952, Stevenson 1944, Hare 1952, Blackburn 1984, Gibbard 1990. See

McNaughton 1988 and M. Smith 1994, 16-59 for very lucid discussions of non-
cognitivism from a realist perspective.
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Charles Taylor is a minimal realist about morality, and about values.11 His
starting point is phenomenological. Taylor (1985a, 15-44) begins by pointing out
that in our everyday life we act and react as if some things are good and others
bad, some higher and other lower etc, as if the goals we pursue are worthwhile
and as if our ethical statements are capable of being correct. Reactions like
moral outrage, admiration, shame or appreciation presuppose strong evalua-
tions, i.e. qualitative distinctions concerning the worth of different options.
Taylor holds that these responses must be analyzed in a cognitivist manner:
they are not mere expressions of subjective sentiments, they are genuine
judgements concerning good and bad. This phenomenological point enjoys
wide agreement even with those who claim that this phenomenology is either
illusory or to be cashed out in antirealist terms, for example Mackie and Black-
burn.12

Such responses to situations are not as a rule explicit, linguistically for-
mulated or reflected upon. According to Taylor, our moral emotions are "affec-
tive modes of awareness of situation" (1985a, 48). Also, our agent's knowledge
includes very precise implicit qualitative distinctions. Our explicit moral views
and moral theories are articulations of these moral experiences and moral
'know-how'. This articulation is often demanding: we can have strong and
clearly operative intuitions (for example concerning the status of persons)
which may be hard to bring to explicit focus, for example because our lan-
guages are inadequate or distorting. The implicit grasp of the evaluative dis-
tinctions governs our articulations, but articulated and reflectively endorsed
views can in turn change our implicit views. The main task of moral philosophy
is to articulate the contours of moral experience in a language which is as free of
distortion as possible. Too narrow and one-sided theories may block or restrain
our access to our intuitions. On the other hand, reflection, deliberation and
practical reasoning can show that some aspects of our implicit views were not
that admirable. There is a hermeneutical circle, or a dialectic, between the im-
plicit and the explicit.13 This means also that the possibility of progress is built
in into the starting point: both our implicit views and explicit articulations can
be improved upon.14

                                                
11 Many moral realists are not value realists: they may think that there are moral truths

but no values. These moral truths may depend on subjective factors (e.g. desires or
preferences, possibly rationally endorsed ones) or they may be deontological, and
independent of 'values'. Taylor's moral realism is dependent on his value realism.

12 Mackie 1977, Blackburn 1984.
13 Because of these considerations, it is often closer to the actual practice to say that our

factual evaluative judgements are better or worse, than simply correct or incorrect.
The metaethical point is to insist against error-theories, that not all judgements are
equally erroneous. (Note that it is also possible to be a moral realist and at the same
time skeptical concerning moral knowledge. Such a combination fits better with
some kind of Platonism about values, than the relational analysis of values defended
here.)

14 Taylor 1985a, 15-44, 45-76; 1985b, 15-57.
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6.3 Evaluative features of situations and a plurality of goods

The correctness of strong evaluations, unlike that of desire-based weak evalua-
tions, is not dependent on a subject's attitudes alone. Value-based theories, like
Taylor's, oppose the Hobbesian view that anything which corresponds to our
desires is good, and the Sartrean view that our values are based on subjective
radical choices, and also the view (defended recently by Gutting) that values are
based on our value-beliefs or aspirations.15 It is rather that we evaluate our de-
sires and make our choices in the light of our value-beliefs, and we aim through
our beliefs and aspirations to get the values right.

Given the analysis that our moral reactions are judgements about our
situations, it is natural to maintain that what makes these judgements correct or
incorrect are the evaluative features of situations. Interpreting one's own emo-
tions is at the same time a matter of interpreting one's situations, so self-
interpreting animals are actually world-interpreting animals: they try to grasp
the evaluative aspects of the lifeworld, and get them right.16 Taylor puts this in
terms of 'imports': "Experiencing an emotion is to be aware of our situation as
humiliating, or shameful, or outrageous, or dismaying, or exhilarating, or won-
derful; and so on. Each of these adjectives defines what I would like to call an
import"(1985a, 48). An import is an evaluative property, "a property of some-
thing whereby it is a matter of non-indifference to a subject."(Ibid.) It is possible
to be mistaken or correct about these features: "In identifying the import of a
given situation we are picking out what in the situation gives the grounds or
basis of our feelings, or what could give such grounds, or perhaps should give
such grounds, if we feel nothing or have inappropriate feelings."(Ibid., 49).

If the situation involves wrong-doing, we have grounds for feeling indig-
nant, and (obviously) for making the judgement that the situation involves
wrong-doing. The situation grounds the judgement. We can further analyze the
all-things-considered wrongfulness of the situation with other evaluative prop-
erties, a situation may involve wrong-doing because a promise was broken, or
because cruelty was involved etc. Breaking promises and cruelty are prima facie
wrong. Within any cultural context, justification comes naturally to an end
when such evaluative properties are reached (everyone would agree that, say,
cruelty is prima facie wrong). There may be reasonable disagreement on the
relative weight of different evaluative properties even when there is (local)
agreement on the prima facie level. The further question of intercultural diversity
and disagreements concerning the prima facie goodness of individual goods is
posed in section four.

                                                
15 Taylor 1985a, Gutting 1999.
16 Compare to J. Dancy (1993), who talks about the holistic evaluative 'shape' of situa-

tions, which is more than the aggregate sum of individual evaluative features. Also
Platts (1979, ch. ten) and Pettit (1996) use the metaphor of shape.



167

There is a plurality of goods, which can conflict and which may be in-
commensurable.17 Conflicts do not invalidate goods, genuine goods may be in
conflict. Further, goods may be incommensurable which means that we cannot
expect to find determinate answers even when we attend to all the relevant
features of a situation (not to mention the 'Aristotelian' indeterminacy of moral
generalizations, which hold only 'in most cases'). 18

To sum up, what makes our implicit or explicit evaluative all-things-
considered judgements correct or incorrect are evaluative properties or 'im-
ports' of the situation. The evaluative features of situations and our correct re-
sponses to them can be understood in terms of a plurality of (conflicting and
incommensurable) goods, ideals or values, which are valid at least within 'our'
culture. This poses questions to be discussed in the next subsections: if 'imports'
are properties which make something a matter of 'non-indifference to a subject',
are they not merely subjective projections on reality instead of real properties?
And are not questions of 'non-indifference' culturally relative?

6.4 The engaged perspective and the relationality of values

At the outset I mentioned that Taylor's realisms concerning the natural sciences,
persons and values differ from one another. It is one of the main points of Tay-
lor's project to defend the primacy of the engaged, lifeworldly perspective in
understanding humans. Because of the relational nature of values, they are ac-
cessible only from within the engaged, lifeworldly perspective of human
agents. Taylor agrees that from the disengaged objectivist perspective of the
modern natural sciences, nothing is shameful etc. Taylor is not against the dis-
engaged methods of the natural sciences as such, they may well reveal what
nature is like 'anyway', independently of our experience of nature. In that area
what is real is independent of human experiences. Yet it would be wrong to
generalize that everything that is 'real' must be independent of our experiences
(I will call this the 'first dogma of disengagement' below). Taylor points out that
because they accept this dogma, "Platonism and the natural science model are

                                                
17 What does 'plurality of goods' mean? The word 'good' can be used in an attributive

and in a predicative sense (Ross 1930, ch. 3). In the attributive sense we can talk
about good knives or good guitarists. They are more or less 'excellent' or 'perfect' in
some respects, as knives or as guitarists. In this sense there can be excellent thieves as
well. In the predicative sense we can say that 'honour is good' or 'pleasure is good'. A
hedonist can say that honour is good and mean that it is good instrumentally,
whereas the only thing that is good non-instrumentally, according to a hedonist, is
pleasure. 'The plurality of goods' refers most importantly to plurality of goals, ideals,
values that are worthwhile non-instrumentally. See chapter eight.

18 On incommensurability and incomparability, see Chang 1997, and chapter eight be-
low. Aristotle (in Nicomachean Ethics, 1094b, 24-25) points out that one should not
demand more precision than the issue at hand allows: it is equally silly to accept
rhetorical arguments from a matemathician as to demand scientific proofs from an
orator.
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… objectively allied in creating a false picture of the issue of moral goods. We
have to free ourselves of both and examine the question again."(1989, 56).

Some layers of reality, including evaluative properties, are 'experience-
dependent' and 'subject-referring': "Properties are experience-dependent when
they hold of things only in human experience (or the experience of other sen-
tient beings) like the secondary properties of the classical distinction."(Taylor
1985a, 50). Subject-referring properties are "properties which can only exist in a
world in which there are subjects of experience, because they concern in some
way the life of the subject qua subject."(Ibid, 54) For example, shame "is an emo-
tion that a subject experiences in relation to a dimension of his existence as a
subject."(Ibid, 53). There is something that "is presupposed by this experience, or
gives it its shape; like an aspiration to dignity or, even less immediately, one to
integrity, or wholeness, or fulfilment." (Ibid,55). Therefore particular situations
'demand' or 'call for' or 'require' something from moral agents only because
they have certain aspirations (to good life, to morality). Further, agents have
reasons to have these aspirations if the aspired goals are objectively worthwhile.
Taylor thus agrees with McDowell's (1998, 160) 'no-priority' view: when the
question is of such features of the situations, neither the objective nor the sub-
jective pole has priority.

An objection would claim that because values do not exist in the reality
disclosed by the modern natural sciences, they have to be mere projections on
that reality. For example Blackburn agrees with the appearances of realism, but
tries to cash them out in quasi-realist projectivist terms. The point is that al-
though evaluative properties are experienced as real, in fact they are mere pro-
jections of human moral sentiments.

Such projectivism presupposes what I will coin 'two dogmas of disen-
gagement'. First of all, the dogma of objectivist disengagement holds that only
what is independent of human experience is real. This is presumably what the
scientific worldview tells us that there is. Secondly, the dogma of subjectivist
disengagement holds that what is 'subjective' can be identified independently of
engagements with the world, through inner access and introspection. Taylor
thinks the two dogmas are wrong about both the world and our experiences.
Not only does the world contain properties, which are essentially related to
subjects, but also the experiences of subjects, insofar as they are intentional,
contain an essential relation to the world.

Hence it suffices to say that the success of projectivism depends on the in-
dependent fate of the two dogmas. Thus the fundamental issue is the general
status of engaged and disengaged perspectives, or manifest and scientific
worldviews, to borrow Sellars's terms.

Defenders of the manifest worldview (like Taylor) can point out that not
only values, but also experiences, persons, knowings, normativity and practices
are things which cannot be explained from the disengaged perspective as expe-
riences, persons, knowings etc. No doubt some light can be shed on, for exam-
ple, mental events through a causal analysis, but this does not shed light on
mental events as knowings, or as being about the world. Further, Taylor has pre-
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sented transcendental arguments trying to show the inescapablity of treating
persons as persons, treating intentionality as intentionality etc. The claim is that
even defenders of disengagement cannot but rely on these notions.

If Taylor's transcendental arguments concerning the 'essence' of persons
are successful, they make the case for realism about values easier by defending
the irreducibility of the engaged perspective. But it is worth pointing out that
the nature of persons is in crucial respects different from the nature of any indi-
vidual values, although they both are accessible from within the lifeworldly
perspective. Values exhibit far greater plurality than the essential features of
persons, which the transcendental arguments concern. Therefore, accepting the
relationality of values and the primacy of the engaged perspective still leaves
open the question of the historical diversity of values and knowledge of values.
One could in principle be a realist concerning persons but a relativist concern-
ing values (at least those values not directly related to personhood).

6.5 How not to face the intercultural diversity of values

Any view stressing the relevance of the engaged perspective must face the fact
of diversity of moral views. There is significant intercultural diversity in peo-
ple's beliefs about values. Skeptics like Mackie argue that the diversity results
from there being nothing for people to know, or at least nothing they can know.

Joseph Raz has given the skeptical argument from diversity the following
form (below we rely on Raz's own reversed argument against such skeptics). It
is based on an acceptable view on knowledge:

"(a) To attribute knowledge in any domain we must be in a position to explain how
knowledge can be acquired and how mistakes can be made. (b) The explanation of
the possibility of knowledge must show how we can be sensitive to what we know,
how, in forming and holding beliefs in the domain, we are sensitive to the way things
are regarding the matters our beliefs are about. The explanation of the possibility of
error must explain how we fail to be adequately sensitive."(Raz 2001, 61).

The argument from diversity claims that our knowledge about values does not
pass the test. The value beliefs of people are sensitive to the social practices and
views they encounter in their lives, not to the way things really are. Therefore,
there are no values or at least we cannot know about them.(ibid.)

There have been various reactions to such arguments from diversity. What
can be called 'disengaged theories' (a la Plato and Kant on one reading) make
diversity irrelevant by maintaining that we ought not be sensitive to social
practices and views around us, but rather elevate ourselves to a viewpoint in-
dependent of these views, to find out what really is valuable. Insofar as values
are accessible only from within the engaged perspective, this move is blocked,
by the considerations given above. (Note that even if the move to a disengaged
perspective is blocked, it does not mean that critical reflection is impossible: or-
dinary reflection of one's views is engaged reflection, or "Neurathian" reflec-
tion.)
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A defender of a Kantian proceduralist notion of practical reason might
claim further either that we do not need to know what is valuable in testing
what is morally right, or that by universalizing we can find out what is really
valuable. Neither of these suggestions works. First, for example 'whenever pos-
sible, make witty remarks to make other people embarrassed of their moral
faults' and 'never make witty remarks to make other people embarrassed of
their moral faults' are both formally universalizable maxims. To be able to tell
substantively which of them (if either) constitutes 'treating the humanity of oth-
ers as an end and not merely as a means' or to be able tell which of them a
good-willed person could 'will that it should become a universal law', one
would have to have access to the moral relevance of 'wittiness', 'embarrassment'
and 'moral faults'.19 Testing these maxims presupposes substantive knowledge
of moral values. Thus, whatever else the test accomplishes, at least it leaves the
problem of diversity of moral knowledge intact.

Secondly, it could be maintained (as it is in this paper) that genuine values
are minimally universal in the sense that they make no singular references to
people or to places or times. What is good for me, or here and now, is good in
sufficiently similar situations concerning anyone, anywhere, anytime. In Joseph
Raz's (2001, 54) characterization, a value is universal if the following two points
obtain.

"1. The conditions for its application can be stated without use of singular references,
that is, without any reference to place or time, or to any named individual etc. 2. In
principle, it can be instantiated in any place and at any time."

The intelligibility of values demands this: two things cannot be similar in all
other respects, but differ in their value. We can call this 'minimal universality'.
Such universality does not serve as a sufficient criterion of value: there are also
corresponding bads and evils, which are equally universal in making no singu-
lar references. Therefore mere lack of singular references (although important in
relation to intelligibility) is not of very much help in respect to the problem of
diversity. Diversity must be faced more substantively.

One further option would be to endorse internalism concerning values
(analogously to Williams's internalism about reasons, see Williams 1981). Ac-
cording to internalism, something can be of value only if it has a suitable rela-
tion to one's evaluative framework. It is good for person P to do D only if D has
a suitable relation to the person's evaluative framework.20 Such internalism is a
                                                
19 In my own view one is in some situations morally permitted to make such remarks. If

I am right, both of the formally universalizable maxims mentioned in the text fail the
substantive test. But nothing here hangs on whether one of these maxims is morally
justifiable, the point is that in order to know it, one must have substantive moral
knowledge, so the test in itself is not enough. If there is a diversity of moral opinions,
the diversity will in some cases survive the universalizability test.

20 The definition is meant to echo Bernard Williams's (1981) views on 'internal reasons'.
For one criticism of Williams's claim see McDowell, 'Might there be external reasons',
in 1998a, 95-111. Williams however explicitly discusses internalism about reasons, not
about all kinds of evaluative judgements. He discusses a man who sees no reason to
be nice to his wife. Williams comments: "There are many things I can say about or to
this man: that he is ungrateful, inconsiderate, hard, sexist, nasty, selfish, brutal, and
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variant of realism: there is a truth of the matter whether D has a suitable rela-
tion to the evaluative framework of the person P. Yet internalism would reduce
the diversity considerably, because all values are not suitably connected to all
people.

This is not a satisfactory solution, however. To put it briefly, internalism is
guilty of not distinguishing between the 'objective' worthwhileness of an activ-
ity and the 'subjective' attachment or identification with it.21 Subjective attach-
ments do make a difference to the weight that an end or a goal has in one's life,
but it depends on the objective worthwhileness whether it is for the better or for
the worse. It is bad enough if one tortures people but it is even worse if one iden-
tifies with and strongly values the goal: one not only happens to torture, but is a
committed torturer. According to Taylor's (1985a, 15-44) very definition of
strong evaluations, nothing has strong value merely because it is so valued, in-
dividual attitudes cannot turn value-neutral things into valuable things. Indi-
vidual orientation and identity-formation can only strengthen the normative
role of ends in one's life, given that these ends are objectively worthwhile.

Ruling out internalism this way merely magnifies the problem of diver-
sity. The claim is that some things are 'objectively' worthwhile, and given
minimal universalism, this worthwhileness is supposed to make no references
to individual persons or times or places. Yet moral views clearly are intercul-
turally diverse. So, how to face the intercultural diversity of values?

6.6 How to face the intercultural diversity of values

We can distinguish three further responses to diversity: (1) explaining diversity
away by claiming that the diverse views are actually so many specifications of
the same abstract values, (2) explaining diversity in terms of degrees of truth:
there are better and worse conceptions of fundamentally the same issue, (3) en-
dorsing diversity. Cultural moral realism endorses much of the diversity. It
holds that evaluative properties are dependent on social forms (ideas and prac-
tices), which are historically changing. Despite this endorsement, it may admit
that the other two responses are partially correct: perhaps there are three kinds

                                                                                                                                              
many other disadvantageous things. I shall presumably say, whatever else I say, that
it would be better if he were nicer to her. There is one specific thing the external rea-
sons theorist wants me to say, that the man has reason to be nicer."(1995a, 39). Wil-
liams thinks that the sense of such external reason statements is not clear, and that
they are not true. If one takes pace Williams the line (see ch. 5 above and ch. 8 below)
that values are normative, and that evaluative features give reasons, then the fact that
"it would be better if he were nicer" is a reason to be nicer. To be consistent with this
view about normativity of values, I extend the discussion of internalism of reasons to
internalism about values: according to such internalism, whether or not 'it would be
better if he were nicer' depends on a suitable relation to his motivational set.

21 These are distinguished by Raz, see for example chapter one in Raz 1995.
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of diversity. But insofar as the first two are motivated by the attempt to explain
diversity away, they are misguided.

Explaining diversity away with an appeal to abstract values

The first view holds that evaluative properties are subject-dependent, and ac-
cessible from within the engaged perspective, but nevertheless ahistorical. Val-
ues are dependent on our experiences so we can safely assume we know
something about them, in any cultural context. Intercultural diversity can on
this view be explained away by maintaining that different cultures in fact pur-
sue the same goods, but different specifications of them. This strategy aims at
finding a short list of values with very general characterizations: human well-
being, the value of accomplishment, the value of truth, the value of friendship
etc.22

I think it would be unreasonable to deny that such an approach may have
some success. Also Taylor does accept something of this universalist line of
thought, he holds that as soon as humans exist, some forms of being are higher
and some lower.23

"Ethics tries to define the shape of human moral predicament. But there would not be
such a thing unless human beings existed. Once we exist, certain ways of being are
higher than others in virtue of the way we are (the 'Aristotelian' component); certain
demands are made on us by other human beings in virtue of the way both we and
they are (the 'moral' component). … certain demands are made on us by our world in
virtue of what we are and how we fit into it (the 'ecological' component). And fur-
ther, I believe that certain goods arise out of our relation to God (the 'theological'
component)."(Taylor 1991b, 245, italics added)

It does not seem problematic to assume that some values are in fact universal,
and that the access to these values is universal (perhaps even their specifica-
tions may be universal). Some values are closely connected to constant features
of human agency and human being-in-the-world.24

Nevertheless, there are two considerations against taking this form of uni-
versalism to be a sufficient reply to the puzzle of diversity: first, there clearly
are goods, which are not universally accessible, and second, specifications mat-
ter.

It would be a mistake to think that the values, which are actually univer-
sally accessible would be the only genuine values, or even the most weighty
values. Taylor would not accept any a priori metaethical considerations, which
give universally accessible values more weight because of their universality.25

Something can be of strong value, or a hypergood, although it has not been ac-

                                                
22 See for example Griffin 1986, Nussbaum 1990.
23 Taylor 1991b.
24 Indeed, of the five classes of values to be discussed more closely in chapter eight,

many seem to be universal (human well-being, animal well-being, respect for nature,
values related to our sapient nature).

25 Taylor discusses such metaethical segregation in 1989, 63-4.



173

cessible to all persons at all times. Unlike the values considered above, some
strong values do not exist as soon as any human lifeform exists, but they exist
only given the existence of some specific practices (The case in point are strong
values and goods internal to practices. Chess, direct democracy or life in nu-
clear family can be intrinsically valuable and yet accessible only parochially. Yet
any of them can have a crucial role in giving content to one's life). The point is
to divorce accessibility from validity. When one gains new access to hitherto
unknown goods, one does not at the same time render these goods valid.

Further, such contingent goods internal to practices need not be 'mere
specifications' of universal values. It may be that success in farming and in
philosophy are both specifications of the general value of 'accomplishment' but
yet there may be significant differences between them. There can be genuine
losses and genuine gains in transition from one practice to another. Specifica-
tions matter in a manner, which the strategy of "explaining diversity away"
loses from sight.

Usually universal validity is thought to be linked with inspecific "thin"
goods: goods are universally valid, but different specifications of them are pur-
sued in different contexts.26 Consider Axel Honneth's (1995) thin theory of good
life. Honneth rightly suggests that interpersonal recognition is present in all
contexts of social action, and therefore misrecognition is a 'bad' in any cultural
context. Whatever optional ends people pursue in their life (whether they are
poets or philosophers), they need due respect, esteem and love, to gain healthy
self-relations, namely self-respect, self-esteem and self-confidence. Even if the
thin theory is universally valid, in different cultural contexts it is to be sup-
ported by different values. Could one be totally ignorant about other values and
norms, and yet give due recognition to others? No. It is precisely insensitivity to
values and norms in treating others that constitutes the misrecognition (as dis-
cussed in chapter five). In the contexts of direct democracy, nuclear family,
workplace etc. there are certain norms and values, which one has to master to
know what counts as recognition in those contexts. Specifications matter in due
recognition.

Another, more formal, way of seeing why specifications matter is to think
of separate goods G1, G2 and a bad B3 (they may be also nameless goods). Con-
sider then three different specifications of G1: G1a, G1b, G1c. Suppose that they
all realize the good G1 to the same extent. Yet G1a also realizes G2, while G1b
does not, and suppose further that G1c realizes the bad B3. It is quite clear that
these differences make a difference, and one should not choose G1c. Whether
one should choose G1a or G1b depends on the situation.

                                                
26 Taylor (e.g. 1995b, 141) refers to Geertz's "thick description" which is both richer and

more culturally bound than more external descriptions. Yet the sense in which
"thick" is "culturally bound" begs for clarification: is it merely accessible in some
cultures, or is its validity also restricted to those cultures? My claim, following Raz,
will be that there is also thick universal validity: if specific things accessible only in
some cultures were accessible in others, they would be valid in both (or in neither).
See below, this section and chapter nine.
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Let us take a concrete example. The goods could be for example "giving
delight to my mother ", "promoting my own good health" and "stealing money".
There are ways of making my mother happy which promote my good health, or
ways, which include stealing money. These differences may clearly make a dif-
ference: stealing is prima facie wrong, and the difference that promoting my own
good health makes, may well depend on the context. If I choose to try to give
delight to my mother by buying us that kind of holiday, which would also
promote my good health, it is relevant to know did I do this because I am ob-
sessed about my health, and even when I apparently think of others I really
think of my health? In that case, should I have to choose an option, which does
not particularly promote my health, to demonstrate that I am really doing it for
her? Would it really be fit within the family to have to demonstrate that I care
about her? Or in the opposite case, if I am in a bad condition, I might give my
mother most delight by choosing the option, which most promotes my health.
Would it be "one thought too many" to think that hey, she's my mother, she
wants all the best for me so I'll give her greatest delight by choosing what is best
for me? And so on.

These examples on how specifications matter show how minimal univer-
salism holds: if two options differ in value, they must have some other relevant
difference. Different specifications of one good can be compared in the degree
and way they realize that good, and also in how they realize other goods.
Therefore, any short list of general goods will have to be inconclusive: to give a
full list, one would have to list not only all the values that already have names,
but also other evaluative distinctions that do not as yet have linguistic articula-
tion. But a full list would also have to include all the historical goods: also his-
torical goods make a difference in selecting between two specifications. And of
course, new historical goods will emerge in the future.

Therefore, diversity at the level of specification is either a case of legiti-
mate plurality, of two options being equally eligible, or a case of rival views,
one of which is better than the other.27

Degrees of truth of rival views

The second strategy would be to explain diversity in evaluative views as differ-
ences in the degree of truth (and falsity) that they contain. This is clearly the
right strategy when the views are literally rivals at a concrete level: one frame-
works holds something permissible that the other framework denounces. When
two views rule each other out, they cannot both be right. Most likely one is a

                                                
27 Note that even though meta-ethically speaking specifications matter, it may well be

that a normative social or political theory must in practice concentrate on some core
political values like well-being, justice, freedom, equality, democracy and some core
primary goods of individuals like self-respect. The difference is that these less spe-
cific values are most relevant for the normative theory; yet the less specific consid-
erations are also valid, and therefore one must bear in mind the Aristotelian caution
against generalizations.
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better view than the other, but it is also possible that they are equally bad
views, in which case there can be a further view which is superior.

But even when the views are not very concretely rivals, one can think that
all moral outlooks are interpretations of the human predicament, and therefore
it might be that they can in principle be ranked (even if in practice it would be
hard for epistemic reasons or even impossible). Some variants of such views
might postulate progress in history or define 'final truth' in terms of the 'final
framework' disclosed at the end of history. The 'final framework' would in a
quasi-Hegelian manner contain all the insights worth preserving of the earlier
frameworks. This would be close to the Peircean end-of-inquiry view of truth.

Again, there may well be some cases of diversity which meet this descrip-
tion. Taylor thinks that progress is possible, and indeed this possibility is built
in into his views concerning implicit and explicit levels of ethical knowledge,
but certainly not all diversity can be seen merely as stages towards a final hori-
zon. Further, any comprehensive 'final' horizon would be only a temporary
stage, because the possibility of new experiences cannot ever be ruled out.28

So these first two strategies may explain some of the diversity. But the es-
sence of diversity still has not been explained by them, and cultural moral real-
ism holds that it ought to be endorsed and not wiped away.

Endorsing diversity through an appeal to plurality

Joseph Raz (2001, 62-76) has pointed out that there is nothing to worry about in
the fact that our knowledge of values is diverse and socially dependent, if the val-
ues themselves are. The argument from diversity can be reversed: insofar as we
have knowledge of evaluative properties, and our beliefs about them are sensi-
tive to social practices around us, values (as they really are) also have to be de-
pendent on the social practices around us. (And insofar as some values are not
socially dependent, the argument from diversity does not necessarily concern
them: for example the value of sensuous pleasure is also universally accessi-
ble).29 The point is that intrinsically valuable activities like chess, opera or
friendship exist through certain understandings which are socially dependent.
If values are socially dependent, then the fact that our knowledge of values is
socially dependent reinforces the view that our knowledge is responsive to real
values. Therefore endorsing diversity does not lead to skepticism.

Given the rejection of internalism, we hold that any of these values are
genuine values in any context. The conditions of the instantiation of these val-
ues make no singular references to any places, any times, any people.30 So the

                                                
28 See 'Explanation and Practical Reason', 'Comparison, History, Truth ' in Taylor 1995.
29 Compare to Gilbert Harman's advice in Thought (Princeton: Princeton University

Press, 1973) of 'turning the skeptic on his head': that is, as just assuming that we do
know things and using this assumption to help in finding out how it is that we are
able to know them. See William Lycan 2001.

30 Raz 2001, 73
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relevant form of universalism demands that anyone's home-grown goods are
potentially goods-for-everyone:

"[W]e can, in principle, understand and recognize the goods of another society as
goods-for-everyone (and hence for ourselves). That these are not combinable with
our own home-grown goods-for-everyone may indeed be tragic but is no different in
principle from any other dilemmas we may be in through facing incombinable
goods, even within our own way of life. There is no guarantee that universally valid
goods should be perfectly combinable, and certainly not in all situations."31

This would not rely on any short list of objective values, but a very long list in-
deed. Even if two goods are specifications of one more abstract good, the differ-
ences may be relevant.

This (theoretical) move converts the putative threat of intercultural diver-
sity of knowledge of values into a more innocent question of plurality of the
values themselves. Diversity of knowledge of values can be explained by the
plurality of goods, some of them practiced in one society, some of them prac-
ticed in another. We know from our case that plurality of goods does not in-
validate goods, so why should it do so in the intercultural case? (Note that the
same goes for access for vices and wrong actions: the wrongness of me doing
something is not dependent on whether I now have a possibility to do it or even
know it. It would be wrong were I to do it.) Of course, this metaethical move
does not yet solve practical disagreements concerning particular goods and
bads. That is a matter of substantive practical reasoning in the light of one's im-
plicit and explicit views, and in the light of everything relevant. It may be that
we are never in a position to prove our convictions, and yet we are always in a
position to try to improve them.

Therefore we may conclude both that the evaluative realm is in some
sense dependent on social forms (ideas and practices), which are historically
changing. Yet the validity of (plural and incommensurable) goods is (poten-
tially) universal, goods that are valid in our culture are valid in other cultures as
well and vice versa.

                                                
31 Taylor 1989, 61. Here we have to distinguish three ways in which something can be

good for someone: First, I can experience justice as non-instrumentally valuable. Thus,
its value is 'for me' in the sense that things are 'for' consciousnesses. In this sense,
nothing is good for plants, they have no value consciousness. Second, something can
enhance my flourishing, it can be good for me in the sense that sunshine and water
are good for plants. The relation in question can be causal or constitutive (a particular
friendship is good for me in that it partly constitutes my flourishing). In this sense
something can be beneficial to living beings only, not to wine for example. Third,
something can do good to a painting or a wine, if it improves it, and here we have
switched to talking about goodness in the attributive sense (as excellence). When
Taylor means that something is 'good for everyone' he means that 1) anyone can in
principle experience it as non-instrumentally good, and therefore 2) it would be in
principle a possible constituent of their flourishing (improve their lives) and 3) pur-
suing such ends could contribute to someone's being a 'good person' (improve their
characters).
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6.7 Conclusion

The diversity of 'ways of being human' implies differing models of human re-
alization. The function of all models of human realization, to borrow from Mac-
Intyre (1985, 52-55), is to bring human nature from its untutored state to its
flourishing state. A moral theory always has implicitly this three-part structure:
a view of human nature in its untutored state, a view of the values and models
of good life that need to be internalized to enable one to live well and a view of
the flourishing human nature.

The cultural moral realism studied here suggests that there are genuinely
different, mutually incompatible ways of human flourishing. This is clear in a
popular view on religions: different religions should not seek a highest common
factor or they would lose what is spiritually rewarding in them. Equally, differ-
ent cultural models of good life should be seen as possibly mutually exclusive
paths. The realist bite comes with the possibility of three kinds of models: first,
those which really are good and lead to human flourishing in one of its forms,
second, those models which are neutral or meaningless (if they suggest people
to spend their lives, say, 'wiggling their toes in warm mud' (Taylor, 1991a, 36))
and do not lead to human flourishing, and third, those which are of negative
significance and prevent human flourishing. The realist assumption is that there
are facts of the matter concerning which models in fact lead to human flourish-
ing and which do not.

What is the relation of the plurality of values and plurality of models of
(whole) good life? There are more goods than any one life can try to realize, and
thus different models of good life not only specify and weigh but also select
which goods are being realized in this model of human flourishing. Full well-
being demands only a narrow selection of worthwhile ends. Joseph Raz distin-
guishes 'realizing values through engagement' and 'respecting values'. Though
one way of life engages with a limited number of values only, it can neverthe-
less respect and be tolerant concerning rival views.32 Furthermore, good life de-
pends not only on the optional goals, but also on the satisfaction of basic needs
or 'primary values'.33

It is merely natural that because human nature in its untutored state is the
same everywhere, the values and virtues accepted in any culture C1, could be
accepted elsewhere in a community supporting culture C2, but because C2 has
a rival version of human flourishing, better in some respects and worse in some
respects, it need not accept C1. When we as individuals start reflecting, we have
already gone a long way along the road, and our reflection must take this situa-
tion into account. The initial 'choice' of a form of life is made by others on our
behalf, and so the first question open for reflection is what direction to continue

                                                
32 On the problem of rival, competitive views of life, which as a part of the way of life

are intolerant towards each other, see Raz (1986, 401-407).
33 Kekes 1994.
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from there. Now C1 and C2 may have some goods in common, and some other
goods in different specifications, and they may have some worthless goals or
misguided taboos, but most importantly they may engage with goods which
the other culture does not engage with (and which need not be accessible from
within the other culture). What follows from the universal validity of goods is
not uniformism, there are genuine 'choices' to be made as to what goods are en-
gaged with. (It does follow, however, that the other genuine goods ought to be
respected, although not practiced by oneself.)

Therefore, unlike Taylor seems to think, from the fact that "we might be
forced to recognize that certain goods are only such granted the existence of
humans within a certain cultural form" (1989, 61) no relativism follows. Indeed,
there may be some Buddhist goods which require some Buddhist practices and
Buddhist cultural forms to exist, but they are nevertheless potentially universal
goods-for-everyone. My engaging with these goods would perhaps lead to the
fact that I am called 'Buddhist' but that terminological issue plays no role in
whether the goods are good or not. What is important is that there is no relativ-
ity in the truth of whether such Buddhism is in fact a good model of life or
whether it is equal to toe-wiggling. If it is a good model of life, it consists of
potentially universal values, and if not, it doesn't. Any cultural beliefs or cer-
tainties are open to this challenge.

This, finally, should expel any worries of intrinsic conservatism of cultural
value realism: the value beliefs and certainties are not always the best possible
available, and when they are not, they ought to be criticized. Further, even if the
traditional value-beliefs of one society would capture worthwhile goals,
changes may sometimes be justified in terms of equally worthwhile but incom-
patible values, which the younger generation or some other fraction of the soci-
ety perhaps identifies with. These give rise to further questions, to which cul-
tural moral realism as such is not a sufficient answer, but this means that there
is no in built tendency in favour of conservatism.



7 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 2:
NON-COGNITIVISM AND QUEERNESS

While chapter six presented cultural moral realism in outline, I will in chapters
seven to nine cover the same ground in more detail, making clarifications and
qualifications and adding arguments. Therefore some repetition will be un-
avoidable. From chapter ten to twelve I make some further points, criticizing
the notion of "moral sources", discussing the nature of moral knowledge and
defending the possibility of having "reasons of one's own".

This chapter focuses on the way that cultural realism fares against two
kinds of non-realism: non-cognitivists and error-theorists. To repeat Sayre-
McCord's definition of minimal realism:

"Realism involves embracing just two theses: (1) the claims in question, when literally
construed, are literally true or false (cognitivism), and (2) some are literally true. Cor-
respondingly, there are two ways to be an anti-realist: embrace a non-cognitivist
analysis of the claims in question or hold that the claims of the disputed class, despite
their being truth-valued, are none of them true (say, because they all share a false
presupposition.)" (Sayre-McCord 1988, 5)

Minimal realism is a cognitivist "success-theory" (instead of error-theory). In the
case of moral non-cognitivism, the most important suggestions have been ex-
pressivism and prescriptivism.1 John Mackie is the most famous proponent of
an error theory, admitting that the claims in question have truth-value, but
none of them are true.

Two clarifications to Sayre-McCord's definition are at place. First, in addi-
tion to literal truth, we can take into account literal "validity" of other kinds, for
example literal moral adequacy of rules, literal goodness of actions, intentions,
expressions etc. The statements that refer to these rules or expressions can be
literally true, but instead of being "true" the rules, actions or actions are "mor-
ally valid" or "good". There can be morally valid prescriptions, or morally ade-
quate expressions of one's sentiments (and indeed moral reactions stand at the
central focus of Taylor's analyses), but the correct point in cognitivism is that
                                                
1 Ayer 1952, Stevenson 1944, Hare 1952, Blackburn 1984, Gibbard 1990.
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these include claims of what is good and right. If it is accurate to suggest "let us
not X" it is because there are moral, prudential or other reasons not to X. And if
it is sometimes correct to express shame it is because the situation is shameful.

Whatever one makes of there being also valid prescriptions and expres-
sions, there are sentences which literally construed are true or false, "X is a good
knife", "that was a cowardly act", "slavery is always wrong". Non-cognitivism
would try to analyze sentences of this kind as expressions or prescriptions.
Cognitivists can accept that evaluative terms have a descriptive content and
nevertheless, they can be used in expressions and prescriptions: "The realist can
accept that moral remarks are often, though by no means always, used to advise
or commend without contending that any special doctrine of evaluative mean-
ing must be invoked to explain this fact."(McNaughton 1988, 53).

In 7.1 I discuss some motivations for non-cognitivism, and try to show that
cognitivism can reply to these motivations.

John Mackie's antirealism agrees that ethical claims are to be analyzed in a
cognitivist way, but nevertheless he claims that they are all false. This takes us
to the second part of the definition of minimal realism. Many of us hold an er-
ror-theory concerning astrology: we think it is a meaningful claim that positions
of planets affect someone's love life, but think that while meaningful, the claim
is not true. Sayre-McCord's definition of minimal realism takes this up. My sec-
ond clarification to Sayre-McCord's definition concerns the question: what ex-
actly is the error in an error theory?

An error-theory as originally suggested by Mackie (1977, 109) is "a theory
that although most people in making moral judgements implicitly claim, among
other things, to be pointing to something objectively prescriptive, these claims
are all false." Thus the error is the implicit claim in moral judgements to be
pointing to something objectively prescriptive. The error lies on the meta-ethical
level, there is a false presupposition. Sayre-McCord, however, seems to claim
that the error lies in the level of moral judgements (Mackie himself may be un-
clear on this).

Sayre-McCord's formulation of the error-theory has the unfortunate impli-
cation, that the following two first-order sentences S1 and S2 are both meaning-
ful, have a truth-value and are false (because if one of them would be true, we
would have a success-theory and not an error-theory).

S1: "X is an objectively prescribed duty".

S2: "X is not an objectively prescribed duty".

It is not clear how we can say that these sentences have literal truth-value, if
they both can be at the same time false.2 Thus it is better to formulate error-

                                                
2 Possibly a rephrasing along the lines of Russell's "On denoting" would do the trick:

S1a "there are objectively prescribed duties and X is one of them", and S2a "there are
objectively prescribed duties but X is not one of them". But S2 affords also a reading
S2b: "there are no objectively prescribed duties". Compare to Russell (1905): "'the pre-
sent King of France is not bald' is false if it means 'There is an entity which is now
King of France and is not bald', but is true if it means 'It is false that there is an entity
which is now King of France and is bald'."
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theory on the meta-level. I think Sayre-McCord's formulation is in this sense
misleading, and Mackie's formulations are vague. Yet the intuitive point of the
error-theory is, I think, clear. It suggests that we reject whole areas of discourse,
like astrology or ethics, because they are based on false presuppositions.

Mackie has defended his error-theory with three arguments: first, moral
facts are ontologically queer, second, the moral epistemology of knowing such
queer facts must postulate extraordinary faculties of moral perception, and
third, Mackie has presented a skeptical argument from diversity. The first of
these claims, ontological queerness, will be discussed in 7.2. Although the ar-
gument is made by an error-theorist, it is actually a central motivation for non-
cognitivism as well. (The two other arguments will be discussed in later chap-
ters. In chapter eleven it will be claimed that moral facts can be grasped by any-
one mastering moral concepts and sensibilities: no extra antennas or a sixth
sense are needed. In chapter nine we take a closer look at the way in which di-
versity can be turned into a healthy pluralism.)

7.1 Non-cognitivism versus cultural moral realism

David McNaughton (1988, 3-4) has stressed that two contrasting feelings about
morality are widely shared. On the one hand, we feel that morality is a deeply
subjective or personal affair, everyone ought to listen carefully to one's own
conscience, and not follow blindly any authorities or putative moral experts.
This is reflected in practices, which leave room for conscientious objection, for
example in many countries pacifists need not join the army. In this respect it
seems that what matters most is that everyone makes their own decision, what-
ever that decision is.3

On the other hand, our reactions to moral puzzles, moral reflection, moral
disagreements and our experiences of learning in moral matters presuppose
that there are right and wrong answers, and what matters is that we get things
right. We feel that it is not enough that we make up our minds, our decisions

                                                
3 Taylor (1991a) has pointed out that there is in modern West a tendency today to-

wards subjectivism, and people feel that it is important that everyone ought to have
chosen their own values. The rhetorics of "says who?" or "that's what you say" seems
appealing. Taylor has convincingly argued that such an "affirmation of choice" un-
dermines the view that one makes genuine value-judgements. It seems that the in-
choate subjectivist feeling mixes several levels of analysis: first, there is a question of
who is to decide what I as an autonomous agent do with my life? Here, a defence of a
freedom of choice is meaningful and important. Second, who or what determines
what counts as knowledge or justified views? Here, no doubt, there are contextual
elements, and reasonable disagreement, but it is much less plausible to defend a
subjective freedom to simply choose what is a warranted view and what is not. The
question is not "says who?" but "based on what? on the basis of what evidence?".
Thirdly, who or what determines the truth? Here the question "says who" can be an-
swered only vacuously "those who happen to get things right, at most one of the dis-
agreeing parties". The rhetorics of "says who?" or "that's what you say" may seem
much more powerful than it ultimately is.
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ought to be the correct ones. Moral philosophers have tried to do justice to both
of these feelings, but those who stress more the first tend to be non-cognitivists,
whereas those who stress that latter tend to be moral realists.

I think McNaughton is right that there are widespread intuitions both for
realism and for non-cognitivism. There is a lot of literature on this question, and
I can only scratch the surface in this section. I discuss two motivations for non-
cognitivism, and the replies that cognitivism (and specifically cultural moral
realism) can give. The replies help in clarifying the nature of cultural moral re-
alism. First, the distinction between descriptive and evaluative terms, and the
theme of 'thick ethical concepts' will be taken up, and secondly, the 'practicality
requirement' of ethics and the theme of 'motivated desires'. I further discuss an
'ecumenical' metaethical position, which would try to compromise between
non-cognitivism and realism (Johnston).

The fact-value -distinction and thick evaluative concepts

Simon Blackburn formulates expressive theory so that in any statement ("you
acted wrongly in stealing that money", "you are a Kraut"), there is both a de-
scriptive part ("you stole that money", "you are German") and an evaluative
part ("stealing is wrong", "Germans are fit objects of derision"). It is the evalua-
tive part which must be given an expressive interpretation ("I disapprove of
stealing", "I dislike Germans") in order to avoid the problem of "metaphysical
queerness" which moral realism must in his view face (see below, 7.2).4

Non-cognitivism presupposes a sharp fact-value -distinction, and a dis-
tinction between an evaluative and the descriptive content of an evaluative
sentence. Taylor (1989a, 54) endorses Williams's analysis of thick evaluative
concepts, which resists such a distinction. Thick evaluative concepts track
evaluative features of reality. A sharp distinction between descriptive and
evaluative terms cannot make sense of thick evaluative concepts like "coward,
lie, brutality, gratitude, and so forth" (Williams 1985, 140).5 Indeed, the qualita-
tive distinctions that are definitive of Taylor's strong evaluations are such thick

                                                
4 Blackburn 1984, 148-150, 168-170. The expressive theory of moral statements leads to

a projectivist analysis of evaluative features. "Projectivism is the philosophy of
evaluation which says that evaluative properties are projections of our own senti-
ments (emotions, reactions, attitudes, commendations)." (180). Projectivism holds
that metaphysically speaking, evaluative properties are mind-dependent "spread
properties", and not mind-independent "genuine, observed properties" (181). I will
discuss the ontological credentials of projectivism in the next chapter, here I concen-
trate on what non-cognitivist analysis of moral language means. Arguments for or
against realism appealing to ontology, epistemology or cultural diversity will be dis-
cussed in the chapters that follow.

5 Actions can be "of an ethically relevant kind": "A particular action may be refused
because it would be theft or murder, for instance, or deceitful or dishonorable, or,
less dramatically, because it would let someone down"(Williams 1985, 8) Closely
connected to these are certain virtues, "a virtue being a disposition of character to
choose or reject actions because they are of a certain ethically relevant kind."(ibid., 9)
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concepts.6 As we have seen, in strong evaluation, "desires are classified in such
categories as higher or lower, virtuous or vicious, more or less fulfilling, more or
less refined, profound or superficial, noble or base; where they are judged as be-
longing to different modes of life, fragmented or integrated, alienated or free,
saintly or merely human, courageous or pusillanimous, and so on." (Taylor 1976,
282)

A defender of the fact-value -distinction would have to show that "for any
concept of this sort, you could produce another that picked out just the same
features of the world but worked simply as a descriptive concept, lacking any
prescriptive our evaluative force."(Williams 1985, 141).

There is a Wittgensteinian point (that Williams mentions he has learned
first from a seminar by Iris Murdoch and Philippa Foot) that counters a hope for
such a descriptive equivalent.

"How we "go on" from one application of a concept to another is a function of the
kind of interest that the concept represents, and we should not assume that we could
see how people "go on" if we did not share the evaluative perspective in which this
kind of concept has its point. An insightful observer can indeed come to understand
and anticipate the use of the concept without actually sharing the values of the peo-
ple who use it. … . But in imaginatively anticipating the use of the concept, the ob-
server also has to grasp imaginatively its evaluative point. He cannot stand quite
outside the evaluative interests of the community he is observing, and pick up the
concept simply as a device for dividing up in a rather strange way certain neutral
features of the world."(Williams 1985, 141)7

This means that the pejorative or mystifying discourse on extravagant "moral
facts" is often a bit high-flown (no doubt because critics use this concept to refer
to things they think do not exist). All that is needed is that some features of the
world are not neutral, but have significance, and that agents can grasp the sig-
nificance using thick ethical concepts. There seems to be no doubt that for ex-
ample novels, plays and movies presuppose that we know what kind of situa-
tions thick evaluative concepts like "shameful" refer to. If Williams and Taylor
are right, there is no hope of reconstructing these situations with the help of
some neutral facts.8

                                                
6 Note that the crucial difference is between thick evaluative-descriptive concepts ver-

sus neutral descriptive concepts. Thin evaluative concepts (like "the right thing to do"
or "the best thing to do") derive their contextual content from the thick ones. One
need not think (like Walzer 1997) that the validity of thick concepts is culture-
dependent, while the validity of thin concepts would be universal.

7 See also J. McDowell “Aesthetic Value, Objectivity, and the Fabric of the World", re-
printed in 1998a.

8 When the non-moral facts of the situation have been fixed, also the moral facts of the
situation have been fixed, like fixing dots fixes the shapes that consist of these dots.
(Platts 1979, chapter ten; Pettit 1996, postscript). You cannot change the moral fea-
tures without changing the underlying non-moral ones. (Of course there need not be
changes in any other non-moral features, only the ones that subvene the moral
ones).Yet gaining information about these dots in some other mode of representation
(for example, getting their coordinates as numbers) does not yet add our under-
standing concerning the shape or picture. It is only when we draw the dots in the
places determined by the coordinates, that we begin the see the shape. Analogously,
it is only when we approach the non-moral facts from the evaluative viewpoint, that
we understand the moral 'shape' of the situation. If there is an alternative approach
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Practicality requirement

One central philosophical thrust for non-cognitivism comes from issues of
moral motivation. If one accepts the so called Humean belief-desire model of
action and the so called motivational internalism (which is to be distinguished
from Williams's internalist restriction on the validity of reasons or values), one
seems to be lead to non-cognitivism. Why?

The following three propositions are not consistent, so at least one of them
must be rejected:

1) Explanation of action demands a reference to a belief and a desire (The Humean
       model)
2) A moral opinion, when combined with other beliefs of the agent, can motivate

him to act (motivational internalism or 'practicality requirement')
3) Moral opinions are cognitive, genuine beliefs about genuine features of the world

(the cognitivist realism).9

Non-cognitivism rejects the last premise, because it wants to preserve the first
two statements. What do the first two statements stand for? The second premise
states that moral opinions can motivate action. "For example, my conviction
that I ought to visit my sick grandmother, coupled with my belief that she lives
in Birmingham, gives me reason to travel there."(McNaughton 1988, 21) My
knowledge that I ought to visit my grandmother is itself what motivates me to
go. The explanation for my going to Birmingham is the conviction that I ought
to go.

The first premise states that the reason for which an agent acted consists of
a suitable belief and a suitable desire. My desire for a beer, together with my
belief that there is beer in the fridge, explains why I am walking towards the
kitchen. Beliefs on their own are, according to this Humean theory, inert and
incapable of motivating action on their own. This belief-desire theory together
with motivational internalism gives us an argument in favour of non-
cognitivism:

"But where in the explanation of my trip to Birmingham do we find reference to a de-
sire? Since, obviously, my beliefs about where my grandmother lives, or how to get
to Birmingham, are not desires, the only place left where a desire could be lurking is
in my moral conviction. So my moral opinion cannot be purely cognitive, cannot be
just a belief about what I ought to do. It must contain a non-cognitive element be-
cause it is motivational, and pure beliefs cannot motivate. It must either itself be a
desire or somehow incorporate a desire."(ibid.,22)

The realist will hold on to the third premiss. In the attempt to counter the non-
cognitivist argument, there are two options left. First, the realist can drop the

                                                                                                                                              
to the facts (for example a natural scientific one), hearing the natural scientific report
does not add our understanding concerning the evaluative shape anymore than
hearing the coordinates makes one see the picture. (Platts 1979, 243-6).

9 Modified from McNaughton 1988, 23. Compare to M. Smith (1994) and the sympo-
sium on Smith's book in Ethics (October 1997), especially Brink (1997).
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second premiss, motivational internalism, and accept that moral opinions do
not motivate on their own.10 Externalist theories do not think that practicality
requirement is essential for moral realism: it is contingent whether moral agents
have a desire to be moral in addition to their knowledge of what they ought to
do. The second route closer to moral phenomenology, and favoured by Taylor
among others, is to drop the Humean belief-desire -model of action.11 Our
moral experience supports the view that our moral beliefs can motivate without
any extra desires. Or, if a desire is needed for action, moral beliefs can generate
the relevant desires.

Indeed, our moral beliefs often are accessible as moral reactions, as moral
know-how, as responses to situations. It is simply not true that beliefs would be
inert, and incapable of motivating. It is quite obvious that emotional moral re-
actions can motivate, move us to action. There are various ways in which the
point can be made that moral opinions have both cognitive content and are ca-
pable of motivating. The crucial point, made by Nagel (1970) and after him
McDowell (1998a) and Raz (1986) is that some desires are motivated by beliefs.
If the belief supporting the desire vanishes, so does the desire. Dancy (1993) has
made the point that we can be motivated by mere beliefs, and the state of moti-
vation itself is 'desire' in the philosophical sense. Motivation can be caused by
beliefs, including moral opinions, and yet the motivation is a desire.12

Therefore the Humean model as stated in premiss one ("Explanation of
action demands a reference to a belief and a desire") can be preserved by the
moral realist, but what needs to be rejected is the Humean reading of this pre-
miss. In the Humean reading, beliefs are inert and incapable of motivating. The
desires have a "Humean dominance" over inert beliefs. One can be a motiva-
tional internalist and a realist, and still retain the idea that both beliefs and de-
sires figure in the explanation of actions. The crucial point is that beliefs about
states of affairs and beliefs about the values can motivate; practicality require-
ment does not as such suffice as an argument for non-cognitivism.

There are various ways of defending cognitivist realism together with the
internalist view of moral 'opinions' or judgements. M. Smith (1994) even tries to
show how they both go together with a Humean theory of motivation. The line
that suits cultural moral realism best is some variant of the Nagel-McDowell-
Dancy idea that beliefs can motivate. This fits Taylor's views that goods can
move us to action. If we live in a "moral space" or "a space of concerns", it is no
wonder that the world around us can motivate us. The idea that beliefs are inert
is appealing given the metaphysical underpinnings of a neutral universe.13 If
there are evaluative features in the world, which we can grasp in beliefs ex-

                                                
10 This is what externalists such as Brink (1994) opt for.
11 Nagel 1970, McDowell 1998a, Dancy 2000a and McNaughton 1988
12 Later Dancy 2000 has moved away from psychologism altogether, in claiming that

motivating reasons are not states of mind at all, but rather facts. That position would
undermine the belief-desire -model even more profoundly.

13 Compare Dancy 1993, 30-2.
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pressible in thick evaluative concepts, then it is quite natural that our responses
to those features and beliefs shape our motivations and move us.

The fundamental question and whether everyone should get it right

According to a Wittgensteinian moral philosopher Paul Johnston (1999), the
fundamental ethical question is whether judgements about human action are
subjective preferences and dispositions or whether there are objectively or ab-
solutely right and wrong answers to how people should act. In Johnston's view
the former, subjectivist, answer rejects ethics altogether.14 Cultural moral real-
ism defends the latter option: there are right and wrong actions independently
of one's preferences and dispositions.

Cultural moral realism claims people ought to endorse moral realism (by
endorsing the specific moral claims that moral reality makes); the choice be-
tween realism and anti-realism is not merely a fundamental commitment for
which no binding reasons can be given. This is where Paul Johnston (1999, 100-
112) criticizes Taylor. In Johnston's view it is possible and justified to be a con-
sistent moral anti-realist, and in fact many moderns are.15 Reasons for making a
commitment to ethics apply only to those who already have made the commit-
ment. Making the commitment or adopting the viewpoint is not rationally ar-
guable matter, but a matter of adopting an attitude, or making a practical leap
(akin to a leap of faith).16

                                                
14 Such subjectivism could in principle be a subjectivist variant of minimal moral real-

ism (one's preferences really determine the right answers to what one has reason to
do), but I take it here as a variant of non-cognitivism.

15 In a similar vein, Gary Gutting (1999) discusses an example of two wine-tasters. One
says that a specific bottle of Lafite '61 lacks "the special combination of power and fi-
nesse typical of great vintages of Lafite."(139) The other agrees, but urges that "the
subtlety of its bouquet and the lingering finish make up for any other lacks and sup-
port the conclusion that this is great even if atypical bottle." Gutting's point is that
"There is no doubt that all the gustatorially favorable terms used in this discussion
("power", "finesse", "subtle bouquet", "lingering finish") are merely things that we
happen to like in a wine. There is nothing, apart from our attitudes, that makes a wine …
great. But even so, given a set of attributes that we happen to agree are relevant to a
wine's being great, we can argue meaningfully and effectively about its greatness.
The same will be true of moral attributes on the naturalist's account of them." (139,
italics added). Gutting must however admit that there is something apart from our
attitudes that makes a wine great, namely the properties of the wine, which make it the
case that the gustatorially favourable terms can be applied to it. A glass of water does
not have "subtle bouquet". (This point seems curiously to be missed also by B. Wil-
liams (1995, 186) who says that our evaluative judgements can be world-guided
without there being 'something there to be perceived'. Surely there must be something
there to be perceived if the judgements are to be world-guided). The distinction be-
tween realists and others is whether properties (like "subtlety of bouquet" or "cruelty
of behaviour") merit certain reactions, i.e. whether responses to them can be rational.
Gutting's suggestion is that they merit reactions only from those who are (arbitrarily)
committed to certain beliefs. Gutting's wine-tasters are therefore an example of those
whom Johnston also discusses. Cultural moral realism can perhaps agree about
wine-tasters, but not about ethics.

16 Another interpretation could be that in Johnston's view, the decision whether to be-
lieve that there is right and wrong is rationally arguable, but not philosophically argu-
able. "Once confusions have been eliminated and it is clear what is at stake in ethics,
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In Johnston's (1999, 30-1) view ethical realism makes the paradoxical claim
that on the one hand everyone ought to accept the viewpoint of ethical realism,
if they want to have the correct perspective to the world and human situation.
Yet on the other hand, ethical realism cannot be grounded in the facts, because
reasons come to an end at some point. Ethical realism appears justified only to
those who have adopted the viewpoint of ethics already. Johnston points out
that there is nothing further to be said when one reaches a bedrock like 'hurting
people is wrong'.17 Given all the reasons, it is still logically possible, rationally,
not to be an ethical realist, if one does not accept the reasons. And because the
validity of reasons can be grasped only from within the ethical perspective, an
anti-realist is quite likely not to accept the reasons. Moral realism cannot be ar-
gued for non-circularly. So Johnston claims that people can quite coherently
and reasonably escape moral realism. Those who do, still make qualitative
judgements, but they see these as mere expressions of preference. Johnston's
suggestion contains the idea that both non-realist theories and realist theories
are correct explications of the fundamental attitudes of some people, and there
is no viewpoint from which we can compare them.

Johnston's view is interesting, and it captures the 'ecumenical' idea that
those with non-cognitivist intuitions should be non-cognitivists, and those with
realist intuitions should be realists. But yet, it misses the point that non-
cognitivists and realists disagree on things. Of course, the relevant issue is not
whether all moderns in fact accept that there are ethically right and wrong
things independently of one's preferences, but whether they ought to accept.
Johnston thinks philosophy cannot make the claim that everyone ought to
adopt the ethical viewpoint, because he sees this as a substantive claim, which it

                                                                                                                                              
the work of philosophy comes to an end."(1999, 169). And still, "A book entitled 'Why
I believe [or do not believe] in right and wrong' ought to be the most important book
an individual could write."(ibid.). Nevertheless, it seems that in Johnston's view such
books would not contradict each other even if one claimed that there is right and
wrong and the other claimed there isn't, because they express the convictions of dif-
ferent individuals: "It is up to the individual to reach her conclusions on whether she
believes in right and wrong". (ibid.). In Johnston's view, then, expressivism seems to
get the perspectival character of ethics correctly, and instead of the question of
whether there 'is' right and wrong, we ought to ask individually whether there is
right and wrong for me. This is equally hopeless as an attempt to preserve the basic
intuition of ethical realism as the following suggestion is as an attempt to preserve
the basic non-skeptical intuitions of common sense: 'we are all in fact asleep and
dreaming all the time, but some of us dream about the real external world as it is,
while some of us dream nothing but dreams.' Johnston's starting point rules out ethi-
cal realism ('we should not ask whether there 'is' right or wrong'), like such "dream-
realism" rules out common sense ('we are in fact asleep and dreaming all the time').

17 Joseph Raz defends the view that the evaluative realm is inherently intelligible, and
even at the bedrock level we can give explanations for why some good-making prop-
erty is good. For example, when asked why it is wrong to take pleasure in making
others suffer, the following is an explanation: "In taking pleasure in the suffering of
others one is displaying sensitivity to their suffering, and a lack of concern for it,
which is particularly reprehensible if one is oneself the cause of the suffering, and
could have prevented it."(2001, 52). In Raz's view, such explanations show connec-
tions between various aspects and if failures in understanding are failures to connect,
pointing out the connections are explanations.
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is rational also not to accept (although Johnston clearly has realist sympathies
himself). Reasons come to an end, and there is no watertight proof for the cor-
rectness of the claim. The ultimate reasons are available and acceptable only for
those who have the right attitude. The crucial step is Johnston's claim that given
all the reasons, it is still logically possible, rational, not to be an ethical realist, if
one does not "accept the reasons".

The difference between cultural moral realism and Johnston's view con-
cerns the relation between accepting reasons in general, and accepting practical
reasons. Johnston thinks that accepting practical reasons is a matter of adopting
some fundamental ethical orientation or attitude or viewpoint, not a matter of
empirical facts. Yet it is hard to see what work the "empirical" is supposed to do
here, or what the distinction between adopting a viewpoint and perceiving facts
is supposed to be: it may well be that with a wrong kind of attitude one is blind
to some evaluative facts, so perceiving the facts may well presuppose the ethical
attitude.18

Johnston (1999, chapter 2) claims that it is logically possible not to accept
ethical realism, if one does not accept the reasons for it. The claim defended
here, owing to my reading of Taylor and of McDowell, is that that is indeed
logically possible, but only because it is logically possible to get things wrong.
In the same way that it is logically possible to reject empirical evidence and be
wrong (It is possible to say that "I know you tell me you saw X, but I do not be-
lieve you, you must have seen someone else"; but if it really was X, then one is
wrong), it is logically possible to reject ethical reasons and be wrong. That eve-
ryone ought to accept reasons entails that everyone ought to accept practical
reasons.

So the realist reply is: sure, it is logically possible not to accept reasons or
not to adopt the attitude which makes these reasons accessible, but if the rea-
sons are valid, then one is simply wrong in not accepting them. One ought to
accept good reasons, and the reasons and 'facts' that Johnston mentioned in-
clude evaluative facts, which do settle the issue in favour of realism. That rea-
sons come to an end does not change anything. A reason can be valid even if it
is not backed up by a more basic reason, and then we call it a basic reason. Ac-
cording to pluralism, there is a host of such basic considerations. The good rea-
sons that one encounters before justification comes to an end suffice for making
the realist case.

That the reasons can be grasped only from the viewpoint from which they
are 'graspable' is neither here nor there; it is an epistemic question, not an issue
concerning the validity of reasons. Yet it is worth stressing that every language-
user has access at least to those evaluative features which the evaluative con-
cepts that he or she masters, capture. Cultural moral realism holds that there is
no justification to the "space of reasons" on the whole, it is sui generis, and the
fact that grasping reasons initiates one to the space of reasons means that one
acquires the viewpoint from which reasons are 'graspable'. The circularity does
                                                
18 It may be that Johnston simply finds it impossible to believe the view that real fea-

tures can be evaluative. In that case he could in a sense be advised to look closer.
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not prevent us from taking it as platitudinously evident that everyone ought to
accept good reasons.

7.2 Are values metaphysically queer?

In this section I take a closer look at the claim that values and evaluative prop-
erties are not metaphysically "queer".19 Of course, what one takes to be queer
depends on the general ontological background assumptions one makes. We
need to answer three questions:

a) What is the perspective from which values are accessible? (The engaged,
lifeworldly perspective or some kind of disengaged perspective?)

b) Does anything that is accessible from that perspective count as unprob-
lematically real, or does it all stand in need of (reductive) explanation in terms
of some more fundamental reality, accessible from some other perspective?

c) Even if some features accessible from that viewpoint are unproblemati-
cally real, are values among them?

The position defended here is that (a) values are accessible from the en-
gaged perspective: it is the manifest everyday world that has an evaluative layer.
The evaluative features are ontologically dependent on valuers and cultures,
they are subject-dependent properties. The alternatives are different kind of
disengaged perspectives: most importantly, the perspective of natural sciences,
the introspective subjective perspective constituting an immediate access to
one's inner life, or the perspective of disengaged philosophical Reason capable
of grasping the realm of Ideas. The claim defended here is that disengagement
means losing the evaluative features out of sight, for example the physical real-
ity of subatomic particles contains no values. Therefore, if Platonism and pro-
jectivism gain credence from the weaknesses of one another, these credentials
can be shown to be based on a missing alternative: the engaged perspective.

Next it is affirmed that (b) what is accessible from the engaged perspective
is real, it is not mere 'projection'. For example, persons are real. Finally (c) it is
claimed that values are among the features of the manifest worldview that are
unproblematically real. Given the engaged view, there is no need to choose
between Platonism and projectivism. Projectivism unsupported by the dogmas
of disengagement seems unmotivated. Values are subject-dependent and
mostly culture-dependent and accessible through the mastery of evaluative
concepts.

The engaged perspective and the dogmas of disengagement

What is commonly, and by Taylor, called Platonism concerning values (or muta-
tis mutandis concerning reality in general) holds that values are real in the sense

                                                
19 See Mackie 1977
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of existing independently of humans, ultimately in the realm of Ideas. Our ac-
cess to these values requires bracketing our everyday assumptions, we need to
turn away from the illusions of the changing world. Evaluative statements have
truth-value, and what makes the statements true or false are the mind-
independent goods.

What can be called a "natural science model" of values holds that evalua-
tive features are real features of objects, mind-independent primary qualities.
They are accessible to a disengaged reason, following the methods of natural
sciences.

What Platonism and the natural science-model have in common is that
they take reality to mean "mind-independence". The objective realm of reality
has priority in relation to subjective appearances.

Projectivism tries to avoid the metaphysical extravagancies of Platonism,
and assumes that the methods of natural sciences will not encounter any values.
Projectivism, as Simon Blackburn defines it, holds that metaphysically speak-
ing, evaluative properties are mind-dependent "spread properties", and not
mind-independent "genuine, observed properties" (Blackburn 1984, 181). "Pro-
jectivism is the philosophy of evaluation which says that evaluative properties
are projections of our own sentiments (emotions, reactions, attitudes, commen-
dations)." (Blackburn 1984, 180). Blackburn further proposes quasi-realism as an
enterprise of explaining why our discourse has the shape it has, if projectivism
is true:

"Expressive theorists often tend to the view that this projection is a mistake -that it-
self it involves flirting with false realism ... John Mackie believed that our ordinary
use of moral predicates involves an error. ... But perhaps there is no mistake. I call the
enterprise of showing that there is none - that even on anti-realist grounds there is
nothing improper, nothing "diseased" in projected predicates - the enterprise of quasi-
realism. The point is that it tries to earn, on the slender basis, the features of moral
language (or of the other commitments to which a projective theory might apply)
which tempt people to realism." (Blackburn 1984, 171)

Quasi-realism tries to show that the assumption that moral statements have
truth-value can be reconciled with the view that evaluative properties are
"spread properties". Nevertheless, moral statements are really expressions of
sentiments. Therefore, projectivism holds that it is the subjective pole that has
priority in the evaluative realm. Adopting the disengaged attitude of natural
sciences reveals us that reality is in fact value-free. Sciences do not encounter
any values, values are mere projections.

Taylor's relational evaluative realism, which I defend here, agrees with pro-
jectivism that the evaluative properties are pace Platonism & the natural science
-model human-dependent, and not primary qualities. It also agrees with pro-
jectivism that from the disengaged perspective, there is no access to values.
Nevertheless, it agrees with Platonism and natural science-model that values
are not merely spread properties, projections of our sentiments. Evaluative
features are real, and value-judgements have a truth-value.

The point is to thematize and criticize the dogmas of disengagement. The
dogmas are those of 'objectivist' and 'subjectivist' disengagement. The objectiv-
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ist dogma has an ontological and an epistemological aspect. It concerns first of
all the conception of what is real, and second, our access to a reality thus de-
fined. I will begin with the epistemological.

The epistemological aspect of the first dogma of disengagement concerns
our access to reality. For Platonists, proponents of the natural science-model and
projectivists the access to the (mind-independent) reality calls for a special per-
spective, disengaged from our lifeworldly practices. Platonism and proponents
of the natural science-model hold that there is such an access to the value real-
ity, whereas projectivists hold that the disengaged access reveals no values.

Taylor points out that a shared lifeworldly perspective is the one from
which we can grasp morality and values. We need two kinds of background
understandings to grasp the evaluative point of a given term:

"First, one needs an understanding of the kind of social interchange, the common
purposes, or mutual needs, how things can go well or badly between people in the
society where this term is current. And second, one needs to grasp … the qualitative
distinctions that the people concerned make; one needs to get a sense, in other words,
of their perceptions of the good."(Taylor 1989a, 54)

The challenge from the disengaged perspective is the following:

"But if, as we have just seen, our language of good and right makes sense only
against a background understanding of the forms of social interchange in a given so-
ciety and its perceptions of the good, then can one not say that good and right are …
not anchored in the real?"(ibid., 56) 20

This can be called an "ontological objection". It differs from issues concerning
relativism, i.e. the issues whether the truth-value of ethical judgements is rela-
tive to certain communities of moral judges and that it is "up to" the communi-
ties to determine what good and right is "for them". (The question of relativism
will be discussed in chapter nine).

This ontological objection takes us to the ontological aspect of the first
dogma, concerning the question "what counts as real?". The dogma of 'objectiv-
ist' disengagement holds that only what is independent of human experience is
real. This is presumably what the scientific worldview tells us that there is, or
what Philosophical Reason, freed from the illusions of the cave, tells us. Both
Platonism, natural science-model and projectivism agree that mind-independence
is the global criterion for reality, they merely disagree on whether values fit the
bill.

In Taylor's view, the presupposition can be challenged.  Taylor thinks that
the ontological objection is an "important confusion".

"Certainly what emerges from this is that good and right are not properties of the
universe considered without any relation to human beings and their lives. … [W]e
can say that good and right are not part of the world as studied by natural sciences.
But from there it is an unjustified leap to say that they therefore are not as real, ob-
jective, and non-relative as any other part of the natural world."(Taylor 1989a, 56)

                                                
20 I deleted from the quote "merely relative, not anchored in the real", because I want to

distinguish the ontological objection from the issues of relativism.



192

There are area-sensitive criteria of reality. While mind-independence is a good
criterion in natural sciences, it does not hold for all aspects of reality.

"To be a realist, say, about physics is to want to say something about a universe ex-
isting independently of us - a lot of galaxies and stars, and atoms and quarks, which
were there before human beings evolved, and may be there long after they have
gone. For a Platonist, moral realism comes down to a belief in just such human-
independent entities, but of a very different kind. The joint weight of Platonism and
natural science in our intellectual culture seems to have made this model of moral re-
alism the dominant one."(Taylor 1991b, 245).

The goods Taylor thinks are valid, "depart from the Platonic/natural science
model. They are all human-dependent goods."(1991b, 245) Goods are not mind-
independent. Yet, Taylor will argue that he is a relational realist. He challenges
the dogma that evaluative reality can be disengaged from the human mind.

The second dogma of disengagement holds that "mind" can be detached
from the world, that "the mental" can be disengaged and studied atomistically
in abstraction from its (external) relation to its surroundings. The dogma of
subjectivist disengagement holds that what is 'subjective' exists independently
of our engagements with the world, and can be identified through inner access
and introspection. This dogma is presupposed by projectivism in that it as-
sumes that human sentiments are "independent existences" which can then be
"spread". Taylor thinks these two dogmas are wrong about both the world and
our experiences. Not only does the world contain properties, which are essen-
tially related to subjects, but also the experiences of subjects, insofar as they are
intentional, contain an essential relation to the world.

In Taylor's view emotions bear an intrinsic relation to the situations. The
same goes for our know-how:

"Our grasp of things is not something which is in us, over against the world; it lies in
the way we are in contact with the world, in our being-in-the-world (Heidegger), or
being-to-the-world (Merleau-Ponty). … The idea is deeply wrong that you can give a
state description of the agent without any reference to his/her world (or a descrip-
tion of the world qua world without saying a lot about the agent)."(Taylor 2000c, 119-
120).21

Thus, cultural moral realism claims first of all that values are accessible from
the engaged perspective.

The second step of the argument is to affirm that what is accessible from
the engaged perspective is real, it is not mere 'projection'. Practical and evalua-
tive reality is no more 'queer' than the 'descriptive' reality of tables and bridges,
and values are no more 'queer' than persons, actions, languages or interpersonal
relations, all of which are accessible ultimately only from the engaged perspec-
tive. Here the Platonists, proponent of the natural science-model and projectiv-

                                                
21 In Taylor's view, what he calls the "epistemological construal" is "an ultimately inco-

herent amalgam of two features: a) these states (the ideas) are self-enclosed, in the
sense that they can be accurately identified and described in abstraction from the
"outside" world …; and (b) they nevertheless point toward and represent things in
that outside world."(1995a, 9)
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ists would disagree, maintaining that what is real is accessible from some dis-
engaged perspective.22

Defenders of the manifest worldview (like Taylor) can point out that not
only values, but also experiences, persons, knowings, normativity and practices
are things which cannot be explained from the disengaged perspective as expe-
riences, persons, knowings etc. No doubt some light can be shed on, for exam-
ple, mental events through a causal analysis, but this does not shed light on
mental events as knowings, or as being about the world. Further, one could pres-
ent transcendental arguments trying to show the inescapablity of treating per-
sons as persons, treating intentionality as intentionality etc. The claim is that
even defenders of disengagement cannot but rely on these notions.

Taylor does not claim that nothing accessible from a disengaged perspec-
tives is real, he merely states that everything real is not accessible from the dis-
engaged perspectives. The proponents of the disengaged perspectives have to
rely on the reality of phenomena accessible from the engaged perspectives
(subjects, normativity, agency). Further, even if everything else but evaluative
features could be captured from a disengaged perspective, it would not show
that what can be captured from the disengaged perspective is more real.23

Values, accessible from the engaged perspective, are relational and real

If the arguments concerning the irreducibility of persons are successful, they
make the case for realism about values easier by defending the irreducibility of
the engaged perspective. But it is worth pointing out that the nature of persons
is in crucial respects different from the nature of any individual values, al-
though they both are accessible from within the lifeworldly perspective. Values
exhibit far greater plurality than the essential features of persons. Therefore, ac-
cepting the relationality of values and the primacy of the engaged perspective
still leaves open the question of the historical diversity of values and knowledge
of values.

One could in principle be a realist concerning persons but a projectivist
concerning values (at least those values not directly related to personhood). In
that case, projectivism concerning values cannot be backed up with the general
appeal of the scientific worldview: projectivism presupposes the existence of
desires, experiences, sentience, subjecthood, personhood and these will not do,
from the viewpoint of consistent scientific worldview. It is true that value real-

                                                
22 It may be that Platonism and projectivism are sometimes thought to be the only al-

ternatives available. This may give rise to an oscillation between them: projectivism
is appealing, because it avoids the metaphysical excesses of Platonism, and Platonism
is appealing, because it preserves the intuition that moral statements are true or false.
This oscillation can be avoided by adopting the engaged perspective, which avoids
the downsides of both alternatives: it avoids the metaphysical excesses while pre-
serving the idea that moral statements are true or false.

23 The point is to question the absolute cleavage between "subjective" and "objective"
and "make the contact between the observer and the observed enter into the defini-
tion of the "real""(Merleau-Ponty 1968, 16).
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ism presupposes one more irreducible class of properties, but that is neither
here nor there: if none of our pieces of furniture can fit into a small dark closet,
our total furniture is not made any more hostile towards dark closets if we have
one more item which does not fit. The project of making everything fit into the
closet is deemed hopeless as soon as it is clear that even the first piece does not
fit in. In that case, projectivist would have to have independent motivations (for
example, considerations related to the practicality requirement, discussed
above, or to the diversity of cultures, discussed in chapters six and nine).

In Taylor's view, the reality we live in is not neutral. Some layers of reality,
including evaluative properties, are 'experience-dependent' and 'subject-
referring'. Moral properties are relational. They are properties, which need moral
experience to exist, but yet they are not properties of experience, but of the object
(or situation, or action). This relational view differs from what Audi (1997, 254-
6) has called axiological experientialism, although it accomodates one of its in-
sights. Axiological experientalism says that it is not objects or actions that have
intrinsic value, but our experiences or contemplations of these objects. For ex-
ample, it is not beautiful objects that are intrinsically valuable, but our experi-
ences of beauty. This points out the important thing that realization of value is a
matter of engaging with value: books are there to be read, and in reading a
book, the value of the book is realized. Yet Audi's position seems motivated by
some variant of the queerness -argument in restricting all value to the mental
realm of experiences.

We can distinguish between the features that the goals or objects have
when 'unperceived' on the one hand and when engaged with in the proper way
on the other hand.24 Whereas Audi suggests that only experiences are intrinsi-
cally valuable, and the objects of such experiences have "inherent" value, the
view defended here is that the objects and goals and practices possess value
which is realized when engaged in the certain way. Such realization is not re-
stricted to the mental sphere of experiences, although a correct kind of experi-
ence may be constitutive of such realization. Realization of values is a matter of
engaging with them, possibly with the right motivation and right knowledge.
This means that values are dependent on valuers, and the precondition for
valuers to engage with the values are the presence cultural forms enabling ac-
cess to the values, or creating the values in the first place. (A brilliant move in
chess is 'brilliant', it is a good move and its goodness is not reducible to our ex-
periences of it.) Situations can have certain evaluative aspects which 'call for'

                                                
24 "Think of something of value. Not only is the appropriate response to it to respect it

and to engage with it in virtue of that value, but absent this response its value is
somehow unrealised. It remains unfulfilled. The goodness of a good fruit is unreal-
ised if it is not enjoyed in the eating. The same sense of lack of fulfilment applies to a
novel destined never to be read, a painting never to be seen, and so on. Not all good
things can be thought of in that way. The thought does not quite work for my won-
derful friendship with John which is destined never to come about. There is no simi-
lar sense of waste here, or of something missing its fulfilment. In such cases the thing
of value does not yet exist. Only things of value which exist can remain unfulfilled.
Nothing is unfulfilled simply because something of value could exist and does not."
Raz, The  Practice of Value 2003, 28.
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certain kinds of actions, and these actions realize the value in question. Values
are lifeworldly, not merely 'mental'.

To sum up, the question whether there are evaluative features in the
world or not is a central difference between non-cognitivism and value-based
moral realism. Non-cognitivism relies centrally on the fact-value -distinction, it
finds unbelievable that features of the world would be evaluative. Cognitivism
finds unbelievable that we could do without value-concepts and that we could
make sense of value-concepts if we introduce a fact-value -distinction. As the
evaluative features are accessible from the engaged perspective we can accept
their reality without assuming any 'queer' Platonism or suchlike.

Contrary to the first dogma of disengagement, there are different realms of
reality. Concerning the natural laws and impersonal events that natural science
studies, what is real is mind-independent, and they can be accessed through the
disengaged methods of natural science. Evaluative features are real in a differ-
ent, human-dependent way: although the value 'inheres' in the objects even
when not actively engaged with, the value is realized when engaged with in the
right way: the good books are there to be read and the good symphonies to be
heard. But even the 'inherence' of the values is recognizable only through the
engaged perspective. So, to the plurality of realms of reality there corresponds a
plurality of perspectives. Natural sciences need different methods from value
inquiry.25

Values are accessible from the engaged, lifeworldly perspective. In gen-
eral, the "furniture of the world" accessible from this perspective is unproblem-
atically real, it need not be reconstructed from the disengaged perspectives.
Values are among the features which are accessible from this viewpoint, and
which are unproblematically real.

                                                
25 So, from what perspective or using what method should one, in general, discern the

real from the irreal? Taylor can be read here in two ways: in the pluralist way or as a
dogmatic defender of the lifeworldly perspective. According to the first reading, he is
against methods, we should take everything into consideration, and not prejudge the
issue by tying the reality for example to the assumptions that the best science of the
day makes. Neither should we prejudge the issue against the sciences. "What is real
is what you have to deal with, what won't go away just because it doesn't fit your
prejudices. By this token, what you can't help having recourse to in life is real. …
Your general metaphysical picture of "values" and their place in "reality" ought to be
based on what you find real in this way."(1989a, 59) Another way in which Taylor
can be read is that he is suggesting a narrowed perspective himself, that of everyday
life. Best Account is what makes sense of the human reality, leaving aside the disen-
gaged perspective of sciences. Again the narrowed perspective seems to prejudge the
issue. It is this reading of Taylor that has lead to understandable criticisms. I think
some of Taylor's formulations in Sources of the Self may support this kind of reading
as well: "What better measure of reality do we have in human affairs than those
terms which on critical reflection and after correction of the errors we can detect
make the best sense of our lives?"(1989a, 57) But taking into account Taylor's project
on the whole, including his criticism of ordinary language philosophy or "pure de-
scription" of phenomenology, this is not very plausible (see chapter two)
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7.3 Conclusion: quasi-projectivism and a return to moral realism?

In this chapter, I have discussed some of the central motivations for non-
cognitivism, and rejected the view that we could make an 'ecumenical' com-
promise between realism and non-cognitivism.

As a conclusion to this chapter, one could half-jokingly suggest a research
program, "quasi-projectivism": as we saw, Simon Blackburn defends not only
projectivism, but also quasi-realism aiming at preserving the intuitions of an
evaluative realist while holding on to the projectivist worldview, presupposing
the two dogmas. Now if the two dogmas turn out to be indefensible, we could
have an analogous but reverse program of "quasi-projectivism" which would
start from evaluative realism, and "try to earn" on a thicker basis, "the features
of moral language" which "tempt people to" projectivism. It would be in full
agreement with projectivism on that, there may be some evaluative terms, which
ought to be rejected (cf. Blackburn's example of "Kraut") and some terms which
can be reduced (the attribute "fame" can perhaps be reduced to something like
"being known by many"). Further, it would agree that no evaluative statements
refer to a fully mind-independent reality, for example the physical reality as
studied by natural sciences, or any Platonic realm. Further, it would take moral
emotions, reactions and expressions to the centre of the moral theory, but it
would not conceive them as original existences, separable from the situations
requiring certain responses. In short, quasi-projectivism would try to show that
the moral statements are expressions with truth-conditions and that in being rela-
tional, they are both mind-dependent and mind-independent at the same time.

Whether or not such a counter-project is a meaningful endeavour, realism
itself can be defended against non-cognitivism and error-theory. The case for
value realism rests on phenomenological credibility, and defences against
counter-arguments.26 One such argument concerned the queerness of evalua-
tive features. Others were related to the distinction between descriptive and
evaluative elements in moral statements, and practicality requirement. The no-
tions of "thick evaluative concepts" and "motivated desires" were relevant as
responses to these arguments.

Is moral realism something we will return to, if we endorse it? (cf. Michael
Rosen 1991). As we saw, in Taylor's view the lifeworld of engaged, embodied
human agents is always already, inevitably value-laden. Moral reality is not
something that people can leave in the first place, as the identity-crisis argu-
ments in chapter two tried to show. "Reality" of moral values does not mean
ontological independence from humans or human cultures (like Plato's Ideas or
scientific laws of nature). Moral reality is real although dependent on the exis-
tence of humans and their cultures. We need not return to moral reality, be-
cause we never left it.

                                                
26 Compare to Brink 1997.
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Yet, a return to explicitly endorsed moral realism might be also of practical
relevance. We may need to return explicitly to moral realism, because much
modern moral philosophy has forced our contact to the moral reality to be
merely implicit. Yet, Taylor does not agree with MacIntyre that that has lead to
total moral erosion. In Taylor's (1994a, 22 and passim.) view, the moderns have
in practice remained more Aristotelian than the explicit theories allow. The cri-
tique of the explicit theories aims at recovering what we already knew: "One of
the laughable, if lamentable, consequences of modern moral philosophy is that
you have to fight uphill to rediscover the obvious, to counteract the layers of
suppression of modern ethical consciousness."(Taylor 1995b, 153).



8 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 3:
PLURALITY OF GOODS AND REASONS

In this chapter I try to clarify the nature of value pluralism that naturally fol-
lows from the notion of strong evaluations, and I try to specify the view on rea-
sons, norms and principles that best would fit it.

I first clarify the meaning of "good" and "value", especially in relation to
the central idea that each qualitative distinction of worth expressible in thick,
strongly evaluative terms specifies a "value" or a "good" or a "good-making
property". I contrast this with other meanings of "good".

Secondly, I defend the irreducible plurality of such goods against more
uniform principles and value monism on the one hand, and I defend their "gen-
erality" against more radical particularisms on the other. Further, I discuss the
"lumpy" character of the evaluative realm in relation to incompatibility, in-
commensurability and conflicts of goods.

Further, goods are plural also in respect to their "culture-ladenness". I
qualify the claim that values are culturally created. Five types of values will be
distinguished in respect to their epistemological and/or ontological depend-
ence on culture.

In the last section I turn to the question of the way in which values give us
reasons for action, and how norms are generated. By going through some rele-
vant distinctions (internal versus external reasons; motivating and normative
reasons; desire-based versus value-based reasons; overriding, cancelling and
excluding) I try to give some flesh to the promissory note that a theory of strong
evaluations in the extended sense will include an analysis of the deontic layer of
norms.

8.1 Meaning of "good" and "a good"

In this study I mostly use the vocabulary of values or goods interchangably. Tay-
lor does not analyse these concepts (unlike the concept of 'strong evaluation') in
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detail. We can draw from the writings of such analytical philosophers as Moore,
Ross, von Wright and Raz some analyses concerning the meaning and nature of
goodness. Many of the meanings are not very central to the analysis of strong
evaluations, but it is good to distinguish these meanings.

I will follow Joseph Raz's "uninhibitedly inflationary" usage of "value",
which includes not only strong but also small values: "Any property which
(necessarily) makes anything which possesses it good (or bad) at least to a de-
gree is an evaluative property, standing for some value."(Raz 2001, 43). Thus
evaluative properties are good-making (or bad-making) properties.

The word 'good' can be used in an attributive ("this is a good knife") and in
a predicative sense ("pleasure is good").1Underlying the predicative linguistic
form we can find different concepts of goodness. First, "this knife is good" may
mean just the same as "this is a good knife". This can be analysed as the genre-
dependent degree of perfection (or excellence) of various instances of values:
what counts as a good knife, a good doctor or a good friend depends on the
standards of excellence for knives, doctors and friends. Second, "honour is
good" can refer to instrumental goodness: a hedonist may think that only pleas-
ure is intrinsically good, and yet he may say that honour is good (because it
gives pleasure). Instrumental value of a means towards an end is to be distin-
guished from the relation of 'being a constituent of'.

Thirdly, when speaking about the values or goods themselves we can say
that "justice is a good" or "justice is a value" (compare: "red is a colour".). Let us
take a closer look at these three varieties of goodness, and see what we can say
about something being "good for" something or someone.

Attributive goodness as kind-dependent excellence

First, in the attributive sense we can talk about good knives or good guitarists.
They are 'excellent' or 'perfect' in some respects, as knives or as guitarists. In
this sense there can be excellent thieves as well. Attributive goodness relates to
the merit that something has as something: "this is a good knife", "Mary is an
excellent pianist", "Jonathan is a good lawyer". But also, a nuclear bomb can be
an excellent nuclear bomb. There are K-purposes which are "essentially associ-
ated" with belonging to the kind K (being a teacher, or a nuclear bomb) (von
Wright 1963, 21). Especially instruments or tools, and practices (like profes-
sions, arts, sports) have such K-purposes which serve as standards of excellence
"as K".2 Something is a good knife and someone is a good teacher. Therefore, to
be good, something has to be good enough in relation to the K-purpose, and the
K-purpose must be valuable. A perfect nuclear bomb is not good, because the
K-purpose it excels in serving is not good.
                                                
1 Ross 1930, ch. 3
2 von Wright (1963, ch2, 3) calls excellence as an instrument "instrumental goodness"

and calls usefulness "utilitarian goodness". I think the distinction is important, but I
will follow the common practice of calling usefulness instrumental goodness. von
Wright also calls skillfulness or a person's excellence in a practice K "technical" good-
ness, referring to techne.
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Attributive goodness concerns the degree of perfection of various instances
of values: desires, emotions, actions, ways of life, objects can be good in this
sense. There are limits as to what kind of things can be instances of what values
(only states of mind can be pleasures etc).

In Joseph Raz's view all goodness that can be instantiated has this kind of
kind-dependent or "genre-dependent" structure. He speaks of a "two-stage pro-
cess of evaluation":

"we judge the value of objects by reference to their value or success as members of
kinds of goods. Is this a good apple, we ask? Or, did you have a good holiday? Was it
a good party? Was it a good lecture? Is he a good father? In all these cases the noun
('apple', 'party', etc.) does more than help in identifying the object, event or act to be
judged. It identifies the way it is to be judged." (Raz 2003, 40-1, see also "Mixing Val-
ues" in Raz 1999).

If something is good, it is sufficiently excellent, perfect or successful in some re-
spect, in relation to some genre. Yet Raz differs from von Wright in suggesting
that the dependence on a genre need not be exemplification. For example, a work
of art may deviate from established genres, and then essential aspect of judging
its goodness is judging whether the deviation is for the better or for the worse.

"Two elements determine how items can be evaluated. First is the definition of the
kinds of goods to which they relate, which includes the constitutive standards of ex-
cellence for each kind. Second are the ways the item relates to the kinds. It may fall
squarely within them. Or it may, for example, relate to them ironically, or iconoclas-
tically, or as a source of allusions imported into something which essentially belongs
to another kind, to create ambiguities, so that the item under discussion enjoys a
duck/rabbit effect: you see it belonging to one kind one moment and to another kind
the next moment." (Raz 2003, 41-2).

Further, the overall value of something may of course depend on its goodness
in various respects: something is a knife and a birthday present, and it may be a
good present even when it is a lousy knife.3

Instrumental goodness

Second, instrumental goodness or instrumental value concerns the usefulness of
something in relation to a given end. Such usefulness can be analyzed into a
causal and an evaluative element. Doing something brings about certain
changes which are held to be good or of value.4 Raz adds that something which

                                                
3 In the cases of objects instantiating some values, we can further distinguish between

something being valuable overall, throughout and contributively, although this dis-
tinction is not crucial to the purposes of this study. Something is valuable "overall",
when it contains more value than disvalue, or "throughout" when it contains no dis-
value, but merely value. It can further be valuable "contributively" when it is some-
thing that is not good in itself, but which yet as a part of an organic whole could
contribute to the goodness of the whole (e.g. the role of spices in food). Moore 1993,
Ross 1930.

4 von Wright (1963, ch 3) distinguishes 'beneficial' as a subclass of useful: if something
is good for the 'good of a being', i.e. for its welfare, it is beneficial. Jenny Teichman
(2003) draws the distinction between 'good for' and 'good about'. She relies on Alas-
dair MacIntyre's and Philippa Foot's ideas that there are objective facts about what is
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is of instrumental value is of value, because it is useful for something of value. If
something is of instrumental value, it is worth preserving until used etc. It is
valuable, although not intrinsically. Something is not instrumentally good, if it is
not good for something good.5 Only if it is good for something good, it is a case
of instrumental goodness. If it is useful only for something lacking value, it has
no instrumental value either. (Raz 2001, 146).

Whereas instrumental goodness includes a causal relation, two things can
also be in a nested, constitutive relation: a good life consists of successful pur-
suits of various life-goods (family-life, success in one's career etc). It would be
wrong to say that success in family-life is of instrumental value only: it can be
valuable in itself, as well as being a constituent of good life as a whole. As Ar-
istotle notes, many things are pursued both for their own sake, and for the sake
of eudaimonia. (According to G.E.Moore something can be "contributively" good,
and have this constitutive relation to something valuable, even while in itself
having no value.)

"A good"

Third, in the analytical discussions, these meanings of goodness as a property
instantiated in an object have received attention, but I have not come across
detailed analysis of the usage in which justice is a good or a value, analogously
to the way in which red is a colour. Yet it is this meaning that is central to value
pluralism and also to our value commitments. What we strong evaluators are
committed to, or have strong adherence to are beliefs of the type "justice is good",
"honour is good", rather than of the type "X is an instance of honour".6 'The plu-
rality of goods' (or "value pluralism") refers most importantly to the plurality of

                                                                                                                                              
good for a wolf or a dolphin in terms of survival or flourishing as a wolf or a dolphin
(i.e. what in von Wright's terms would be beneficial to a wolf or a dolphin). They are
different for different species: dolphins survive only in water etc. Among the things
that are good for them are external matters (pollution-free water for a dolphin), but
also for example behavioural dispositions (it is good for a deer to be startled easily,
unlike for a leopard). Some behavioural dispositions are good for other members of
the pack, and good for the survival of the species. These include 'altruistic' behav-
iour, in the ways in which animals protect their offspring. Teichman then points out
that what is 'good about' these animals includes such behavioural dispositions: a
good wolf protects its offspring, and its capacity to do it is what is good about it.
Teichman in other words connects very closely the things that are good for the spe-
cies or the pack, and the features that are good about in some individual. It seems
that "good about" can be further analyzed into being "good at" something instru-
mentally or intrinsically "valuable" (something which is useful for or constitutive of
the flourishing of the species).

5 Something can be instrumentally bad, if it is good for something bad. (Of course,
many instruments are both instrumentally good and bad, which introduces questions
of risk).

6 After all, one is an "egalitarian" if one thinks that equality is important. (Or possibly,
one is egalitarian if one thinks that equality is more important than some other val-
ues etc). On the other hand, it is "conceptions of the good" that matter: everyone
would agree that justice is a good goal, but people differ on what their conception of
justice is.
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goals, ideals, values that are worthwhile non-instrumentally: justice, autonomy,
courage, friendship, truth etc.

Qualitative distinctions concerning the worth or value of different options
are various ways of drawing a distinction between good and bad:
virtuous/vicious, more/less fulfilling, noble/base, fragmented/integrated,
alienated/free etc. (Taylor 1985a, 16). In fact, any virtue- or value-concepts operate
in such differential way: just/unjust, well-off/badly off etc.7

Taylor follows Isaiah Berlin in thinking that there is an irreducible plurality
of such qualitative distinctions concerning 'worth' or 'value'. Although together
they can be called "the Good", this is uninformative (apart from perhaps
distinguishing it from other dimensions of reality, like colours and numbers).8
Each of the qualitative distinctions must be grasped contrastively: each evaluative
concept differs from its opposite (virtues from vices), but they also differ from one
another (courage from honesty). Whatever applies to the learning and mastery of
concepts in general applies to such evaluative concepts. Calling the goods
together "the Good" may also be misleading in suggesting that the goods are neat
internal articulations, ideally compatible and commensurate and non-conflictual,
like colours neatly shift into one another along the colour spectrum. The
evaluative realm is more "lumpy" in allowing for conflicts, incompatibilities and
incommensurabilities.

When can we say that something is a good? How many goods are there?
Obviously, different languages have different vocabularies for goods, but there
may well be also nameless values (nameless good-making properties) that peo-
ple can respond to, and grasp implicitly. Here we must allow for different levels
of interpretation, and it seems that we must ultimately accept that individuation
of goods is indeterminate, but let us try.

In one sense there is an infinite number of goods, just like we must in a
sense allow for an infinite number of colours. Not all values are Big Values, be-
cause there are also smaller values, many of which may be nameless. There are
rival specifications and conceptions of goods, and they are in one sense genu-
inely different goods: they are not interchangable, although they are specifica-
tions of the same general good. If instances of A and instances of B are inter-

                                                
7 Flanagan (1996) doubts that evaluative concepts are contrastive. He claims that "Ta-

ble", "chair", "red", "electron" are all comprehensible in their own right without being
contrasted with anything else (1996, 168). This seems to me wrong. Tables and non-
tables are obviously being contrasted. To determine is to negate; and to say what
something is, is to say what it is not. Flanagan is right that one need not contrast
good with bad, but merely with something that lacks the good-making properties.
Flanagan claims further that "there seems to be no impossibility to the idea that a
particular individual, perhaps a whole social group, might see no other way to
be"(1996, 151). Assume that a group of hunters is unaware that one might be some-
thing else than hunters. Still they probably distinguish between courageous hunters,
good meat, successful hunting from cowardly hunters, bad meat and failed hunting.
Even one goal (to be a good hunter) gives one a lot of contrasts. It functions as strong
evaluation even without reflective understanding that one might have other goals,
and other standards of strong evaluation.

8 See Murdoch 1970, Taylor 1989 or Gadamer 1986 for some discussions concerning
"the Good".
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changable in being good in the same respects, then A and B are not different
goods, but they are merely two specifications of a more general good 'AB'. Be-
cause often A and B are not interchangable in this sense, we see that specifica-
tions matter.9 Some of them are better specifications, some are simply different.
Different what? Different goods, analogously to the way that two (nameless)
shades of red are different colours. They are of course different specifications of
a more general good, but just like friendship and freedom are different and to
some extent incompatible aspects of "the Good", but nevertheless genuine
goods, also two (nameless) specifications of freedom may be incompatible but
nevertheless genuine goods. The fact that in many languages both the existen-
tial celebration of one's capacity to choose and the more hermeneutical orienta-
tion towards meaningful exercise of that capacity can be called "freedom" does
not guarantee that they are genuine goods only insofar as they are compatible.
It may be that freedom1 and freedom2 are both valid but incompatible ideals.

Like two nameless shades of red are real colours, it is possible that two as-
pects of what we call "freedom" (and which we may call "existential" and "her-
meneutical" if we wish) are real goods. Further, unlike new colours, new goods
can be introduced in history. They are new articulations of "The Good".

In any case a good is the positive pole of a qualitative distinction between
good and bad. These distinctions can be more or less specific. They often do, but
need not have linguistic names: to grasp a distinction is to be able to use it, to
follow the rule in practice. This does not always call for the capacity to articu-
late the distinction. To introduce new distinctions to the evaluative framework
re-defines many other distinctions. Each good is determined contrastively.

"Good for"

In philosophical usage, 'good for' can refer to three different relations: first, ob-
jects (including values) are 'for subjects', or things are 'for' consciousnesses, or
considerations are moral reasons 'for' moral agents.10 I can experience justice as
non-instrumentally valuable, or a knife as a good knife, or a map as a useful
thing to have when travelling. Thus, these values are 'for me'. In this sense,
nothing is good for plants, they have no value consciousness.11

Second, something can enhance my flourishing or well-being, it can be
good for me in the sense that sunshine and water are good for plants. The rela-
tion in question can be causal or constitutive (a particular friendship is good for
me in that it partly constitutes my flourishing). In this sense something can be

                                                
9 This interchangability-test is suggested by Raz.
10 This usage (and the distinction between in itself, for itself, for us, for others etc.) is

central in German Idealism.
11 Animals in general may respond to reasons, but not 'as reasons'. They may be behave

rationally, but they cannot deliberate, say, between two sets of hypothetical consid-
erations (see MacIntyre 1999). Something is a prey 'for them' in the sense meant here,
but presumably they cannot perform the intentional ascent (see Pettit 1996) and think
of the prey 'as a prey' being a 'reason' for action etc.
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beneficial to living beings only, not to wine for example. Third, something can
do good to a painting or a wine, if it improves it, and here we have switched to
talking about goodness in the attributive sense (as genre-dependent excellence).

When Taylor means that something, for example justice is 'good for eve-
ryone' he means that 1) anyone can in principle experience it as non-
instrumentally good, (its validity is not restricted to, say, modern West). There-
fore 2) it would be in principle a possible constituent of their flourishing (im-
prove their lives) and 3) pursuing such ends for the right reasons could contrib-
ute to someone's being a 'good person' (improve their characters).

The balance between the last two (being a good person and having a good
life) has been debated since Socrates: it seems that being a good person is con-
stitutive of flourishing and having a good life, but one's life can be ruined for
contingent reasons (accidents, disasters) as well.

8.2 Pluralism, generalism and incommensurability

The plurality of goods and hypergoods

Following one of his teachers, Isaiah Berlin, Taylor criticises theories, which try to
derive all goods from one fundamental principle.12 Taylor claims, quite rightly,
that our framework includes a plurality of diverse goods, which cannot be
formalised into one principle, they are incompatible but still genuine. (see e.g.
Taylor 1985b, 230-47, Taylor 1994, 213-4).13 This plurality gives rise to moral
conflicts, which do not invalidate the goods in question.14 The nature of goods is
such that sometimes we cannot avoid conflict, and sometimes the conflicts can be
tragic.

Taylor criticises attempts to reduce the plurality. Taylor defends "the need
to recognize a plurality of goods, and hence often of conflicts, which other

                                                
12 See also e.g. Kekes, Morality of Pluralism, Walzer, Spheres of Justice, Williams "What

Does Intuitionism Imply?" (1995a, 182-191) or Nagel "The fragmentation of value" in
(1979, 128-141). Sometimes this position is called "methodological intuitionism", fol-
lowing Rawls (1971), "an ethical view is intuitionist if it admits a plurality of first
principles that may conflict, and, moreover, it has no explicit method or priority rules
for resolving such conflicts."(Williams 1995a, 182). This differs from 'epistemological
intuitionism' which holds either that ethical propositions are grasped analogously to
simple self-evident mathematical truths or analogously to sense perception.(ibid.).

13 Compare Raz 2003, 43: "Value pluralism has become a fairly familiar doctrine in re-
cent times. Its core is the affirmation (a) that there are many distinct values, that is
values which are not merely different manifestations of one supreme value, and (b)
that there are incompatible values, incompatible in that they cannot all be realised in
the life of a single individual, nor, when we consider values which can be instanti-
ated by societies, can they be realised by a single society. If a person or a society has
some of them they are necessarily deficient in others."

14 MacIntyre, too, holds this view that goods can genuinely conflict. He even embraces
the "Sophoclean insight" that "it is through conflict and sometimes only through con-
flict that we learn what our ends and purposes are." (1985, 164).
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views tend to mask by delegitimizing one of the goods in question"(1989a, 518).
"The goods may be in conflict, but for all that they don't refute each other"
(1989a, 502).

Given the wide range of genuine but incompatible goods, can the choice
between them (which one to apply in a given situation? which ones to pursue in
one's life? which ones should one's community pursue?) be rational? Isaiah Berlin
seems to think "no". In Berlin's view the multiple values are incompatible and
equally valid, and are pursued differently by "different societies, different
individuals, and different cultures" (Berlin 1994, 3). Taylor agrees: "if this conflict
is not felt, it is because our sympathies or horizons are too narrow, or we have
been too easily satisfied with pseudo-solutions"(1994, 213).

The view that there always is a right answer even to hard questions is a view
that Taylor together with Berlin criticizes. Often the best one can do is simply
choose more or less arbitrarily between two equally valid conflicting goods.
Taylor discusses Sartre's example of a young man who is torn between
remaining with his ailing mother and going off to join the Resistance.
According to Taylor, this example cannot be made sense of with Sartre's
doctrine claiming that ethical claims are based on a choice, because clearly the
existence of the conflicting demands is not a matter of decision. (Taylor 1985a,
29ff). Yet, Taylor does admit that often the conflict is tragic, and all we can do is
make a choice between the options: "For a radical choice between strong
evaluations is quite conceivable, but not a radical choice of such
evaluations."(1985a, 29).

Even when the choice between two good options is arbitrary, they both are
rationally eligible options. (Raz 2001, 4-8). The best reasons one has do not
determine between two options. Yet for Sartre's young man it would be irrational
to choose something else, say, a holiday on the Riviera (Taylor 1985a, 30). That
option is not rationally eligible. Therefore, a plurality of goods does not mean that
anything goes.

Further, Taylor thinks (unlike Berlin) that even when two genuine goods
conflict initially, there is something that creative practical reasoning can
possibly establish. "I still believe that we can and should struggle for a
'transvaluation' (to borrow Nietzsche's term Umwertung) which could open the
way to a mode of life, individual and social, in which these demands could be
reconciled."(Taylor 1994, 214) Therefore Taylor's answer to the question
whether we can choose rationally between options is a "qualified yes": the
goods can to some extent be ordered according to their relative importance.
There are further qualitative discontinuities within the field of strong
evaluations, some goods are more important than others. (Taylor 1989a, 62-3).

"We acknowledge second-order qualitative distinctions which define higher goods,
on the basis of which we discriminate among other goods, attribute differential
worth or importance to them, or determine when and if to follow them." (ibid., 63).

Taylor uses the term "hypergoods" to refer to these higher goods. They provide the
standpoint from which the other goods can be weighed, judged and ordered.
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(ibid.). Thus, although there is a diversity of goods, they can form a more or less
well-ordered unity.

"The domain of ultimately important goods has a sort of prescriptive unity. Each of
us has to answer all these demands in the course of a single life, and this means we
have to find some way of assessing their relative validity, or putting them in order of
priority. A single coherent order of goods is ... something we always try to define
without ever managing to achieve it definitely." (Taylor 1985b, 244).

In one sense, it seems that this claim about a single coherent order of goods is a
universal, descriptive claim: the different goods will find their contingent places
within every life, whether or not this is intended. This of course leaves room for
arbitrary decisions. But more strongly, it seems that people in fact do have more
or less stable hierarchies among their conceptions of good. In another sense, this is
a prescriptive claim: we ought to try and define the normative order of goods. If
the goods are ordered in a way that reconciles them, there is nothing arbitrary in
choosing between them. 15

I suggest that we distinguish between "intensional" and "extensional" ways
of reconciling conflicting goods: the "extensional" challenge is that of trying to find
each good their relative place in one's (and others') life. Taylor discusses this in
detail in "Leading a life" (1997). (see also Abbey 2000, 37-40).

The "intensional" challenge is to try to show that the goods are not really
opposed to each other in what their real content: true equality and true liberty
presuppose each other, and true individuality is achvieved through social
membership. The extensional challenge tries to work out the relative weight of
goods, the intensional tries to revise their "true content".16

The notion of "weight" or "strength" of goods or values plays a role in
distinguishing between 'small' from 'strong' goods and values, as well as
ordinary strong values from "hypergoods". The idea of the weight of goods is
not entirely determinate, because we can distinguish between three 'contexts'
for talking about the weight of the goods. First, we can look at judgements in
situations and see whether friendship of justice weighs more in a particular
situation. Or second, we can talk about the general weight of the prima facie
considerations of friendship and justice: when in conflict, which one is it that
generally weighs more? Or third, we can talk about the centrality of these ideals
to one's identity and one's commitments. There is a real distinction between a
prima facie importance of a principle or a moral property in general (which is
supposedly the same for you and me) and the prima facie importance of a

                                                
15 Abbey (2000, 35-7) discusses Taylor's vacillation between the claims that all or only

some moral frameworks include hypergoods. She advocates the latter view, on phe-
nomenological grounds: many people live their lives without a sense of a preponder-
ant good deserving to be called a 'hypergood'.

16 There can also be more radical revisionist challenges trying to show that some goods are
in fact pseudo-goods. This radical challenge has a pluralist counterpart: an argument
trying to show that certain goods ignored by one's framework exist and are valid. These
kinds of practical reasoning (intensional, extensional, revisionist, pluralist) are discussed
in chapter nine in more detail, where I name these patterns after Hegel, Aristotle, Pla-
ton, Rawls and Berlin.
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principle or moral property for my identity (which may differ between you and
me). The possible tension between the relative weight of goods in general and
their relative weight in my orientation has been overlooked by commentators.
In any case there seems to be a continuum from hypergoods to "ordinary"
strong goods and to small values.17

The analysis of norms will be only be touched at in this study (later in this
chapter), but it is worth pointing out that to a plurality life-goods and moral
goods there can correspond a plurality of prudential and moral norms. The
closest we get to unified principles is a Rossian plurality of prima facie
principles, there is no informative overall formula of the kind that the
proceduralists like Kantians and Utilitarians are after. Taylor's pluralism of
goods can be duplicated at the level of norms. Friendship is a value and "take
your friends' interests into account" is a norm. Usually when norms and other
goods conflict, we ought to obey the norms (even though norms are
fundamentally justified by values). There is however a plurality of such norms,
and when norms conflict, one way to resolve the conflict is to weigh the goods
that ground the norms.

Generalism and particularism

Charles Taylor's moral 'theory' is actually anti-theoretical. The idea is that moral
knowledge is implicit in our affective-conative-cognitive reactions, as well as in
our agent's knowledge is crucial for Taylor. The background of the implicit,
embodied understanding is more fundamental than conscious, linguistically
articulated representations in two ways:

"(1) it is always there, whereas we sometimes frame representations and sometimes
do not, and (2) the representations we do make are only comprehensible against the
background provided by this inarticulate understanding. Rather than representations
being the primary locus of understanding, they are only islands in the sea of our un-
formulated practical grasp of the world." (1995, 170)18

Why is it that we know and feel more than we can say? Consider Aristotle's
view of correct, phronetic reactions to situations:

"It is possible, for example, to feel fear, confidence, desire, anger, pity, and pleasure
and pain generally, too much or too little; and both of these are wrong. But to have
these feelings at the right times on the right grounds towards the right people for the
right motive and in the right way is to feel them to an intermediate, that is to the best,
degree; and this is the mark of virtue." (Nicomachean Ethics, 1106b 18-23).

                                                
17 The incommensurability of goods, discussed below, makes the idea of a continuum a

slightly misleading one. Taylor stresses the conflicts between incommensurable
goods and the conflictuality related to the hypergoods.

18 Compare to David Wiggins: "as agents we feel and know more than we can say
about moral questions, and we can say more than can be systematized."
1998, viii-ix), or Merleau-Ponty "The child understands well beyond what he
knows how to say, responds well beyond what he could define, and this after all is as
true of the adult."(1968, 13).
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Sometimes strong emotional responses are called for, when the ethical viola-
tions are grave, whereas feeling totally upset over minor faults would be irra-
tional. It is quite obvious that one cannot give a very detailed account of one's
understanding of the relevant differences, because the differences are a matter
of degree. As Richard Norman (1983, 54) puts it, "the impossibility will, I think,
be apparent to anyone who tries to do it." Taylor is critical of moral theories,
which maintain that we can have generalizations, which hold always, instead of
being true "for the most cases". This means that the Taylorian cultural moral re-
alism defended here is skeptical of moral principles (this is McNaughton's ma-
jor considerations for particularism, but in fact pluralist generalism and particu-
larism are equally entitled to such an Aristotelian view).

Of course, each good (like friendship) can be formulated as a principle
("do what friendship requires"), but then there are equally many principles as
there are goods, and these principles do not help in the conflict of goods. Of
course, there is also a non-informative general principle that one ought to do
what all-things-considered one has most reason to do, but any more substantive
generalizations will be valid only "for most part".

Although such generalizations fail, nevertheless the evaluative features
are minimally universal. The meta-ethical issue between generalism and par-
ticularism is relevant here. Both generalism and particularism come in different
variants, and the view defended here is a pluralist generalism which tries to pre-
serve what is true in particularism, namely its skepticism against codified gener-
alizations and a short list of principles. There are four options of from generalist
monism to radical particularism:

1) There is but one valid substantive principle (Categorical imperative, Utili-
tarian maximation-principle etc),

2) Moral knowledge is codifiable into a short list of substantive prima facie prin-
ciples, (for example David Ross's list of seven principles, see Ross 1930)

3) There is a very wide plurality of prima facie valid goods, which can conflict
and override and be overridden, and which are general in the sense that
their polarity is the same from situation to situation. (Pluralist generalism
defended here)

4) Relevant considerations and good-making properties can alter their polarity
from one situation to another (Jonathan Dancy's radical particularism, see
Dancy 1993).

Some implausible generalisms (of the first kind) may hold that we do not need to
know the details of cases, all we need to know is whether one principle applies or
not, and ignore all the other details. This is why Dancy complains that generalism
tells us to "look away" from the relevant cases.19 But of course, a pluralist general-
ism may hold that we need to know all the details.

                                                
19 Dancy 1993, McNaughton 1988.
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According to generalist pluralism, all instances of a good-making feature are
prima facie good-making, whereas particularism holds that everything hangs on
the particular constellation. The generalist position thinks that a morally relevant
property is

"'generally morally relevant', that is, morally relevant in the same way wherever it
occurs. So properties like being a cause of pleasure, being truthful, being law-abiding
are 'right-making characteristics' of actions: actions that bear these properties are al-
ways the better for them, even though they may turn out to be wrong overall in vir-
tue of further properties." (Bakhurst 2000, 163).

The point in particularism is that any consideration can be in some context good-
making (innocent pleasure) and in some context bad-making (pleasure from cru-
elty), and in a holistic manner the totality of considerations is what determines the
polarity of an individual consideration. To this, the generalist can reply that yes,
the holistic determinations determine the overall value, but the polarity of indi-
vidual considerations cannot change: cruel pleasure is always a bad-making fea-
ture, whereas innocent pleasure is always good-making.

It is of course true that non-evaluative considerations may under some de-
scriptions change polarity.20 "The black object moving left" can be a good thing
in one situation and a bad thing in another. No-one would deny that while
sometimes, for some reason, a black object moving left can be a good thing, it
can sometimes be a bad thing.21

But when we reach evaluative descriptions, we find that the relevant fea-
tures cannot intelligibly change evaluative polarity. Suffering of innocent peo-
ple is always prima facie bad.

The idea of some goods being central to one's identity, to one's orientation or
ethical aim (the first phase in Ricoeur's ethics, see chapter one) presupposes
generalism.22 Discussions on particularism seem to concentrate on issues of
attributive goodness, and situation-sensitive all-things-considered judgements
concerning reasons for action (The third phase in Ricoeur's ethics, see chapter
one). Bakhurst points out that features may be significant even in a situation
where they do not give reasons for action (as in cases where they are overridden
or silenced). They may be relevant for the kind of persons we want to be, for the
kind of sensitivities we want to have. "Cruelty, joy, pain, respect, courtesy, etc are
not features that I can fail to see as morally significant when I encounter them. I
would change dramatically as a moral agent if I were no longer antecedently
tuned to their presence."(Bakhurst 2000, 173).

                                                
20 McNaughton 1988 ch. 13 speaks about non-moral features changing their evaluative

polarity, but it can be generalized to non-evaluative.
21 For example, sometimes a "black object moving left" can cause suffering to innocent

people (when the object is a baton used for beating an innocent person), and some-
times it can prevent suffering to innocent people (when it is a lever stopping the en-
gine which would have hurt someone). The point is that these characterizations
(cause suffering, prevent suffering) cannot change their polarity.

22 See Bakhurst 2000.
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Having goods central to one's identity seems to be a matter of having general
goods central to one's orientation. In making judgements in situations, we have to
take into account different commitments of agents. In explicating the commit-
ments, we presuppose generalism. This does not mean that an agent cannot in all-
in-judgements override or exclude or cancel some considerations which are cen-
tral to identity. The point is that it makes sense to be committed to the prima facie
general goal of honesty and prima facie general goal of politeness, while it makes
no sense to be "committed" to judgements in fleeting situations. The antecedent
commitment is to general relevance of honesty and politeness in any situations in
which they occur. Because the antecedent commitments may figure among the
considerations, and affect the balance of reasons, we cannot reduce the ex ante
commitments to ex post judgements. Even if ex post judgements would be analyz-
able in particularist terms equally well as in terms of Rossian generalism, ex ante
commitments require generalism.23 This is the major difference between theories
stressing the role of commitments, attachments and identity (Taylor, Ricoeur, Lie-
berman, Raz, the theory defended here) and particularist theories stressing the
role of judgements in situations (Dancy, McDowell). The argument here is simply
that prima facie pluralist generalism is equally plausible concerning judgements in
situations, but superior concerning orientations and commitments, and therefore
generalism is a better theory overall.

Incommensurability and comparability

"Incommensurability" has been discussed in many different senses. Mere incom-
patibility does not mean incommensurability: it may be than an important thing
and an insignificant thing are incompatible in the sense that it is impossible to
realize both. And also, it may be that one can co-realize two compatible things,
while being unable to measure which of them is more valuable, even when
having all the relevant information. The way that incommensurability is used is
rather incomparability: the value of two things cannot be compared, or the com-
parison yields a result that of two options neither is better, but they are not pre-
cisely equal either. I will take up first incommensurability in relation to bearers
of value, then incommensurability of cultures, and then incommensurability of
goods.

(1) The central puzzling phenomenon, related to the comparability of
bearers of value, is that of two options being of roughly equal value. (Here I fol-
low Chang 1997, 1-34).

Two options, two bearers of value, are of "roughly equal" value, or "on a
par", when neither is better than the other, but yet they are not of exactly the
same value. If they would be of exactly of the same value, then even a slight
improvement in one option would make it better than the other. But concerning
many choices it seems that a slight improvement in one still leaves both of them

                                                
23 It is unclear to me why Bakhurst (2000) does not draw this conclusion from this dis-

cussion, but defends modified particularism. See also Raz "The Truth in Particular-
ism", in Raz 1999; and Dancy 2000b.
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rationally on a par (Chang 1997). Nevertheless, the options may be rankable
when the difference in weight is notable. To use Joseph Raz's (2001, 4-8) termi-
nology, options which are rationally on a par are both rationally eligible, but if
one option is sufficiently better than the other, then choosing it is rationally re-
quired.

Things can be compared as to their merits in relation to any kinds of "cov-
ering value" (which need not be ethical goodness) (Chang). You cannot com-
pare which one is more friendly, this table or number nine, because "friendli-
ness" does not cover such options. This can be called a case of non-comparability,
it is a formal failure of comparison: there is no covering value in the light of
which the comparison is to be made. Whenever there are two options and a
covering value, we can in principle compare their merits from that viewpoint,
they are formally comparable.

Many kinds of comparisons are possible. We can in principle compare
samurai warrior-ethic and protestant work ethic as to which is better in terms of
producing economic growth, or in terms of feeling of being attuned to one's
world. We may not know the answer but we know that they are in principle
comparable. Many things are comparable from many viewpoints, including ir-
relevant viewpoints.

Although things can be in principle compared, such comparison need not
be simply quantitative: first, we may not have any "units" of comparison. We
may be able to say that something is more courageous than something else, but
lack any units in determining how much. Second, in relation to some values,
there may be a "too much" as well as "too little". In Chang's example, one can be
too friendly. Chang (1997) coins the terms "qmore" which stands for being
quantitatively more something, and "more" which stands for being qualita-
tively, or "simply" more. It can be that X is qmore friendly than Y and yet Y is
more friendly than X. Third, it may be that in addition to two options being ei-
ther "literally equal", "more" or "less", there is a fourth option, namely being
"roughly equal" or "on a par". This is the central phenomenon behind the talk of
incommensurability.

Hard cases are hard, but yet they may be comparable (not formally non-
comparable). Was Mozart more creative than Michelangelo? It may be hard to
say. But we think that Michelangelo was more creative than "Talentlessi", a me-
diocre painter of nominal creativity. We also think that Mozart was more crea-
tive than "Talentlessi". But we can imagine a continuum of painters from nomi-
nally creative ones like Talentlessi to notably creative ones like Michelangelo.
We end up having many cases where we think than Mozart was more creative,
and we may end up having a zone of painters who were roughly equally crea-
tive as Michelangelo. Any time that we are able to make such a notable-nominal
-comparison, we have a "covering value". One important suggestion is that such
covering values may have no name. (Chang 1997)

Assume that an economic profitable option A is of equal value with some
traditional option B from the viewpoint of "economic values and the value of
upholding tradition, taken together". Often adding just one cent to the economic
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profit does not change the situation, it is still of equal value. In such cases "equal
value" is not to be taken literally, but it refers to the fourth possibility, that of
being "on a par". In such cases slight changes in either have no effect on the
matter (see Chang 1997, Raz 1999, Griffin 1986, 1997).

So, the central point about incommensurability is that in cases where there
are two options and a covering value, there are four different possibilities: x is
better than y, x is worse than y, x is strictly equal to y, x is roughly equal to y. In
cases of conflict of goods, we can compare two options and come to the conclu-
sion that one of them is of more value, or they are equal, or they are on a par.
Below, when I refer to "pockets of incommensurability" I refer to this phenome-
non of options being "on a par". This is the major feature of "lumpiness" in the
evaluative realm. There are two other usages of "incommensurability" which I
mention only to put them aside.

(2) Taylor (1997) states he accepts Chang's analysis, but he has used "in-
commensurability" also in a very different sense, to refer to the lack of common
measures between different frameworks, cultures or paradigms. This is the
Kuhnian idea of incommensurability, "that evaluation across different concep-
tual schemata, ways of life, or cultures is impossible" (Chang 1997, 1). Incom-
mensurability would mean quite radically that cultures would not agree or dis-
agree on anything.

Related to this idea, A. MacIntyre (1988) has shown that two traditions can
understand each other, and translate the ideas of one another into one's own
language, but still disagree. Irresolvability of disagreements on evaluative
matters is what MacIntyre means with "incommensurability", and this is less
radical than full lack of agreement and disagreement, but of course this is in
practice very problematic. Taylor believes (although he thinks that there is no a
priori proof) that fusions of horizons can show that conflicts of goods across
cultures are of the same kind as conflicts of goods within cultures.24 This ques-
tion dissolves into questions of intercultural understanding (lack of knowledge
is not "incommensurability"), into moral disagreements, into questions of the
incommensurability of rival goods (see below), and possibly also the question
of clashes of rival metaphysics and world-views. Such clashes may be difficult
to assess, but already seeing them as clashes between rivals would mean that
radical incommensurability is overcome.

(3) What can we say of the incommensurability of rival general goods?
Can we compare two general goals as to their weight? Can we compare differ-
ent goods like pleasure and justice, or "economic growth" and "being attuned to
one's world"? This is the discussion of hypergoods. Ordering and weighing ini-
tially conflicting goods is sometimes called 'commensurating' them.25

                                                
24 D. Davidson ("The Very Idea of a Conceptual Scheme", in Davidson 1986) makes a

stronger claim that such radical incommensurability is impossible. The point is not
that there cannot be rival conceptual schemes, but precisely that different conceptual
schemes can be taken as rival 'takes' on the world.

25 See e.g. Levy (2000), "Charles Taylor on Overcoming Incommensurability"
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Related to this, some considerations may be 'incomparably higher' than
some others. As Griffin (1986) points out, Taylor uses "incommensurable" for
such a distinction between goods as well: "Integrity, charity, liberation and the
like stand out as worthy of pursuit in a special way, incommensurable with other
goals we might have, such as the pursuit of wealth, or comfort…" (Taylor 1982,
135-7, italics added). Whether we pursue the latter or not is open to choice,
whereas the former are categorical goods.26

Although Taylor does use "incommensurability" in the last two senses of
the three mentioned here, I will refer to the incommensurability of goods in the
first sense. Pockets of incommensurability are the grey areas where two options
are neither better than each other nor exactly equal. In total then, goods are plu-
ral, conflicting, general and incommensurable.

8.3 Are values equally "cultural"? Varieties of culture-ladenness

It is often pointed out that values, like colours, are secondary qualities. Yet col-
ours are natural in their origin in the sense that for example the goods internal
to practices are not. Human goals, unlike those of other animals, are not based
on instincts, they are not naturally determined. Without suitable languages,
these new values would not be available. But does language disclose or also
constitute? Are values found or culturally created? And further, are the aspects that
we find in fact earlier creations which have been sedimented (after all, anything
needs to be created only once?) This is Michael Rosen's (1991) suggestion. To
the extent that what we find are merely creations of the past generations, values
are fully culturally created. Taylor thinks there is 'finding' also in a stronger
sense.

"Ethics tries to define the shape of human moral predicament. But there would not be
such a thing unless human beings existed. Once we exist, certain ways of being are
higher than others in virtue of the way we are (the 'Aristotelian' component); certain
demands are made on us by other human beings in virtue of the way both we and

                                                
26 Related to categoricality is the idea of trumping, for example no amount of pleasure

can add up to the value of the dignity of persons. The Kantian idea is that it is never
legitimate to sacrifice people for any amount of pleasure. Dignity trumps pleasure.
Griffin (1986) criticizes the applicability of the idea of trumping: "The French gov-
ernment knows that each year several drivers lose their lives because of the beautiful
roadside avenues of trees, yet they do not cut them down. Even aesthetic pleasure is
(rightly) allowed to outrank a certain number of human lives."(82). "Trumping is too
strong; no value, no matter how little is at stake, outranks another, no matter how
much is at stake."(85). The modern mind may think it is dangerous to drop the idea
of trumping. It may seem as if that would lead to us preferring even small pleasures
to human lives. But this is of course non sequitur. Everything we know of important
and less important values can be preserved even when we drop the idea of absolute
trumps. But further, Joseph Raz has suggested there are second-order exclusive rea-
sons which resemble trumps but their function is to suggest that we should act on
some other ground than simply the total balance of reasons. When I have made a
promise or a decision, that is a reason for no longer take in new considerations. I dis-
cuss this further in chapter eight.
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they are (the 'moral' component). … certain demands are made on us by our world in
virtue of what we are and how we fit into it (the 'ecological' component). And fur-
ther, I believe that certain goods arise out of our relation to God (the 'theological'
component)."(Taylor 1991b, 245)

Now of course, the class of 'theological' goods is empty if there is no God, but if
there is a God, this class no doubt is not empty. That is, if there is a God, there
no doubt are more or less correct ways of humans relating to this fact. I believe
this is an innocent way to link theism and morality, as a separate class of goods.
Removing God from the picture leaves the theory intact elsewhere, it just means
that this class is empty.27

Two things can be said at a very general level: human moral reactions are
always culturally laden, intelligible from within a lifeform. There are no acul-
tural human reactions. (But there are, importantly, acultural animal reactions.
But of course our knowledge of those animal reactions is culturally laden and
problematic). On the other hand, all goods are related to human nature, either
the biological, sentient nature, or sapient nature. There are no human goals that
would not be expressions and modifications of the 'universal' natural basis, of
common human nature. Cultural creations extend human possibilities, but they
never extend to anything that is made impossible by our nature. All goods are
at least in this sense a joint product of nature and culture, they are neither
purely natural nor purely cultural.

Yet, there are differences in the ways (and degrees) in which different val-
ues are culture-laden. Within these limits, the nature-culture -difference makes
a real difference.

Natural goods are all those goods (purposes, aspects of situations) which
even extra-linguistic beings can have access to, for example the implicit goal of
flourishing. They are also not historical (or at most they are dependent on natu-
ral history). Cultural goods are those which exist only given some language or
some set of cultural forms (these are not only disclosed, but created by lan-
guage). Cultural goods obviously are historical. There may further be such
natural (ahistorical) goods, which are accessible only through culture, i.e. which
can be disclosed with the help of a language. In any case, cultural animals re-
interpret all natural goods from within their culture. Yet we can ask whether
there could be any value without cultural animals, and if yes, that would be
purely natural value.

Here is a short classification of values, which is not meant to be encom-
passing, but it is meant to illustrate the variety. I suggest there are five types of
values on the culture-nature line: 1) contingent cultural creations, 2) necessary
features of our sapient nature (the value of truth, justice, persons), and possibly
other necessary structural features that characterize human persons (especially
different social values: value of attachments and friendship and trust, value of
justice of institutions, but also significance of mortality etc), 3) natural goods like

                                                
27 In chapter ten I argue that Taylor's way of generalizing the structure of theistic mo-

rality to all morality is a wrong way of proceeding.
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animal welfare, 4) human welfare, 5) the respect and appreciation that persons
have for nature.28

First of all, there are contingently culturally created goods, for example
goods internal to practices. Raz puts it this way:

"There were no opera singers, nor chess players, before the emergence of opera or
chess, nor could there have been. A fortiori there were no excellent opera singers or
chess players. That form of excellence could not be manifested before opera and
chess came to be."(2001, 67)

In Alasdair MacIntyre's (1985) view, various kinds of practices (arts, sciences,
family life, politics) have goods internal to them, which can be realized only by
these practices. They also have standards of excellence, which can be grasped
only through participating and getting relevant know-how, or through observ-
ing or hearing stories about the practice.29 In Taylor's (1994a) view, these goods
internal to practices are an important class of goods, but there are also intrinsi-
cally valuable goods that are not specific to any particular practice, which he
calls "practice-transcending" goods. These are nevertheless "life goods", con-
stituents of good life. Possibly goods like autonomy or truth are not specific to
any particular practice. MacIntyre's (1985) examples of goods not internal to
practices are such instrumental goods as money or power, or such intrinsically
valuable goods, which are realized only in the context of the whole life of an in-
dividual (eudaimonia) or the society (e.g. distributive justice). These are goods,
which can be realized only in practices, which exist only contingently. So here
the 'culture' does not figure as the framework from which one attends to the re-
ality, but it figures as the constituent of the reality itself. Concerning such
goods, the diversity of cultures is ideally no problem: different cultures all have
different sets of valuable goods, different selections of the list of created goods.

                                                
28 Compare to Raz (2003, 34), who distinguishes values directly dependent on social

forms (corresponding to what I call contingent cultural creations), and four kinds of
values which are not directly dependent: 1) Pure sensual and perceptual pleasure, 2)
"Aesthetic values of natural phenomena, such as the beauty of sunsets. As was noted
before, access to them is culturally dependent, but their existence is not." 3) "Many,
though not all, enabling and facilitating values" 4) "The value of people, and of other
valuers who are valuable in themselves." Of these, pure sensual and perceptual
pleasures belong to what I call "purely natural goods" and "aesthetic values of natu-
ral phenomena" belongs to what I call "respect and appreciation of nature". Raz ex-
plains the reason why many central moral values are not directly socially dependent
by their being enabling values, my suggestion here is that they are values dependent
on our sapient nature (which is not dependent on any particular practices). It is quite
plausible to suggest that any goods related to our sapient nature can be realized only
in some or other cultural contexts, where they are specified in different ways.

29 Johnston's (1999, 50) way of seeing goods internal to practices as specific "pleasures"
that are related to the practice is slightly misleading. Certainly there are also specific
pleasures related to specific accomplishments in various practices, but the objective
accomplishments are what count, and the specific satisfactions (as opposed to pleas-
ure) that go with them. For something to be satisfaction there are objective criteria,
and the same satisfaction can go with varying degrees of subjective pleasure. But in-
deed, it is important that such satisfactions are pleasurable, it is part of Aristotle's
idea of virtuous person that such a person gets right kind of pleasure from right
kinds of things.
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Second, there are core values inevitably related to our 'sapient nature', per-
sonhood and rational capacities (for example, dignity of persons, justice, truth).
Humans did not, pace constructivism, invent normativity, it is rather that the
emergence of normativity turned those animals into persons, which have access
to normativity. Different cultures of course have different interpretations of
personhood or normativity or justice, but it is inevitable that in all cultures is-
sues of truth, or the issue of "sapient animals being ethically relevantly different
kind of agents from others" must arise, in one or another conceptual frame-
work. Or possibly, such issues do not "arise", they are present always already
for persons. It may be that such issues have not always existed, if persons have
not always existed, but persons have not existed before such concerns have ex-
isted. So in this respect, cultures can learn from each other different specifications
and conceptualizations of common goals. Some such core agenda lies behind the
intuitions of human rights, for example. These goods are goods transcending
any particular practices. Yet, the ways in which these general goods are real-
ized, can be through practices: for example, dignity of persons and truth can be
respected in the ways that the practices are structured.30

In addition to reason, there are other human constants, which are inevita-
bly present in any culture. Among these are the relations between persons, the
value of attachments or friendships, or the value of justice are such. The social
nature of such values means that they cannot be enjoyed alone. These values
admit a huge degree of cultural variation, but it is close to impossible to imag-
ine a community of human persons, where the issues of friendship or justice
would not arise in one form or another.

Third, there are natural values, which do not presuppose sapience: for ex-
ample, well-being of animals or sensuous pleasures of humans. Even if there
were no persons, the non-sapient "valuers" would pursue these ends and be ca-
pable of flourishing. Again, different human cultures thematize and specify
such values differently. Here the relevant viewpoint is not whether torturing
animals makes persons cruel (that is possibly an issue of the second type), but
whether torturing animals harms animals. The good of animals is a purely
natural value, a matter of "natural goodness" as the title of Philippa Foot's
(2001) recent book would have it.31

                                                
30 Taylor 1994a.
31 The defence (by MacIntyre 1999, Foot 2001 and Teichman 2003) that natural goods

(related to survival and flourishing of the species) are clearly non-subjective, and
MacIntyre's earlier defence that goods internal to practices are clearly non-subjective,
are complementary. Both are good examples of cases, which cannot be understood in
a projectivist fashion. They are also interrelated: The content of human well-being
presupposes practices, which structure the goals in life, and which give one mean-
ingful pursuits in life. The culturally created practices enter into the definition of
good life, and understanding whether something constitutes good life on the one
hand and understanding whether something is a worthwhile goal on the other go in
tandem. We can say that something constitutes good life because it is worthwhile.
For an attempt to bypass the level of such cultural goods, and give a backing in hu-
man nature see Korsgaard in Raz 2003. I think Korsgaard is right that there are natu-
ral goods, and there are goods related specifically to the human sapient nature, but
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When animals pursue food, drink, mating or shelter, they are following
some naturally posed aims, they follow 'rails' that would be there without the
existence of persons. These animals have original purposes, and they perceive
their world in the light of those purposes, just like humans perceive the world
in the light of human purposes.

Culture-animals like humans cannot help giving interpreted meanings to
such natural reactions like nausea or sensuous pleasure. The natural signifi-
cance of nausea is natural and presumably universal, but then cultural habits
and meanings, social norms or one's character and personal style make a differ-
ence to what the personal significance of nausea is. The point is that the natural
meaning, however universal, is sublated into a plurality of significations. Even
gut reactions are culturally interpreted. It doesn't really make a big difference,
from within, whether a value is fully culturally created or merely culturally ac-
cessed. But theoretically one can say that these natural values, like the values
related to sapient nature, receive various specifications and conceptualizations in
different cultures. Presumably humans have similar natural pains and pleasures
universally, but their interpretations differ.

Fourth, human well-being is perhaps best seen as a "sublated natural
value", which presupposes all three categories of values mentioned so far.32

Here, culture is seen as a modification of nature, as it were. Sublation is Hegel's
term for "preserving while negating", or preserving in a modified form. It may
be that many contingent cultural goods are sublations of some animal activities
(like chess may in some sense be a sublated version of struggles-to-death), but
they also draw on the sapient capacities and are culturally created and contin-
gent (chess demands some intelligence and its rules are contingent creations).
Human well-being is an inescapable goal, and in one sense MacIntyre (1999) is
right in claiming that the 'flourishing' in human flourishing means the same as
the flourishing of any species. This is anyhow a very sublated sense: the con-
tents of our flourishing are sublated by our sapience and the inevitable histori-
cal cultural practices. Human well-being presupposes excellence in contingent
practices. This is a perspective from which all culturally created practices can be
approached: they are potential constituents of someone's well-being. In this re-
spect, different cultures have rival conceptions of well-being, but they also are
genuinely plural in a non-rival way: there is a massive plurality of ways to
achieve human well-being. The human constants and the related values (truth,
dignity of persons, justice, friendship) are constitutive of human well-being, but
there is no need to claim that they are good because they are constitutive of hu-
man well-being (Taylor 1989, 77). Although every good could be pursued at the
same time as a constituent of eudaimonia, there are two directions in which one
can read the equation (see McDowell 1995, Charles 1995).

                                                                                                                                              
she is wrong in trying to bypass the level of cultural, directly socially dependent
goods.

32 On well-being, see e.g. Griffin 1986 and Crisp & Hooker (eds., 2000), von Wright
1963, Raz 1986, Seel 1995.
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Fifth, I suggest there are goods related to the way we sapient animals take
nature: our respect for nature, our aesthetic appreciation of its beauty and sub-
limity, our feeling of belonging to the wide current of life etc.33 Or better put, if
there are genuine goods of this kind, they form a separate class. Values like this
presuppose culture and sapience, and different cultures and ages take nature
differently. It may well be that while these values of nature are not ontologically
dependent on practices, they may be epistemically dependent on practices: it
may take some specific aesthetic training to perceive some aspects of nature, it
takes a thick evaluative concept to group the real features in a certain way.
Taylor's (1995a, 100-26) point is that it is intelligible that humans experience na-
ture as posing ethical demands for us. Other animals cannot have ecological
concerns or appreciate beauty in the way they naturally and implicitly aim at
the flourishing of themselves (and of their species). In Wiggins' terms, nature
can be approached with the human scale of values.34

I think this point can be clarified further. The goods in question could not
be realized by nature itself, so this class of goods differs from the purely natural
goods like animal welfare. Animal welfare is equally important and equally
possible whether there are humans or not. But there are no experiences of
beautiful sunsets, or sublime storms, and the awe linked to the sheer size of the
universe is not significant without strong evaluators. We need not claim that
appreciating these somehow serve the interests of nature: sunsets, storms etc
definitely do not have interests. (Possibly there is an intuition, that 'biosphere'
has an interest to survive and be maximally diverse. Of course that is not a con-
scious interest. But if it has such an interest, then the satisfaction of that interest
would belong to the same class of natural goods as animal welfare.) The point is
not merely that there needs to be moral agents, before they can have responsi-
bilities towards nature: the same is true of responsibilities generated by animal
welfare. Animal welfare has value even when there are no moral agents. But
there are also values related to nature, which exist only when moral agents ex-
ist. These are constituents of human welfare, but their value cannot be reduced
to their role in human welfare.

This is not to claim that that there would be fully articulate pre-given pur-
poses that moral agents are to serve but rather that among the human purposes,
there may be some goods related to a sensitivity towards nature, given that we
are also natural beings. Among the inevitable questions we need to answer
(What attitude to take towards our sentient and sapient pleasures? How to or-
ganize human societies? How to treat other animals?) there is also a question of
how to treat the biosphere.

                                                
33 Taylor's Sources contains very interesting discussion of different value-laden concep-

tions of nature. See also "Heidegger, Language, Ecology" in Taylor 1995. Taylor has
been criticized for having a purely natural scientific conception of nature (see e.g. es-
says in Hiley (ed. 1991)), which is not true. Taylor thinks natural science has its own
limited validity, which cannot reveal the values of nature.

34 Wiggins (2000) "Respect for Nature". Taylor's theological goods would form a sixth
class, but I bypass them here.



219

Here, one needs thickly evaluative concepts to be able to be sensitive to
certain thickly evaluative features. The features would lack any common factors
without certain qualitative distinctions which make the features manifest.
Without the concept of 'sublimity' (whether we call it that, or whether it has a
name at all) it would be impossible to group together all those natural events
that we call sublime. Yet, the concept picks up real features. There are many
ways of slicing up the world with concepts, but given the slicing, the world de-
cides which phenomena fall under which concept.

8.4 Norms and reasons for action

In the first chapter I pointed out that a theory of strong evaluations in the ex-
tended sense should include an analysis of the deontic layer of norms. So now I
shift emphasis from the evaluative features of the world to the deontic features.

There are two views that I want to oppose: first, a view that a moral theory
can do without paying attention to deontic layer of norms, obligations, 'oughts',
requirements, reasons for action etc. In chapter one I tried to show that an
analysis of strong self-evaluation (and the ideas of praiseworthiness and
blameworthiness) presupposes the idea that there are things I ought to do. Be-
cause Taylor has not explicitly theorized this aspect, it may seem that he does
not think that deontic level is that central. It would be wrong to say that Taylor
is silent about these aspects (he does talk about values making 'categorical de-
mands', and about 'basic reasons' etc), it is rather that he has not provided much
in terms of an analysis.35 He has rather opposed the tendencies of modern
moral philosophy to focus on obligatory action, or the deontological or liberal
attempts to provide norms in a value-neutral manner. Taylor clearly holds that
the deontic features and value-features are internally related, which is the view
defended here.

Second, Jürgen Habermas and Paul Ricoeur have tried to provide a Kan-
tian analysis of norms, and unite it with the Taylorian analysis of strong
evaluations (see chapter one above). The Kantian analysis proceeds in terms of
universalization of maxims. Maxims, principles of action, are formulated and
adopted by autonomous subjects. The maxims can in Habermas's theory be
criticized from two viewpoints: are they 'morally' universally acceptable (i.e.
could they be good reasons for all?)? Are they 'ethically-existentially' acceptable
from the viewpoint of the autonomous agent, given his self-interpretations (i.e.
are they good reasons for me?).

The analysis I suggest here differs from such a Kantian analysis of norms
in a number of ways. The main point is to add the question whether something
is good. The (true) results of such a 'value-discourse' are presupposed both by

                                                
35 See chapter one above; Taylor 1989 chapters 1-4 passim., Taylor 1985b passim.



220

the moral and by the ethical-existential analysis.36 The other main point is to
distinguish more clearly between truth and justification, and between two
senses of 'justification': epistemic warrant and practical 'entitlement'. The (sub-
stantive) value of autonomy entitles us to have a sphere of subjective freedom
in our lives: responsible adults are entitled to eat unhealthy food of their choice.
This alone does not mean that unhealthy food is good for them, or that they
have a good reason to eat it. Epistemic warrant is a different issue, it concerns
the justification of one's beliefs: suppose that before the latest findings, nobody
had any idea how unhealthy grilled food is. Even if no-one is to blame, the truth
is that grilled food was just as unhealthy even before anyone knew it. But even
when responsible adults know how unhealthy grilled food is, they may as
autonomous beings be entitled to decide for themselves whether they eat it or
not.

It is not clear how Kantian constructivism can deal with something being
bad for us even when we do not know it.37 If the point of proceduralism is to
remove epistemic considerations ("if all the relevant facts were known"), then
how can they avoid the view that facts in themselves (whether known or not)
determine the issue? Habermas and Scanlon appeal to the ideal intersubjective
agreement among moral agents or moral legislators ("if everyone affected
would agree"), but presumably the agents do not simply arbitrarily choose, but
they try to find out what is the case.

These points are not meant to be a knock-down argument against the
Kantian analysis of norms, they are merely meant to evoke the sense that per-
haps cultural moral realist theory of strong evaluations can choose a more di-
rect route. It can be realist in the sense that the constructivist and procedural re-
constructions are left to one side, and norms and reasons for action are taken to
be determined by what is good, and what is a reason for action.

Norms will be analysed here in terms of reasons for action, which in turn
will be analysed in a value-based way. The analysis is not complete, but it
should help in seeing the kind of analysis of norms that I think is most suitable
for a cultural realist theory of strong evaluations. 38

                                                
36 See chapter one above. Merely adopting an end or a maxim (even one which suits

one's self-interpretations, and one which passes the test of universalizability) does
not make that end a good one. Further, the test of universalization presupposes
moral knowledge, so it does not tell the whole story. Universalizability in some form
is indeed a necessary feature of norms, but that is related to the minimal universality
of all values and norms.

37 In the Kantian analysis there are no valid claims in the moral world that have not
been 'put there' or 'endorsed' by autonomous agents. The view defended here is 're-
lational' (in that the reasons for action are reasons for moral and rational agents, and
values are 'for' agents with value-consciousness), but it allows that the world may
contain features which the moral agents have not 'put there' or 'endorsed'. Haber-
mas's theory is also proceduralist: what is 'right' or 'good' depends on the results of
discourses which are not to be interpreted too concretely nor too abstractly: they are
not mere thought-experiments, but they are not actual, finite discourses either. What,
then, are they?

38 For instance, I will not discuss the complex issues related to the possible distinction
between what one has most reason to do, and what one ought to do. (For example,
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First, I introduce the distinction between normative and motivating rea-
sons, and then focus on normative reasons. (Whereas the short discussion in
chapter seven on belief-desire model was about motivating reasons). Second, I
will discuss values as a basis for normative reasons. Third, I will discuss Wil-
liams's distinction between internal and external reasons and point out where
Williams's argument that there are no external reasons, goes astray. I defend the
view that there can be external reasons. I follow Jonathan Dancy's interpretation
that internalism is a kind of restriction on normative reasons, differing from the
idea that reasons are based on desires, which I discuss fourthly. Finally, I intro-
duce Joseph Raz's distinction between first-order and second-order reasons.
Second-order reasons can exclude some reasons from consideration, and such
'excluding' differs from 'overriding' or 'cancelling'. Raz analyses mandatory or
obligatory norms in terms of such second-order reasons.

Normative and motivating reasons

Seeing that someone is in need gives us a reason to go and help. Or more pre-
cisely, someone's being in need is the reason, not our seeing.39 If we erroneously
think that someone is in need and go and try to help, we nevertheless acted for
a reason, although in a sense we had no reason. There are two contexts in which
'reasons' make action intelligible: in the context of explanation of factual be-
haviour, and in that of judgements concerning what one ought to do. Reasons
as used in the first context can be called 'motivating' reasons, and reasons used
in the second context can be called 'normative' reasons.40

A motivating reason is the reason for which an agent acted. Mary thought
there is gin in the glass, and drank it only to find out it was petrol. We can ex-
plain her doing so with reasons, although in another sense she had no reason to

                                                                                                                                              
epistemic considerations affect what one ought to do, but not what one has most rea-
son to do. One ought to slow down at a crossroads, if one does not know whether
there is a car coming, even when there is in fact no car coming. In some analyses, in
cases like this one in fact has no reason to slow down, but yet one ought to.) I simply
assume that one ought to do what one has most reason to do.

39 Raz points out that we rarely make full statements of complete reasons. I will follow
the general practice here. What are complete reasons? Roughly, in Raz's view the
idea of completeness of reasons is as follows: "the fact stated by any set of premises
which entail that there is a reason to perform a certain action is a complete reason for
performing it."(1990, 24). Often many premises are taken for granted and when
asked, we give only a partial answer: "When asked why he goes to the station, John
may say that (a) James will be arriving there, or that (b) James will be pleased to be
met at the station, or that (c) he would like to please James." (1990, 23). All these are
parts of the same complete reason. But if John says that "(d) he has promised James
that he will meet him at the station, that (e) one ought to keep one's promise and that
(f) one ought to please one's friends"(ibid., 23) he is no longer completing the same
reason. (d) gives another reason for John to go to the station. (e) and (f) are not rea-
sons or parts of reasons for going to the station, but rather reasons for reasons. Com-
pleting a reason (a-c) differs from giving another reason (d), and from giving a rea-
son for a reason. (e) explains why (d) is a reason and (f) explains why (a-c) are a rea-
son.

40 Raz 1990, M.Smith 1994, J.Dancy 2000a, ch.1.
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drink it. The reasons that figure in the explanation of action are called motivat-
ing reasons.

The normative reason is the good, non-mistaken, reason, for which the
person ought to have acted: Mary did not have a reason to drink from that
glass, because she had no good reason to drink petrol. Yet she acted rationally
and intelligibly in the light of motivating reasons. Or to take another example:
someone may believe that having always ever more money is intrinsically ful-
filling, but he may find out that this was a mistaken evaluative belief.

When people act for good reasons, the same considerations are both nor-
mative and motivating reasons. Sometimes people make mistakes in the reasons
they act for. Thus, the set of motivating reasons consists, roughly, of normative
reasons and mistaken views. The basic point is that normative reasons are good
reasons, whether or not they are known by the agent to be such.

Analogously to the relational analysis of values, we can say that reasons
are relational between facts and persons: they are reasons for a person to per-
form an action when certain conditions obtain (Raz 1990, 19).41 The facts that are
reasons can go unnoticed. Someone may have normative reasons for action
which she, or anyone else for that matter, does not notice. Reasons are not facts
in the sense of fact-value -distinction, but evaluative aspects of facts are relevant
in reasons. As Raz (1990, 18) puts it, "A fact is that of which we talk when mak-
ing a statement by the use of sentences of the form 'it is a fact that…'. In this
sense facts are not contrasted with values, but include them ('It is a fact that
human life is the supreme value', 'The fact that human life is an important value
has long been recognized in all human societies')."42

Values as reasons for action

Often when we do something, we do it for the sake of something else. An act
can be useful for a further goal, or it can be a constituent of a larger goal. There
are however also ends that we pursue for their own sake (and indeed, the
chains of 'for the sake of' must come to an end). We take such actions worth-
while, worth pursuing in themselves, because of some characteristics that they
have. These desirability characteristics are qualitative distinctions concerning
worth, strong evaluations. This shows how evaluative features figure as reasons
for action.

Here it is helpful to distinguish between operative reasons and auxiliary
reasons (Raz 1990, 33). The operative reason gives the point of the action,
whereas auxiliary reasons transfer the practical attitude to an appropriate tar-

                                                
41 Raz (1990, 19) clarifies that in the exact sense of "relations", which can obtain between

individuals, reasons are not relations, because they obtain between persons and facts
which "are not individuals but logical constructs". I follow him in using 'relation' in a
wider sense.

42 Raz points out that facts in this sense include also events and activities, and also facts
that people have certain beliefs. The contents of the beliefs need not be facts, but the
having of a belief is a fact in this sense.
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get. Auxiliary reasons may identify the act that one has reason to perform.43

Values give us operative reasons in this sense.
Each value gives a reason to engage with it in an appropriate way. It de-

pends on the value in question, what the appropriate action is. Further, we have
a reason to protect each valuable object, to leave engagement with it possible
later or by others.

We can distinguish various kinds of responses that the values give us a
reason for.44 The first kind of response to value is mere cognition, or as Joseph
Raz (2001, 161) puts it, 'appropriate psychological acknowledgment of value' or
'regarding objects in ways consistent with their value, in one's thoughts, under-
stood broadly to include imaginings, emotions, wishes, intentions etc.' The
point is not that we ought to think about every valuable object, but insofar as
we think about something, there is a reason for us to think of it in ways consis-
tent with its value. The second kind of response is expressing this cognition in
language or by other symbolic means. Third, there is a general reason for eve-
ryone to respect, protect, preserve and not to destroy what is of value. Fourth,
the values can be engaged with in different ways. "We do so when we listen to
music with attention and discrimination, read a novel with understanding,
climb rocks using our skill to cope, spend time with friends in ways appropriate
to our relationships with them, and so on and so forth. … Merely thinking of
valuable objects in appropriate ways and preserving them is a mere preliminary
to engaging with value."(ibid., 162-3). Fifth, we can have reasons for various
kinds of external promotion of possibilities to engage with values, which would
go beyond mere protection, but nevertheless would not be cases of engagement
with values.

So evaluative features are reasons for action. Reasons require action if the
reasons for it defeat (by overriding or excluding) any alternative, and they make
the action eligible or intelligible if some other action has equally strong unde-
feated reasons for it.

Internal and external reasons

Williams, in his "Internal and external reasons" (1981b), pointed out that a sen-
tence of the kind "A has a reason to phi" seems to have two different sorts of

                                                
43 Auxiliary reasons may also affect the strength of reasons, therefore determining

which act one has a reason to perform (Raz 1990, 34-5).
44 This is based on Joseph Raz's (2001, 161-4) list of three kinds of responses. The point

is that the correct response need not be maximising value. "It may make sense to talk
of maximizing economic value, or promoting or maximizing educational opportuni-
ties, or of maximizing people's chances of staying alive longer, and so on. But if my
choice is between attending a good performance of Janacek's Jenufa, or reading Gerry
Cohen's new book, or joining a dance party, it does not seem to me to make sense to
talk ask myself which of these will promote or produce most good or value, or which
will maximize good … It is possible that one of them is a better action, or a more
valuable one, but that would not be because it maximizes good or value."(Raz 2001,
6-7) Raz adds that in interpersonal cases, maximising is again natural: it is better to
confer the same benefit to two rather than too one.
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interpretation. On the internal theory, the sentence is true if the agent has some
motive in his subjective motivational set S, which will be served by his phi-ing.
On the external theory, the reason-sentence will not be falsified by the absence
of an appropriate motive (Williams 1981b, 101).

Williams tries to argue that there are in fact no external reasons, that there
is no conceptual room for them.45

External reasons cannot motivate without a psychological link (a belief, a
state of motivatedness). And when we add the missing psychological link, the
person who has the state is therefore in the state to have an internal reason.
Williams suggests that we can actually distinguish external reason statements
from internal reasons "by considering what it is to come to believe such a state-
ment - it is there, if at all, that their peculiarity will have to emerge."(ibid., 108)

Now in fact this step leads us astray.46 We should stick to the original for-
mulation, to which I add "essentially" to highlight the crucial point. 'Essentially
internal reasons' cannot be valid without a suitable relation to S. 'Essentially
external reasons' can be valid without a suitable relation to S. That is what dis-
tinguishes them. Every consideration, which counts as a reason, is either an es-
sentially internal or an essentially external reason.

The facts that essentially external reasons have to be believed in order to
be able to guide action, and that when believed, they also turn out to have a re-
lation to S, is neither here nor there. It does not make them essentially internal
reasons. They are merely contingently internal reasons, i.e. reasons contingently
related to S. Contingently internal reasons serve de facto some motives in S, but
they would be reasons even if they did not. Thus no essentially internal reason
can be a contingently internal reason.

It is contingent whether or not the agent knows and is motivated by the
consideration, which is an external reason. It may well be that any essentially
external reason, which in fact guides action, has to be therefore also contingently
internal reason. But there may also be external reasons, which remain unknown
to the agent, and which do not therefore guide action. Such a case constitutes a
moral or a prudential failure.

Further, if we allow (like Williams) that one need not know that something
has a suitable relation to S, we must add that even essentially internal reasons
can be contingently known reasons. Unknown essentially internal reasons cannot
guide action any more than unknown essentially external reasons. The nature of
reasons is therefore decided on independent grounds before one comes to be-
lieve the reason-statement.

In short, evaluative facts, which can be revealed with thick evaluative con-
cepts, are external reasons. Even someone, who does not have the relevant sen-

                                                
45 Below, in chapter nine, we will discuss Williams's characterizations of "hypertradi-

tional society", and his attempts to give positive grounds for choosing an non-
objectivist view of morality. The discussion will lead us, pace Williams, to favour ex-
ternalism and objectivism.

46 Compare to McDowell, 'Might there be external reasons', in 1998a, pp. 95-111, Dancy
2000, ch.1.
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sitivity to recognize what justice demands, nevertheless has a reason to act
justly. To acquire the sensitivity is to acquire knowledge of demands that exist
independently of one's knowledge and motivation.

Are there desire-based reasons?

Candidates for reasons for action are either objective values (facts that some-
thing is good), or desires, or also norms (one's reason for phi-ing can be that it is
a norm that one should phi, see below). (Raz, 1990, 34, see also Dancy 2000a, 30-
1). Can (operative) reasons for action be based on desires?

Charles Taylor's views on desires and strong evaluation support the view
that desires as such are not reasons for action. One needs to assess the worth of
the desires to know whether they are reasons for action at all. Taylor does not
analyse this in terms of reasons for action, but the view has been defended by
Dancy and Raz for example.

Jonathan Dancy (2000a, 27) has pointed out that while internal reasons
must have an essential relation to S, they nevertheless need not be desire-based
reasons. Internal reasons can be ordinary facts, as long as they do not violate the
internalism-requirement. That the train is about to leave is a good reason, for an
internalist too, to run for the train.

Does a person who does A just because he wants to do A, act for a reason?
Even if a desire to do A is not a reason to do A, it may give a reason to do
something else. For example, I may go to kitchen because I want to drink (Raz
1990, 203).47 But if A is something utterly pointless, can it give a good reason to
do anything that would subserve A? To say no is to argue that normative (op-
erative) reasons are not desire-based. They are either based on values, or then
norms (which are themselves justified by values). 48

Dancy discusses what he calls "Simple Argument" (2000a, 32) for the view
that desires cannot give good operative reasons for action:

Premiss: A desire to phi cannot itself give us any reason to phi. For if phi-ing is silly
or even just nor very sensible, wanting to phi does not make it less silly or a bit more
sensible.

Conclusion: If a desire to phi gives us no reason to phi, it can give us no reason to do
other actions either; in particular, it can give us no reason to do those actions that
subserve phi-ing (either as means to phi-ing as end, or in some other way.)

The premiss, Dancy points out, is not denied even by those who think there are
desire-based reasons. They think there are no ends in themselves. A prospect is
turned into an end for me by my adopting it. This does not give us a reason to

                                                
47 Note that all desire-based reasons are not agent-centered: that you want to drink may

be a reason for me to bring you juice (Dancy 2000a, 17)
48 Nevertheless, Dancy wants to point out that "some reasons are directly grounded on

the facts, i.e. on the … features that also function as the ground for value, rather than
indirectly via the intermediate level of value."(2000a, 29-30).
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pursue that end, but it gives us reasons to do things that subserve the end. It is
the conclusion that is the controversial part in the Simple Argument.

Dancy's argument is to point out that when there are reasons to do what
subserves doing our desired goal, this is when the desire itself is legitimate,
when the desire is implicitly responsive to some considerations that make the
desire reasonable. He relies on the distinction between satisfactions of cravings
and satisfaction of reason-based desires.

As Raz (1986, 141) points out, "agents do not wish their desires satisfied if
their belief in the existence of a reason for their desires is unfounded. One does
not wish to have the medicine one desires to have if it does not have the medi-
cal properties that one believes to be the only reason for having it." Satisfaction
of desires as such is not an intrinsic good. "It is primarily the craving conception
of desires that obscures this point by making the disappointment at a failure to
satisfy one's desire appear like the suffering caused by a frustrated suffer-
ing."(ibid., 142). People do not wish their false desires satisfied.

Dancy points out that also urges and inclinations are often reason-based.
"Perhaps I wear this shirt today because I feel like it. Is this a case of a desire
that is not based on a reason? No. There are perfectly good reasons for putting
on this shirt. But they are not decisive, in the sense that there are equally good
reasons for putting on a different one."(2000a, 36). Also, "the urge to eat another
slice of cake, or to touch a woman's elbow, are surely grounded (in some way)
in the idea that it would be good in some form to do these things."(ibid., 36) The
only urges and inclinations that would count as counter-examples, would be
such that are unintelligible or bad, and have nothing good in them. Surely they
do not give any reason to do either the desired thing, or something that sub-
serves it.

So the importance of desires does not lie in their capacity to provide op-
erative reasons, but in their capacity to respond to or endorse reasons. "The de-
sire is not itself a reason; it is merely an endorsement of a reason independent of
it."(Raz 1986, 141). But certainly it can make a difference whether I desire X or Y,
when both of these are eligible. Thus desires may be auxiliary reasons, even if
they are not operative reasons.

Overriding and cancelling

Reasons can conflict. I may have a reason to phi and a reason not to phi. When
reasons conflict, one of them may be a stronger or weightier reason, and then it
overrides the weaker reason. This 'logical' strength differs from 'phenomenologi-
cal' strength, which refers to the extent that the reason directs one's attention,
and it also differs from the criterion of something being a 'strong evaluation'
(i.e. be based on qualitative distinctions of worth). That the overriding reason
has more logical strength means that we have a reason to do what the overrid-
ing reason tells us to, despite the considerations to the contrary, which are over-
ridden.
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So reasons can be overridden by conflicting reasons. Reasons can also be
cancelled by cancelling conditions. Cancelling conditions are not conflicting
reasons, they merely cancel the reason.

"The need to take an injured man to hospital at the time I promised to meet a friend
at Carfax is a reason for not keeping the appointment which overrides the promise
which is a reason for keeping it. The fact that my friend has released me from my
promise is a reason for nothing at all, and yet it cancels the reason to go to Carfax
created by the promise."(Raz 1990, 27).

Now overriding and cancelling are merely two ways in which a reason may be
defeated.49 The most relevant case for our purposes here is the way in which
reasons can also be excluded. In exclusion, it is not the strength of reasons that
matters, but their hierarchical priority: there are second-order reasons for ex-
cluding certain reasons, and so their strength does not enter into the question at
all.50 This, I think, is relevant to many Kantian intuitions concerning the way in
which certain issues have priority over some others (as in Rawls's lexical or-
dering of the two principles of justice, or Kant's distinction between the price of
things and worth of persons. Below I will use this distinction to clarify the no-
tions of orientation and commitment.). The Kantian theory of practical reason
with its excessive formalism, anti-realism, and demanding segregation of moral
versus other issues is not well equipped to deal with this intuition. The theory
of practical reasons defended here is substantive, realist and does not presup-
pose a clear distinction in the logic of moral reasoning as opposed to practical
reasoning in general (or in the logic of moral values as opposed to values in
general). The distinction between first-order and second-order reasons is a gen-
eral one, and has also moral applications. Let us take a closer look.

First-order and second-order reasons

Joseph Raz (1990, 35-48) has suggested a distinction between first-order and
second-order reasons. We may have reasons for and against doing phi. These
are first-order reasons. Conflicts between first-order reasons are resolved by the
relative strength of the reasons.

A second-order reason is a reason to act for a reason or a reason to refrain from
acting for a reason. The negative second-order reasons are called exclusionary rea-
sons. An exclusionary reason is a reason to refrain from acting for a reason. Raz

                                                
49 With the help of these distinctions, Raz (1990, 27) then introduces "conclusive rea-

sons" which are reasons which are not in fact overridden nor cancelled. "Absolute
reasons" are ones which cannot be overridden. "Prima facie" reasons are reasons
which are neither conclusive nor absolute.

50 In this study I use a distinction between first-order and second-order, or first level
and second level, in many unrelated senses, which ought to be kept separate: I dis-
cuss Frankfurt's distinction between 1st and 2nd order desires, Raz's distinction be-
tween 1st and 2nd order reasons, and I try to distinguish two levels of Taylor's moral
theory, and argue against the second level in its entirety. These usages are totally un-
related.
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gives three examples of exclusionary reasons, which I present here in an
abridged form.

Ann is looking for a good way to invest her money. A friend calls her and
informs her about a unique opportunity. It would call for a fast decision, be-
cause the offer will be withdrawn in a couple of hours. She is weary and in an
emotional state, in which she does not trust her own judgement, and so she says
she cannot make a rational decision. "He replies that she cannot avoid taking a
decision. Refusing to consider the offer is tantamount to rejecting it. She admits
that she rejects the offer but says she is doing it not because she thinks the rea-
sons against it override those in its favour but because she cannot trust her own
judgement at this moment."(ibid., 37).

In this case, Ann thinks she has a reason not to act on the merits of the
case, on the balance of first-order reasons for and against. Her weariness is a
second-order reason. The conflicts between first-order reasons and second-
order reasons are not resolved by the weight of the reasons, but the (undefeated
and uncancelled) second-order reason always prevails, because they exclude the
first-order reasons.

There are therefore two ways in which a reason can be defeated: it can be
overridden by conflicting considerations, or excluded by exclusionary reasons.
Further, reasons have cancelling conditions: for example my friend can release
me from my promise (ibid., 27). Cancelling is different from overriding, because
cancellations are not rival reasons, they merely cancel a reason. Cancelling is
also different from excluding: excluded reasons are still reasons and they affect
the merits of the case (it would be a great investment), but exclusionary reasons
tell us not to act on the merits of the case (Ann just cannot decide right now).

The second of Raz's example is Jeremy, who in the army gets a command.
His friend tells him not to follow the order, because the merits of the case sug-
gest otherwise. Jeremy replies that orders are orders and should be obeyed even
when wrong. That is what it means to be subordinate.(ibid., 38) The third ex-
ample is "Colin who promised his wife that in all decisions affecting the educa-
tion of his son he will act only for his son's interests and disregard all other rea-
sons."(ibid., 39) Now depending on the choice of school, Colin might be able to
resign his job to write the book he wants to write. The promise excludes any
such considerations from the choice of school.

There are different types of exclusionary reasons: some are incapacity-
based like the case of Ann. Some are based on rules of thumb, decisions, prom-
ises, authoritative commands (ibid., 48).

What is especially relevant for the discussion that follows is Raz's analysis
of decisions as both first-order reasons and exclusionary reasons. A decision to
do X is a reason to do X, and it excludes further considerations for or against X
(ibid., 66). This distinguishes decisions from intentions, which are not exclu-
sionary reasons. That I intend to X is no reason for me not to change my inten-
tion if my desires change, or if new information occurs. But to make a decision
is to stop deliberating and stop looking for new information for or against(
ibid., 67). Decisions may have qualifications like "provided not major changes
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occur", but short of such qualifications, decisions are reasons not to take any
other reasons into account. Decisions exclude other reasons.

Raz does not claim that all decisions are valid reasons, but he claims (1990,
68) that they are regarded by those who have made the decision as such.

"A decision is a valid exclusionary reason only if the agent is justified in treating it as
such. Often he is not. However, few would deny that sometimes there must ration-
ally be an end to deliberation and indecisiveness even before the time for action.
Hence it is clear that some decisions are valid exclusionary reasons. Paradoxical as
this may seem reason sometimes requires disregarding reasons for action."

Sometimes decisions, like promises, are ones, which should not have been
made, they were premature or wrong. Realizing that this is so is not yet to dis-
regard the decision. It may be too late or too costly to disregard it. Yet decisions,
like promises, can be defeated, and whether they were decisions and promises
which one should not have made, may play a role in determining whether a de-
cision or a promise is defeated.

Raz analyses norms in general as exclusionary reasons. To endorse a norm
is to believe it is an exclusionary reason. To follow a norm is to act out of the
norm, disregarding the balance of first-order reasons in the situation at hand.
This resembles the rule-utilitarian suggestion that one should not count the rea-
sons for and against every act, but follow general norms instead. Yet, the justifi-
cation of the norm need not be utilitarian in any narrow sense (below I discuss
how commitments can be based on the value of autonomy and authenticity,
and on the need for self-identity). The justification of the norm must be based
on values. A value-pluralist justification for norms means that the norms are at
one remove from values: "Since a norm is the outcome of the requirements of
various conflicting values it does not carry its desirability on its face. It simply
states what is required, of whom and when, but it does not always do so in a
way which makes obvious the reasons for the requirements." (Raz 1990, 76).

The nature of norms explains the intertwined relation between the
evaluative and deontic realms. While well-being, eudaimonia, the plurality of
life-goods, justice, autonomous life are what give the point to moral and pru-
dential norms, these goods must be pursued within the limits of the deontic re-
quirements.

"Thus norms have a relative independence from the reasons which justify them. In
order to know that the norm is valid, we must know that there are reasons which
justify it. But we need not know what these reasons are in order to apply the norm
correctly to the majority of cases. The reasons for the norm determine its weight both
as the first-order and as an exclusionary reason. But in most situations its weight is
not in question. It prevails in virtue of being an exclusionary reason."(ibid., 79)

When there are conflicts between exclusionary reasons and first-order reasons,
the exclusionary reasons always win by excluding the first-order reasons from
consideration. When there are conflicts between first-order reasons, the stronger
reasons win. And also, when there are conflicts between two norms (i.e. be-
tween second-order reasons) the stronger second-order reasons win. It is only in
these conflicts that we need to know the justification for the norm
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In Raz's view personal rules of thumb are time- and energy-saving and er-
ror-reducing devices, they are general decisions to act according to some max-
ims. Now any general maxims will lead one to circumstances, where on the bal-
ance of reasons, the general rule would not give the optimal result. "The agent's
reaction in such circumstances will show whether he believes that the maxim is
a rule or not."(ibid., 60). If one acts on the balance of first-order reasons, one
takes the maxim merely as a labour-saving device, not as a norm or a as a rule.
The norm indicates that we have an exclusionary reason not to take other rea-
sons into account. In Raz's view such personal rules can be justified, they can be
taken for good reasons: "to reduce the burden of decisions on the spot, and to
improve their quality by taking them in advantageous conditions."(ibid., 195).
They further help coordination.

This suggestion that personal rules are exclusionary reasons plays a cen-
tral role in chapter twelve, when analyzing the way in which moral realism can
leave room for reasons of one's own.

In this section I have tried to show that a realist analysis of reasons for ac-
tion fits cultural moral realism better than a Kantian analysis, or a lack of analy-
sis of deontic terms at all. The picture is roughly that ordinary facts can figure
as (auxiliary elements of complete) reasons for action: that the trash can is full is
a reason to empty it. Can the point, the operative reason, of emptying be merely
that I want it to be empty? No, my desire to have it emptied is itself based on an
operative reason: the goal of keeping the house clean and attractive etc, which is
intrinsically desirable in itself (compare to a desire to empty trash-cans wher-
ever one goes, or an urge to empty a trash-can every time there is only one item
in it etc., which do not have any intelligible desirability-characterizations to
back them up). The distinctions between overriding, cancelling and excluding,
as well as the distinctions between cognizing, expressing, respecting, engaging
and promoting help in analyzing the different ways in which the evaluative and
deontological layers of the human lifeworld are constituted.

8.5 Conclusion

This chapter has tried to flesh out further the idea that human lifeworld is infil-
trated with values and norms: we do not live in a neutral space of value-free
facts, but in an evaluative space and normative space of requirements, demands
and claims. Things we encounter are good or bad, and give us reasons to act,
feel, and think in some ways rather than some other ways.

The position defended here is a value-based theory, opposing desire-based
or strictly deontological (rights-based or duty-based) approaches to morality
and practical reason. Concerning values, it steers a course between radical par-
ticularism and between a belief in one principle, or even in a short list of con-
siderations. It is generalist, but pluralist. The Aristotelian or anti-theoretical in-
sight of uncodifiablity of moral knowledge is crucial here. Yet individual good-
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making properties are general, the properties are good-making in all their in-
stantiations.

Goods are often incompatible and also incommensurable in the sense of
being "of roughly equal value". The project of ordering goods and finding out
which ones are the most important ones, "hypergoods", is an ongoing task
rather than mission accomplished at some point.

Values differ in their culture-ladenness. Some are dependent on practices
ontologically, some merely epistemically; some are constituted and some
merely disclosed by language. Correspondingly, they have different degrees of
"naturalness": some are related to sentience, some to sapience, some to the goal
of well-being, some to the relation of nature of a sapient being which has
stepped out from nature. In the next chapter the consequences of such a variety
will be addressed: does it have negative consequences to the reversed argument
from chapter six?

The deontic layer of norms was analysed here in terms of reasons for ac-
tion. Some reasons and norms have their origin in decisions, promises or legis-
lation. Yet some other reasons are generated directly by the evaluative shapes of
features: values give us reasons to engage with values, or respect them. Thus
the analysis of reasons suggested here is value-based. The suggested analysis of
second-order reasons will be returned to in chapter twelve, in discussing the
difference between orientations and commitments.



9 CULTURAL MORAL REALISM 4:
DIVERSITY, UNIVERSALITY, VALIDITY

As we saw in chapter six, the diversity of value-beliefs has been one source of
skeptical arguments, and it has been taken as an indication of cultural relativ-
ism. I argued, following Joseph Raz, that the skeptical argument from diversity
can be countered. The argument agreed that (P1) beliefs must be sensitive to the
reality to count as knowledge, and that (P2) our evaluative beliefs are sensitive
to the social forms, and claimed that (P3) also the reality of values is dependent
on social forms. From these it follows that our beliefs count as knowledge. Raz
claimed also that (P4) the validity of values is minimally universal. The last
claim means that there is no index to the validity: if something is a good X, or
worthwhile in itself, it is not merely "good given our evaluative framework",
but good, period. In this chapter I will defend premises P3 and P4.

I will first (in 9.1) ask how the variety of culture-ladenness discussed in
chapter eight affects the reversed argument by possibly qualifying or compro-
mising premise P3. If our understandings of values are dependent on social
forms, but not all values are dependent on social forms, then does not the re-
versed argument fail to apply to those values? I will clarify the nature of the re-
versed argument and defend the view that the argument stands despite the va-
riety.

Then I turn, in 9.2, to the question of how premises P1-P3 hang together
with the universal validity -claim (P4). To clarify the radical nature of the claim
I will discuss a different, non-objectivist argument put forward by B. Williams:
he accepts P1-P3, but explicitly argues against P4. The argument claims that be-
cause the reality of values is dependent on social forms, then (P5) their validity
must be restricted to the communities where they are in fact available. Williams
claims that the ethical aims of forms of life are to be understood in a non-
objectivist manner if we wish to make room for moral knowledge. Without such
a restriction, the argument goes, the demands P1 and P2 would be forced apart:
if our beliefs are parochial in being dependent on particular social forms (P2),
but the reality and validity of values is not parochial in being dependent on so-
cial forms (P4), then our beliefs are not sensitive to reality, so according to the
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first premise our beliefs do not constitute knowledge. Thus, in Williams's view
accepting P4 means accepting that there are implications that our parochial
knowledge does not cover, and learning that fact undermines our confidence in
our local social forms. This means that reflection may destroy moral knowledge.

I discuss four questions, which distinguish especially Bernard Williams as
a sophisticated supporter of P5 from the cultural moral realism (accepting P4)
defended here: Is non-objectivism acceptable? Would objectivism undermine
the claims for knowledge in a hypertraditional society? Would objectivism un-
dermine the claims for knowledge in every society? Does reflection destroy
knowledge? (9.3-9.4)

In section 9.5 I articulate the views on validity and universality that
emerge from this discussion, therefore clarifying the nature of the fourth prem-
ise. The crucial point is to distinguish various meanings of universality and va-
lidity, for example the questions of empirical universality (whether something
is actually practiced everywhere) from restrictions to validity (whether some-
thing would be good or bad if practiced).

In conclusion (9.6) I suggest that internal criticism has in practice a priority
for pragmatic reasons, even if we do not accept the internalist requirement as a
meta-ethical doctrine.

9.1 The reversed argument and the variety of goods

The reversed argument discussed by Raz turns the threat of diversity into en-
dorsed plurality. Social dependence of value-knowledge has no skeptical impli-
cations if values themselves are equally socially dependent.

Such a reversed argument has one limitation: it solves the threat of skepti-
cism only insofar as values, not merely knowledge of them, are dependent on
social forms. In chapter eight we distinguished five types of values: contingent
goods related to practices, natural goods, goods tied to structural features of the
life of persons, human welfare and goods related to nature. They exemplified
five types of culture-ladenness of values, from the minimum of animal welfare
to the maximum of goods internal to practices. Only one type of them were
goods directly ontologically created by cultural practices. Does this mean that
the reversed argument applies only to one type of goods?

The point in the reversal argument is however broader. It applies also to
goods, which are 'merely' epistemically dependent on practices. The point is to
show that "where the possibility of engaging with values is socially dependent it
is so in a way which takes the sting out of the fact that belief in values is socially
dependent."(Raz 2001, 69). This means that whether or not language and cul-
tural practices create the values, or merely disclose them, the possibility of en-
gaging with the values is socially dependent. The reversal argument addresses
directly the goods which language and cultural practices create. But because the
goods the access to which is dependent on cultural forms cannot be engaged
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with and therefore realized without these cultural forms, the argument applies
to them as well.

Supposing this reply is satisfactory, we still have those values left which
are not epistemically dependent on social forms: natural values like sensuous
pleasure or animal welfare. Such natural values, which are not epistemically
dependent on practices, and which are realized by persons are not a skeptical
threat anyhow: people are equipped to realize the value of e.g. sensuous pleas-
ures without any education. The same goes of course to other animals: their
flourishing demands no education. There is a twist to the argument, however:
human knowledge about animal welfare is dependent on human conceptuali-
zations, while the welfare itself is not. Animal welfare can be real without hu-
man knowing it. Therefore rival views concerning animal welfare are some-
thing that escape the scope of the reversed argument.

Further, it seems there is an important difference between goods ontologi-
cally dependent on practices and goods merely epistemically dependent on
practices. We can see this if we focus on the three different ways to face the di-
versity of value-knowledge discussed in chapter six.

First, we can endorse diversity of value-knowledge, because there is a plu-
rality of goods. To explain diversity in this way is to justify it: there is nothing
to criticize in the fact that different cultures pursue different goods (as Berlin,
Raz and Taylor among others believe). This is fully satisfactory concerning
goods internal to practices: when we know the standards internal to that prac-
tice, there is nothing further to know. But in other types of goods, there may be
more than meets our eye. Even if we with our social forms can realize some
variants of the goods in question, maybe there could be more adequate variants,
realizable with more adequate social forms?

Secondly, it could be that the diversity is explained as differences in the
degrees of truth. Charles Taylor's arguments stress the possibility of moral prog-
ress and he stresses the way in which we can learn from other cultures.1 There
are better and worse conceptions concerning animal welfare, human welfare,
human respect for nature and the normative core issues related to personhood.
Comparisons of rival conceptions explain diversity, but the explanation does
not justify all diversity. It justifies only the better conceptions, and the ones that
are on a par. Transition from one conception to another can be experienced as a
gain. It would be better if all cultures would pursue better and better concep-
tions, so sometimes diversity is regrettable. It is true that the skeptical argument
claiming that we have no value knowledge exaggerates our predicament con-
cerning these values: we have some knowledge, but it is imperfect.

Thirdly, there are also various specifications of the same goods. This ex-
plains diversity away, at least seemingly. But specifications matter, so there can
be better and worse specifications (in which case diversity does not mean justi-
fication, so we end up with the idea of "degrees of truth" at the level of specifi-
cations) or there can be many roughly equal conceptions (in which case expla-
                                                
1 "Rationality", "Understanding and Ethnocentricity", in 1985b, "Explanation and Prac-

tical Reason", "Comparison, History, Truth", in 1995a; 1994b.
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nation also justifies, and we end up with the idea of "endorsed diversity" at the
level of specifications).

In total, then, there are really only two kinds of cultural diversity of moral
knowledge: healthy diversity having to do with plurality of goods or specifica-
tions, and criticizable differences explainable in terms of degrees of truth (in-
cluding downright unacceptable and evil practices). The former model fits bet-
ter the goods internal to practices, and the latter model with other goods.

Despite these qualifications, the skeptical argument from diversity can be
countered. The skeptical view is that there is no moral knowledge, but the view
defended here is more differentiated: there are mistaken views (even gravely
mistaken ones) concerning values which are not ontologically dependent on
particular social forms, but there are also more or less correct views concerning
them. And concerning goods internal to practices, cultural diversity is no threat
to knowledge to begin with.

9.2 The non-objectivist argument

Does evaluative knowledge presuppose a non-objective view?

It is a widespread view, that accepting the engaged view on evaluative con-
cepts, i.e. the dependence of values on social forms, leads one to accept a re-
stricted validity of values. From accepting premisses P1-P3, one seems to be
lead to a view, which is "non-objective" (P5). If there is no disengaged stand-
point, then any validity that the ethical concepts have must be restricted to the
form of life in question. The idea is that there is genuine knowledge only be-
cause the values themselves are in a non-objective manner valid only within the
society, and one's beliefs reflect the views of the society.

For something to be knowledge, ethical or otherwise, three conditions
must be fulfilled: first, one must believe the judgement one makes, second, the
beliefs must be true, and third, "the first two conditions must be non-
accidentally linked"(1985, 142). The third condition is that the beliefs must track
the truth, they must be "sensitive to the way things are" as Raz's formulation
was (see chapter six).

Williams discusses this in the case of a hypertraditional society. People in
such a society learn to master the evaluative concepts, and learn to apply them
to the perceived cases. In Williams's view, in learning to use thick evaluative
concepts, they grasp the point of the concept. They get to the point where one
can say "now I know how to go on".2 They can also make mistakes and "can
withdraw judgements if the circumstances turn out not to be what was sup-
posed, can make an alternative judgement if it would be more appropriate, and
so on." (1985, 143). So clearly, their judgements can be sensitive to the features
of situations. Williams concludes that if there is a truth to be tracked, their be-
                                                
2 Wittgenstein 1972
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liefs can track the truth. That is, evaluative beliefs can 'track' the evaluative
facts, or evaluative features of situations, if there are such.

Although it seems that there are such features, qualities or properties that
the successful judgements pick up, there are objections. The first objection Wil-
liams considers uses the distinction between an insider and imaginative ob-
server. Could an observer, if sensitive enough, follow the rule while not agree-
ing with the evaluative point of the concept? Williams (1985, 141) thinks yes:

"An insightful observer can indeed come to understand and anticipate the use of the
concept without actually sharing the values of the people who use it . . . But in
imaginatively anticipating the use of the concept, the observer also has to grasp
imaginatively its evaluative point. He cannot stand quite outside the evaluative in-
terests of the community he is observing, and pick up the concept simply as a device
for dividing up in a rather strange way certain neutral features of the world."

If the statements can be true, the observer can say that "The headman's state-
ment 'the boy is F' is true". Yet, although the observer is prepared to say that the
headman made no mistake in applying the concept, the observer would not
himself affirm that "the boy is F", if F is not one of the observer's concepts. This
seems to violate the logical conditions of truth: if I can say that "The headman's
statement 'the boy is F' is true", I should also be able to say "The boy is F". Wil-
liams defends the view that although disinterested observers would not share
the conceptual scheme, that would not lead to the conclusion that the locals'
statements cannot be true. After all, the beliefs can successfully track features
"that the locals call F". There is a truth to the matter whether the boy is "what
the locals call F" or not. This only guarantees us that the concept of F, when ap-
plied to situations, can track features of the situation.

There is another critique, claiming that the locals' statements are system-
atically false, because the entire segment of the local discourse "can be seen
from the outside as involving a mistake" (1985, 145). Rituals and magic are Wil-
liams's examples. This kind of criticism would claim that we should stop using
the concept of F altogether. It is not a justifiable ethical concept to use, because it
is not a genuine good, it is merely illusory good. (Think for example some re-
ligious goods).

Williams goes on to suggest that there are two ways in which we can un-
derstand what is going on in the hypertraditional (or any other) society, an ob-
jectivist model (P4) and a non-objectivist model (P5).

According to the objectivist model, "we shall see the members of the soci-
ety as trying, in their local way, to find out the truth about values, an activity in
which we and other human beings, and perhaps creatures that are not human
beings, are all engaged."(1985, 147). Their statements have implications that can
be contradicted by more sophisticated statements, just as primitive statements
about stars can be contradicted by more sophisticated statements. What they
claim that freedom, justice, reason, virtue, or "F-hood" are, can be contradicted
by views of others. (Or if they practice F, and elsewhere F is practised in a better
way, their commitment to F implies they have to admit that the others practice
F in a better way.)
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According to the non-objectivist model "we see their judgements as part of
their way of living, a cultural artifact they have come to inhabit. … and we shall
not want to say that their judgements have, just as they stand, these implica-
tions."(1985, 147). Therefore, whatever other cultural ways of life there are, and
whatever the others think of the human condition, there can be no contradiction
between them and the hypertraditional way of life. They are not seeking true
answers to the same questions. Their questions are local, and therefore truth is
limited to the aims and goals internal to that way of life. (The downside is that
we cannot criticize a hypertraditional society for, say, violating human rights,
or for not respecting women as persons.)

Williams's point is that interestingly, the non-objectivist view goes together
with the possibility of ethical knowledge. The beliefs like "the boy is F" can track
real features. But on the objectivist view they do not have knowledge

"since their judgements have extensive implications, which they have never consid-
ered, at a reflective level, and we have every reason to believe that, when those im-
plications are considered, the traditional use of ethical concepts will be seriously af-
fected."(Williams 1985, 148)

Williams is convinced that the hypertraditional views (or indeed any views) on
freedom, justice, F-hood would not stand scrutiny when compared to the views
of others, and when reflected as to their grounds. Any views appear equally
groundless. This leads, according to Williams (ibid.), to a further view that re-
flection can destroy knowledge.

"If we accept that there can be knowledge at the hypertraditional or unreflective
level; if we accept the obvious truth that reflection characteristically disturbs, unseats
or replaces those traditional concepts; and if we agree that, at least as things are, the
reflective level is not in a position to give us knowledge we did not have before - then
we reach the notably un-Socratic conclusion that, in ethics, reflection can destroy knowl-
edge."

Williams thus claims that the engaged view on evaluative features is compatible
with evaluative knowledge only given the non-objective view.

There are four areas of disagreement between Williams's view and the
cultural moral realism defended here: first, the confidence that the ethical views
of the hypertraditionals will in fact turn out to be groundless, second, that all
ethical views (not only those of the hypertraditionals) are equally groundless
for the same reasons, third, the idea that reflection can destroy but not deliver
us knowledge, fourth, that the non-objectivist alternative is acceptable in pre-
serving enough of our ethical intuitions without unbearable ethical loopholes.

These are four reasons for adopting (P4) instead of (P5), at least Williams's
version of it. I will discuss these in reverse order. Before discussing these claims
more closely, two clarificatory points.

A substantive moral point

One possible misconception needs to be put aside. The way Williams sets up
the point comes close to a substantive moral point claiming that we should not
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think of different ways of life in an objective way, because that might lead to
judgements that some cultural ways of life (possibly the hypertraditional one)
are more backward and less developed than others. Taylor has pointed out that
a similar move is often made in relation to individuals: we should think that eve-
ryone simply chooses their values and has values of their own, because it would
be intolerable to claim that some of us are somehow better in value-knowledge.3
The same goes for cultures: we should think that every culture simply has to-
tally different values. Taylor points out that there is however a fact of the matter
on whether cultures are incommensurable or not, i.e. whether we can under-
stand other cultures and share their value-beliefs. This is, as Taylor points out, a
matter of intercultural comparison.

Concerning the ethical aspect, Taylor gives the recommendation to treat
the value-beliefs of all cultures as potentially equally worthy prior to compari-
son. In the actual comparison we should assume that each party would try to
learn everything there is to learn. Indeed, this is a more recommendable ethical
claim than an imperative of not comparing. It seems that the recommendation
not to compare illicitly assumes that our values will turn out to be better, and
then we end up in a position of having to be polite towards the inferior others.
Such an assumption is somewhat self-righteous. (Further, one can ask, why
should we not bar science on the same grounds?. If it turns out that the mem-
bers of the hypertraditional society were wrong about the stars, then they were.
Presumably we all are fallible.) The possibility and nature of such comparisons
will be discussed in chapter eleven. It would be a misconception to think that
Williams's point is a substantive ethical point. It is meta-ethical, about the na-
ture of values.

Taylor's view: falsifiable objectivism/universalism?

In chapter six, I simplified things slightly by presenting Taylor as an uncom-
promised defender of the universality of goods. I think this is indeed the right
interpretation, but it must be qualified.

In fact, Taylor couples the meta-ethical question of the universal validity
of values and the possibility of learning from other cultures in an interesting
manner, which nevertheless calls for elucidation. It is of course an empirical
matter to what degree different communities understand each other, and Taylor
wants to make the universality of values an empirical question in the same way.
Taylor says that relativity of values is a "real possibility"(Sources, 61).4 It is
worth clarifying what that is supposed to mean: is there a complicated theory
within which some values are "possibly relative", or is it merely possible that a
non-objective theory, according to which all values are always relative, turns
out to be the right theory (or the wrong theory). On the latter reading Taylor is

                                                
3 Taylor 1991a.
4 Such admissions justify Paul Johnston's (1999, 100) complaints that Taylor gives in

too much for relativism.
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not suggesting a new alternative alongside objectivism and non-objectivism,
but suggesting that the debate between objectivism and non-objectivism is a
side-issue, whereas the primary question are the empirical comparisons be-
tween cultures.

The latter reading of Taylor's intention must be correct, and we can call
this position one of "falsifiable objectivism"5: we should accept the objectivist
interpretation of morality, as long as it continues to make better sense of our
moral experiences. Non-objectivism may however turn out to be a better theory,
if we face stubborn counter-examples

The former reading does not really make sense. The following two options
clearly make sense (they are the non-objective and objective interpretations of
Williams, here broadened to include other, more obvious areas in addition to
values):

(P5') an international agreement is valid in the countries that have ratified
it, and so it is empirically universally valid, when each country has ratified it. In
the same way, values are valid only in those communities, which endorse the
values.

(P4') The validity of a scientific claim about laws of nature is not indexed
or restricted to those communities, which have heard of the claim (i.e "valid for
Swedish scientists"). In the same way, values are (would be) valid also in con-
texts where the participants are unaware of the values: goods are goods-for-
everyone. If the value is strictly categorical, it ought to be pursued in all com-
munities, and if it is optional, it nevertheless would be valid, even thought there
is no norm that it ought to be pursued.

But it is hard to believe there could be a third option: (P6) the validity of a
scientific claim is universal, and applies to all contexts, until we find a scientific
community, which does not accept the claim. Then the claim is valid in all other
contexts, except the 'rebel' context. In the same way, a value is valid everywhere
apart from the contexts, which have explicitly rejected it.

The only way to make sense of (P6) is to say that it is merely a variant of
(P5'): the communities have ultimately the power to legislate what is valid in
the community, whether by endorsing, or by rejecting. Therefore we can con-
clude that Taylor is not suggesting some complicated theory trying to find a
third option to a question where only two options are possible: either a com-

                                                
5 Here I intentionally echo Ruth Abbey's view of Taylor's position as one of "falsifiable

realism". In Abbey's view Taylor's realist (non-projectivist) interpretation of morality
is falsifiable: "Taylor concludes that unless and until a moral theory emerges that can
explain why the human urge to respond to goods as if they had an independent ex-
istence is unconnected to reality, realism is the most persuasive approach to moral
life. Hence my designation of it as falsifiable ... : Taylor concedes that an explanation
of moral life could appear that showed his to be erroneous."(Abbey 2000, 29). Note
that there is of course falsifiability also in natural sciences, but here what is open to
be falsified is the realist interpretation of the area, not merely a particular scientific
theory or moral principle. While Abbey discusses the falsifiablity of Taylor's view
that (cultural) moral realism is something between projectivism and strong human-
independent realism, here I discuss the falsifiability of Taylor's view of moral values
as 'objective' (as universal goods-for-everyone), instead of 'non-objective' (relative to
some cultures).
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munity can determine what is valid in that community or it cannot. (It need not
be voluntary legislation, it can be a matter of different ethical sensibilities for
example).

Taylor's view, "falsifiable objectivism", is in fact a conditional approval of
(P4'), and the intercultural comparisons merely back up the thesis of universal
validity: we have a reason to believe in (P4') if scientific communities continue
to converge on their expert opinions. In the same way, we can believe in (P4') as
long as cultures continue to understand each other. The possibility of relativism
means that when we meet the limits, we must admit that we have been wrong
and adopt the non-objectivist interpretation (P5') after all.6 When we meet suffi-
ciently stubborn counter-examples, we would have to conclude that non-
objectivism (P5') has been the correct theory all along.

Taylor in other words claims that the theoretical struggle between objec-
tivists (universalists) and non-objectivists (relativists, internalists) is a side-issue.
The real issue is the real employment of practical reason, real encounters with
other cultures and real fusions of horizons. This is in line with Taylor's general
approach favouring 'real life' issues to academic niceties. 7

Yet there are good reasons to think it is not at all a side-issue to make a pri-
ori arguments against relativism. Real encounters and convergences do not, pace
Taylor, settle the philosophical issue.

A problem with taking convergence as a criterion is that it is always possi-
ble for objectivists to claim that disagreements do not invalidate ethical truths
any more than other kinds of truths. Further, it is always possible for non-
objectivists to interpret convergences as so many new 'ratifications': new en-
dorsements of a value make it valid in new contexts. So we must ask, in addi-
tion to the empirical question of cultures learning from each others, are there
any armchair considerations in favour of (P4) or (P5)?
                                                
6 Taylor's point about liberalism as a "fighting creed" in politics of recognition (1995,

249) can be seen as a defence of T1. Or then, it may be that Taylor is not discussing
validity in that article, but rather the real societal influence and the universal empiri-
cal observance of some values (see 2002c, 175): "Particularly with The Politics of Rec-
ognition I was astonished how often people were desperately trying to abstract some
definition of norms from what was actually an attempt to explain why this kind of
question was arising now."

7 In an interview by de Lara (1998, 108) Taylor makes the following point: "Certain In-
dian friends assure me that life would be much easier and harmonious if all mar-
riages were arranged by the parents and love had no initial role! They say they do
not have the high number of divorces, the dissatisfaction and frustration which con-
tinue to grow in the West and that we should prohibit marriages based on love. To
which I reply that at bottom they may be right, that our lives would be more harmo-
nious without certain aspirations, but that their advice has come too late. These aspi-
rations are such an integral part or our way of being in our civilization that we can-
not simply declare them inoperative one fine day." Analogously, Taylor thinks that
certain kind of normative theories (often called 'liberal' as opposed to 'communi-
tarian') are "counter-empirical" in that they make quite agreeable normative points,
which are nevertheless useless in not helping us understand our actual operative as-
pirations. It seems to me that the advices of Taylor's Indian friends and liberal col-
leagues are more relevant (on grounds that Taylor himself accepts) than he allows
here: as self-interpreting and reflective beings we ask ourselves what our aspirations
ought to be, not merely what they in fact are.
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Indeed, the lesson of the intercultural comparisons is not in convergence
as such, but in the nature of the experience of changing one's views. When we
experience that we have learnt something, we think we have found that some-
thing is a valid consideration. Our learning is different from our 'ratifying' or
'creating' and making it the case that something is valid.

9.3 Is non-objectivism acceptable?

Relativism

The non-objectivist intuition is that the relational analysis of values together
with the fact of diversity of value-beliefs points towards relativism in the sense
that evaluative truth is relative to an evaluative framework. What can be called
crude relativism holds that there are innumerable frameworks and they all are
equally relevant and equally suitable for judging any issue at hand. This means
that conceivably any action is both good and bad, right and wrong. This is im-
plausible in many ways and it is not this version of relativism that seems to fol-
low from the relational analysis of values together with the fact of diversity.

There are also more sophisticated versions, which hold not only that va-
lidity of values is relative to frameworks, but also that there are non-relative
principles determining which framework is relevant for the issue at hand (the
agent's own? the interlocutors'? the critics'? the society's? the future one which
would result from a fusion of the horizons? the future one, which will result at
the end of inquiry? the best one that is at the moment imaginable?). It may fur-
ther include an account of how the frameworks can develop non-arbitrarily
(through comparison with other frameworks? through new experiences by in-
dividuals and collectives? through reflection and internal criticism? through
overcoming puzzles and anomalies?). These additions mean however that we
no longer have relativism, because concerning any issue at hand there is (ideally)
one framework and accordingly one true judgement. The truth of the issue is
not indexed, although validity of the values, or applicability of evaluative con-
cepts, is restricted in accordance to some non-relative principle. Arranged mar-
riages are a valuable practice in one country, but not in another. (This leads to
puzzling situations in cultural conflicts or multi-agent situations, but in these it
may be a non-relative truth that it is right for A to do X and right for B to do Y.
It may be that there is no one correct answer to what it is right for A and B to do
together.)

Internalism

There are many variants of such sophisticated positions, but no doubt the most
important one is internalism: the relevant framework for evaluating my deeds is
my (or our) own framework. As we saw already in chapter six, according to in-
ternalism (about reasons or values) it is good and right for person P to do D
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only if D has a suitable relation to the person's evaluative framework. Internal-
isms are variants of realism: there are correct and incorrect judgements con-
cerning values, i.e. there is truth and knowledge concerning values. For exam-
ple, it is simply not true that doing D is of any value for person P, if D bears no
suitable relation to his evaluative framework. Yet mistakes are possible, because
the agent need not know that a suitable relation exists in a certain case.8

There are strands in Taylor's thinking which make him sound like an in-
ternalist in this sense: values seem to be relative to one's individual identity, to
one's orientation, or to collective identity of a culture or an epoch, or to a shared
evaluative framework. To be sure, if Taylor is an internalist, he is a sophisti-
cated one: he has contributed a lot to the view that different cultures and indi-
viduals can learn from one another, and that cultural frameworks are not im-
mune from criticism.9 But in fact I think Taylor has provided good material for
arguing against internalism, and does not agree with Williams either.

How should we assess internalism? It would reduce the diversity of val-
ues considerably, because all values are not suitably connected to all people.
Indeed, internalism is the variant that Williams has in mind in saying that the
non-objectivist view would preserve moral knowledge.

According to internalism, in some conceivable cases, it is good and right
for person P to do D, but not so for person R. It is noteworthy that in some such
cases we intuitively tend to agree: it is worthwhile for dedicated poets to spend
their life writing poetry; it is right in welfare states whose citizens strongly
identify with its goals to have a high level of taxation to finance the realization
of those goals etc. But in some cases we tend to disagree: torturing innocent
people for no overriding reason is never acceptable (whatever one's own
framework might imply), and wiggling one's toes in the mud for no further rea-
son is not worthwhile even one would be tempted to do it. (Of course there
could be an explanation which would make sense of why wiggling one's toes in
the mud is an intelligible goal. In that case we would have to change our exam-
ple of a worthless, unintelligible activity for example to counting blades of grass
etc.).

The latter cases in which we tend to disagree show a grave fault in inter-
nalism. In Parfit's words, "Those who were sufficiently ruthless, or amoral,
would have no duties, and … could not be held to be acting wrongly."(Parfit
1997, 102-3, quoted in Dancy 2001, 19). Our agreement with the former cases
does need not support internalism: what matters in these cases is the specific
value that we give to autonomy and authenticity (our identifications with
goods, commitments to values and our leading our lives autonomously). In the

                                                
8 The distinction between good normative reasons and those motivating reasons which

the agent acts for, is preserved, but a further constraint is posited: nothing can be a
normative reason unless it is capable of being a motivating reason given the motiva-
tional set at the time. See Dancy 2000a, ch 1.

9 "Interpretation and the Sciences of Man", "Rationality", "Understanding and Ethno-
centricity", all in 1985b, and "Explanation and Practical Reason", "Comparison, His-
tory, Truth", in 1995a.
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first two examples, it is these two values which are at stake, and not the general
"internalist" nature of values and reasons.

To put it briefly, internalism is guilty of not distinguishing between the
objective worthwhileness of an activity and the subjective attachment or identi-
fication with it.10 Subjective attachments do make a difference to the weight that
an end or a goal has in one's life, but it depends on the objective worthwhile-
ness whether it is for the better or for the worse. It is bad enough if one tortures
people but it is even worse if one identifies with and strongly values the goal: one
not only happens to torture, but is a committed torturer. Nothing has strong
value merely because it is so valued, individual attitudes cannot turn value-
neutral things into valuable things. Individual orientation and identity-
formation can only strengthen the normative role of ends in one's life, given
that these ends are objectively worthwhile.

There are various further problems for internalism: how do we know
whether some consideration belongs to a subjective motivational set, or an
evaluative framework? Does it not always violate the internalist imperatives to
teach children anything? If not, when do the person's own views become
authoritative? At the age of eighteen? Is it really so that a successful upbringing
and less successful upbringing, say of twins, makes no difference: the ethical
views of one brother apply only to him, whereas to the other brother only the
less ethical views of his own can be applied? In the cultural versions, how do
we know whether a person belongs under the moral legislature of the cultural
community? Can a person belong to several communities in this sense?

There is also a problem in how to describe the "suitable relation", or as
Williams puts it, "sound deliberative route". Here we can distinguish a direct
view, which holds that something is good if it is good according to the frame-
work as it stands. Williams's sophisticated view claims that something is good if
it would be held good by someone who presently has the framework he has,
and would also know all the relevant facts, and would also deliberate ration-
ally. The (ideal) standpoint where we arrive at through a 'sound deliberative
route' determines what is valid. This means that the actual, present framework
may be invalid in many ways.11

The direct view is bound to make some rational developments in the con-
tent of frameworks seem arbitrary. In a situation in which I find that others do
X and that I find doing X valuable, and therefore endorse X-ing, I surely think
that doing X was valuable even before I noticed it, and it would have been
valuable even if I had not noticed it. But according to direct internalism, any

                                                
10 These are distinguished by Raz (1995, chapter one).
11 Compare to Griffin's (1986) discussion of real and ideal personal aims. It seems that

this characterization of Williams's internalism, which I have adopted from Dancy
(2000a), leads Williams to endorse the objectivist and not the non-objectivist reading
of ethics: internalism allows that our motivational set has implications which we
have not reflected. The implications are not as extensive as in the externalist picture,
but nevertheless they may exist. Therefore, the distinction between objectivism and
non-objectivism is not identical with the distinction between internalism and exter-
nalism.
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value, good or ideal would be valid only after appropriation to the framework
in question, only after it "belongs" to that framework. It is up to the individual
or collective to endorse the value, good or ideal in question, and this endorse-
ment can turn a neutral issue into a valuable one. Only the acquisition of the
ideal turns it into an ideal. Charles Taylor's (1985a, 15-45) very definition of
strong evaluations, or at least his pluralist realism, rules out such 'powers' from
the evaluative acts: the validity of strong evaluations is not dependent on the
act of evaluation, on someone believing that something is of strong value. The
acts of evaluation do not confer or project value, they respond to value, they try
to get things right.

So, on the externalist view, instead of the particular contents of identity,
self- interpretation and orientation being preconditions of value, strong values
are a precondition of identity, self-interpretation and orientation. We orientate
ourselves in the light of values. Orientation presupposes the existence of a
"moral space". That one pursues certain goals instead of others certainly makes
a difference (because of the values of autonomy, authenticity and identification)
but it presupposes that the goals are valuable. Because one can pursue only so
many goals in one life, one's commitment to one instead of the other makes a
great difference. But even so, one has a reason to respect all the other goods,
which are valuable independently of one's orientation.12 This objective worth-
whileness is not relative to any framework. This implies also that the point of
moral inquiry is not merely to interpret one's tradition or one's own convictions,
but also to reflect on the correctness of the views, no holds barred.13

Williams's sophisticated internalism need not make the adoption of new
goods to one's framework arbitrary, but it may, depending on how one inter-
prets what the 'sound deliberative route' means. Dancy (2000, 27) distinguishes
between procedural and substantive interpretation of the route. On the proce-
dural interpretation, there is a list of inference patterns that are taken as sound.
A sufficiently consistent torturer would survive as a torturer, given any merely
procedural inferences. Or as Dancy puts it, somewhat laconically, "could all
agents be got, starting from where they now are, to be motivated by thoughts
about the homeless, if they thought harder and knew more? Somehow I doubt
it."(17)

What about a consistent torturer, who just comes to understand the
wrongness of torturing, or someone who did not care about the homeless be-
fore, comes to be concerned about their fate? Taking a substantive reading of the
'sound deliberative route' would lead to a heavily qualified form of internalism:
the objective substantive wrongs of torturing, or the objective normativity of
needs make torture always wrong and make the needs of the homeless always
normatively pressing, whatever the actual contents of the framework. They bear
a suitable relation to the framework, because they are right. But on this reading,
the internalism-requirement does no work any longer. Williams's argument that

                                                
12 Raz 2001, ch 4.
13 Cf. Raz 1991, Lieberman 1998.
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the internal and external reasons coincide would seem reversed: they coincide
because there is no room for internal reasons.

If there are also objective good-making features, which therefore have a
suitable relation to the framework, then internalism comes to the scene too late
to do any work at all. The objective good-making features can be used for criti-
cising one's commitments, and indeed it is such good-making features that ob-
jectivism is after in the first place. Therefore internalism is either implausible (it
would make committed torture right for committed torturers) or superfluous (it
would say that commitment cannot turn torture into a valuable goal, because
the 'suitable relation' depends on substantive considerations of objective
value).14

The implausibility consists in internalism's overlooking one function of
ethics: ethical values are meant to be authoritative of our actual desires, beliefs
and conduct, not subordinate to them.

9.4 Objectivism, reflection and evaluative knowledge

What should we say about Williams's claim that reflection may destroy knowl-
edge, or the claim that on the objectivist reading our value beliefs have implica-
tions which mean that we do not have knowledge?

Does reflection destroy knowledge?

Williams's view on reflection is somewhat Jacobian. There are good reasons to
think that such a dichotomy between blind confidence and reflection is mis-
guided or at best one-sided. It is not reflection as such that unsettles, but rather
the insights that reflection produces. Insights are insights because they capture
something of real significance. And if reflection contains insights of real signifi-
cance, it has brought home new knowledge, not only destroyed the old one.15

Williams's dichotomy disregards the difference between engaged and dis-
engaged reflection. One can indeed reflect by looking closer, not necessarily by

                                                
14 Williams ("Internal reasons and the obscurity of blame", in 1995a) holds explicitly

that the sound deliberative route includes 'correcting any errors of fact and reason-
ing', but it does not include 'prudential and moral considerations'. "If we were al-
lowed to adjust the agent's prudential and moral assumptions to some assumed
normative standard, then obviously there would be no significant difference between
the internalist and externalist accounts. We would have incorporated into the notion
of a 'sound deliberative route' anything the externalist could want. The internalist
proposal sticks with its Humean origins to the extent of making correction of fact and
reasoning part of the notion of 'a sound deliberative route to this act' but not from the
outside, prudential and moral considerations."(36-7).

15 This is a point that N. Smith makes in discussing D.C. Hoy's criticism of Taylor's
views on intercultural comparison. Hoy thinks that the point of comparisons is to
unsettle, not to learn truths. Smith comments: "perhaps we are most unsettled by
things that bring home an uncomfortable truth."(2002a, 137)
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stepping back. This means that it is not reflection which "destroys" the tradi-
tional knowledge, but new, different, relevant experiences, which can shake old
views only because of their substantive content. Of course, imaginative artists,
religious reformers, social critics, philosophers can imagine things, which are
relevant and unsettling, but only if their content is. Reflection without insight is
not dangerous at all: one can think for a minute and be content with one's con-
victions. Reflection is potentially dangerous when it points to relevant (actual or
possible) contents of experience or of future life-forms. What do I mean with
"reflection without insight"? I mean an empty "reminder" that some of our
views may turn out to be corrupt, or an empty repetition of the question
"why?". Sure, that reminder as such may be correct but before we know any-
thing more, we are not in a position to do anything with the reminder.16

Are all views equally groundless?

The realist answer in the second point of disagreement is that it is a non sequitur
to conclude that if some views turn out on comparison to be groundless, that all
views do. Indeed, if hypertraditional views are shown to be simply worse than
more insightful views, this presupposes that the insightful views are better in
terms of truth. For example, the insightful views take the 'disturbing' implica-
tions into account. So, comparison cannot yield a result that everything is equally
groundless. The idea that "everything is equally groundless" seems to presup-
pose a view of "external grounds". But the idea of external grounds is mistaken
according to the engaged view. While justification does reach a bedrock and the
goods do not have a further grounding somehow outside the mastery of evalua-
tive concepts, they nevertheless are not groundless, unintelligible. Something
being good in itself means that it is good without a further ground. Grasping the
point of the evaluative concept in question explains why it is thought to be
good. Although exceptionally some such putative goods may turn out to be il-
lusory, not all do. (An example of an illusory good is "hurting one's enemy". It
has been thought, possibly in "hypertraditional society" too, that it is good as
such to hurt one's enemy.) The point is that there is no further standpoint from
which we could tell the illusory from genuine goods (by observing which of
them has a further ground, which determines the issue). It is the features of the
illusory and genuine goods themselves, which make them in fact illusory or
genuine, and by focussing on these features, we know which is which. Wil-
liams's point is we should drop the distinction between illusory and genuine
goods. Yet Williams implicitly relies on the idea that upon comparison, some
views (those of the hypertraditional society) would turn out to be worse. The
realist insists that indeed such transitions and comparisons attest to the idea
that we are not infallible, and that truth cannot be reduced to our beliefs. Only
the objectivist view can make sense of such comparisons.

                                                
16 Taylor 2002c.
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The objective view and moral knowledge

The final point of disagreement between the non-objectivist view and the objec-
tive view of values defended by cultural moral realism concerns the question
whether the views of a hyper-traditional society are likely to pass as knowl-
edge. Behind the differences in such empirical estimates are differences in
philosophical views.

Williams seems confident that the objectivist view undermines the justifi-
ability or truth of those views by letting the pursuits of all other societies and
their interpretations of the shared values of humanity be relevant to what is
true and justified in a particular society (for example the hypertraditional one).
Williams claimed that only non-objective reading, or the internalist require-
ment, would preserve the possibility of moral knowledge.

The distinction between two kinds of diversity is relevant here: genuine
plurality of goods means that each culture or society may be right about the
goods they value, whereas rivalry means that any differences between cultures
and societies mean differences in the degrees of truth of their views. In cases of
pluralism, the objectivist reading dignifies societies with being true, period,
whereas in the non-objectivist reading the views are merely is true-for-this-
society. Non-objectivism cannot therefore really endorse the plurality. In cases of
rivalry, in the non-objectivist reading all the views are still true-for-this-society,
while the objectivism holds that some societies have grasped the values better.
This may give some ethical unease, related to the substantive moral point above
(6.2). It would be nice if all societies were equally advanced in ethical knowl-
edge, but it certainly is a fallacy to conclude from "would-be-nice" (or "ought")
to "is". To the extent that a case of cultural diversity is not a matter of pluralism
but rivalry, Williams's assumption that the views of some society (for example
the hypertraditional one) are not true, is valid. So let us go through the five
kinds of values and see how well the objective reading fares.

(1) At least goods internal to practices may well preserve moral knowledge
with the objective reading: the value of the practice is minimally universal in
containing no singular references, and it is potentially universal in being a po-
tential constituent of anyone's good life who comes to participate the practice.
Members of the hypertraditional society have knowledge of the internal goods
of their practices, and whatever knowledge other societies have of other prac-
tices constitutes no conflict. That something is not practiced in every society is
an empirical matter, which is not linked to validity in any sense. If the goods of
that practice were good, they would be good also if and when practised some-
where else. There is no essential reference to any place. This is the crux of the
argument why parochial knowledge can go together with universal validity.
(Premisses P2 and P4). Even though the value knowledge reflects the local so-
cial forms, it is genuine knowledge because the values are also dependent on
the local social forms. Yet, the validity is not internally restricted: anywhere,
where the same social forms would be practiced, the same goods would be
valid. Each culture can have come up with different such practices. There is di-
versity, but no skepticism. There are no worrying implications either. Reflection
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may at most paralyze us, if as the result of reflection we find ourselves from an
Buridan's ass situation (like the fictive Anna in chapter two).

Yet there are complications related to (a) practices which are very long-
lived, and (b) practices which are practised independently in different societies.
(a) New experiences and new achievements mean that the standards of excellence
change, and the conceptions of the goods internal to the practice evolve. What
was excellence in a practice (say a game) need not be excellence anymore.
Someone came up with a new technique of expression or a new level of
achievement, and what used to be excellence is no longer. I think here we can
say exactly that: excellence and evaluative knowledge is relative to the existing
standards. The past achievements are taken into account in the standards of ex-
cellence.

Excellence in a practice is relative to the historical standards of that prac-
tice. Someone who first ran marathon under X hours Y minutes was an excellent
marathon runner at that time, best in the world. That result, at that time, will
always remain excellent. Someone running that same result today would not be
excellent. And the excellence of a scientist must be measured with the state of
the art standards, not with the content as abstractly viewed. Think of this as a
case of "progress within a practice". What is excellent is historically conditioned.
Still, the objective view and knowledge go together. In coming to grasp this, re-
flection does not destroy knowledge.

(b) What about the possibility that in different societies the same practice
is practiced simultaneously (say, because the practice was spread to a new soci-
ety but then connections had been slighted), and what counts as excellence in
one does not count as excellence in the other. If it really is the same practice,
should we not say that the other society is wrong about what counts as excel-
lence? Perhaps, but even so, note that they do not have to give up their concep-
tions of the goods, or their basic standards of excellence, but only their views
concerning the level at which someone is excellent. So here, too, the objectivist
assumption preserves the basics of the knowledge.

(2) What about human welfare? That is a same goal in every culture. Perhaps
this has unsettling implications? As I wrote in chapter six, the diversity of 'ways
of being human' implies differing models of human realization. The pluralist
view studied here suggests that there are genuinely different, mutually incom-
patible ways of human flourishing. There are more goods than any one life can
try to realize, and thus different models of good life not only specify and weigh
but also select which goods are being realized in this model of human flourish-
ing. Full well-being demands only a narrow selection of worthwhile ends. The
objectivist view fares equally well concerning the plurality or goods as the plu-
rality of models of human welfare. Reflection is potentially unsettling because it
shows us a plurality of options, but then it does not merely destroy knowledge,
it adds to it.

But again, we need to face one qualification: good life depends not only on
the optional goals, but also on the satisfaction of basic needs or 'primary val-
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ues'.17 Concerning these, rival views are genuinely rivals: some views of human
welfare take better into account the various human needs than some others.

(3) What about animal welfare and other natural values? Animal welfare, and
the possibility of animals to realize this value, is independent of human social
forms. Yet different social forms conceptualize animal welfare differently. Here
different ways of life are rivals, they have better and worse conceptions of ani-
mal welfare. Whatever diversity there is (from various cruel food-preparing
traditions to the legal protection of animals), there is no meaningful plurality.
Here, diversity means rivalry, and diversity is not justified. The same goes for
the questions concerning the animal capacity to suffer (from Descartes's view of
animals as machines onwards): these questions have an answer, whether we
know it or not. Indeed, here, skeptical argument concerning truth does not seem
very strong, but we have good reasons to think that here the evaluative diffi-
culties stem in this area from the difficulty of humans to know what really con-
stitutes animal welfare.

Natural values like sensuous pleasure of humans are quite different, they
are universally accessible and realizable. Here, too, there are however various
attitudes concerning the proper place of sensuous pleasure in human life, and it
seems that there is a meaningful plurality as well. Some forms of life, consen-
trated on contemplation, may demand strict attitudes against sensuous pleas-
ures: the pleasures may be incompatible with other goods. Concerning these,
we can repeat the point about plurality of goods: there are many ways of
achieving human welfare, which are incompatible but which do not invalidate
each other.

What are strictly speaking rivals are views concerning whether sensuous
pleasures, even apart from the issue of incompatibility, are of any value or not. I
will not here give arguments for or against, I am just clarifying the nature of the
claims. To sum up, sensuous pleasures are accessible without social forms. Dis-
agreements concerning sensuous pleasures versus incompatible other goods
can be seen in the pluralist light, whereas disagreements concerning the value
of sensuous pleasures as such (apart from incompatibility) means that the the
views are genuinely rivals and only one of them is right.

(4) What about the concepts like justice, freedom, truth, dignity of persons, love,
self-respect? It seems that these concepts are often the primary ones that come to
mind in talking about Big Values. It seems that these are related to the specifica-
tion-model. But as we have seen, the specifications then either are cases of plu-
rality or rivalry. Diversity can mean there are equally valid conceptions. But
also, we can think there are rival conceptions, and indeed some societies have
had a not too good record on issues of justice (think of the subordination of
women). Indeed, some of our central examples concerning moral progress are
related to these central concepts. But also, it makes sense to say that these are
essentially contested concepts, because people's experiences differ. In essen-
tially contested concepts, many specifications are roughly equally valid.

                                                
17 Kekes 1994.
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Concerning some issues where we might think of gradual progress being
made and different conceptions being literally rivals, like particular virtues or
the idea of freedom, I think it is quite possible just to admit that knowledge
never was perfect and that people have and should have known they have
something more to learn. Sure, what they had before was knowledge, but not
incorrigible knowledge. There was truth of some degree, but not "final truth".
Williams's aim was to show it is not knowledge at all.

Again, there are examples like slavery, where we think a hypertraditional
society may have got things all wrong. But again, this attests merely to the pos-
sibility of heavy-weight mistakes, not to the impossibility of knowledge. If re-
flection unsettles practices like that, all the better for reflection.

(5) What about the values, which persons find in nature, for example ecological or
aesthetic? The disclosure of these values may be dependent on cultures (Taylor
1995a, 100-26). These values are not cultural creations, but it seems that here,
too, there can be diversity corresponding to the plurality, especially in the dif-
ferent aesthetic genres, and different wilderness-related activities. They are
practices and ways of engaging with nature's values among others.

Going through this variety shows that it would be wrong to claim that
moral knowledge is possible only given the non-objective reading, or that re-
flection destroys moral knowledge. Sure, sometimes diversity turns out to be
rivalry. Substantive reflection can reveal that our views were not perfect, but
that should come as no surprise. And indeed, it is the objectivist view that can
make sense of fallibility.

Yet, often diversity is a case of plurality. A's perfect knowledge about
practice A does not contradict in any way B's perfect knowledge about practice
B. Therefore, unlike Taylor seems to think, from the fact that 'we might be
forced to recognize that certain goods are only such granted the existence of
humans within a certain cultural form' (1989, 61) no relativism follows. Indeed,
there may be some Buddhist goods which require some Buddhist practices and
Buddhist cultural forms to exist, but they are nevertheless potentially universal
goods-for-everyone. My engaging with these goods would perhaps lead to the
fact that I am called 'Buddhist' but that terminological issue plays no role in
whether the goods are good or not. What is important is that there is no relativ-
ity in the truth of whether such Buddhism is in fact a good model of life or
whether it is equal to toe-wiggling. If it is a good model of life, it consists of
potentially universal values, and if not, it doesn't. Any cultural beliefs or cer-
tainties are open to this challenge.

9.5 Validity and universality

Do these considerations affect our views concerning validity or "universal va-
lidity" (Allgemaingültigkeit)? The lesson is that even the validity of the "thick-
est" and most situation-specific judgements is "universal validity" in the sense
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of minimal universality (it would hold in relevantly similar situations no matter
who happens to be in the situation, no matter where) and non-perspectivality (it
is not indexed or dependent on who makes the judgement). The empirical sense
of universality as statistical commonness (how many people have chosen to
pursue this good; how frequently are there situations in which this norm is
valid) is not meta-ethically interesting. A more relevant distinction is that be-
tween categorical versus optional goods.

Now I will sum up the views of validity and universality that have
emerged in the discussions above: (i) minimal universality as containing no sin-
gular references, (ii) validity or genuineness of goods, (iii) non-perspectival or
non-indexed nature or ethical truth, non-relativity to judges, (iv) empirical uni-
versality, or statistical commonness, (v) the distinction between "potential uni-
versality" of optional goods and "strictly categorical universality" of categorical
goods, (vi) the distinction between the validity of thick and thin considerations,
(vii) the uniformist idea that "one size fits all".

(i) Values are minimally universal in the sense that they make no singular
references to people or to places or times. What is good for me, or here and
now, is good in sufficiently similar situations concerning anyone, anywhere,
anytime. As we have seen, in Joseph Raz's (2001, 54) characterization, a value is
universal if the following two points are true.

"1. The conditions for its application can be stated without use of singular references,
that is, without any reference to place or time, or to any named individual etc. 2. In
principle, it can be instantiated in any place and at any time."

The intelligibility of values demands this: two things cannot be similar in all
other respects, but differ in their value. We can call this 'minimal universality'.
The ethical point is that if it is legitimate for one mother to do X to protect her
child, then if there is no other difference than that it is a different mother, then it
is legitimate for that mother to do the same thing for her child (Pettit).

So "minimal universality" is the feature of values and norms, that they
contain no singular references, and this is relevant for the intelligibility of val-
ues. Intelligibility of values does not mean that the basic distinction, say, be-
tween just and unjust could be deduced from more basic premises, but it means
that in grasping the distinction, one grasps what is good about justice (as chil-
dren do when they learn to complain that something is unfair). And in applying
the qualitative distinctions, the intelligibility of judgements demands that al-
though there is no general formula that one could rely on in defending one's
view that x is the right thing to do here all-things-considered, one can point out
relevant features and make imaginative variations: if this or that feature would
be missing, the situation would be totally different etc. (One can further justify
the relevance of one feature by examining other situations where that feature
makes a difference)18.

                                                
18 This presupposes generalism about goods: in Dancy's (1993, 2000b) particularism the

relevance of a feature in one situation shows nothing about its relevance in some
other situation. See Raz's criticism (1999, chapter ten).
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Remarkably, Joseph Raz argues that even values created in history are
universal, because they fulfill these minimal conditions. The values related to
excellence in opera are minimally universal, and it would have been worth-
while to pursue excellence in opera even one thousand years B.C. if opera
would have been invented already by then. Because it had not been invented, it
was of course impossible, but if it had been possible it would have been worth-
while for the same reasons that it is worthwhile now. The evaluative features
are minimally universal in making no reference to times and places.

As we saw, minimal universality does not serve as a sufficient criterion of
value: there are also corresponding bads and evils, which are equally universal
in making no singular references.

(ii) What, then, does it mean that some end is good in itself, or that the
good is genuine or valid (as opposed to someone believing that they are)? It
means that the thick strongly evaluative concept in question picks out a real
good-making feature which is good in itself, irrespective of its possible instru-
mental value. All goods-in-themselves are valid, illusory goods are not goods at
all. The explanation of validity and goodness is necessarily circular in this way,
but like any concepts one needs to know how to use them, which one does not
do by learning definitions.

(iii) Minimal "universality" entails also a non-perspectival character of
truth: it is not "true for me" or "true for you" that X is a good knife for cutting
salmon. The evaluative features of the knife make a difference, and whatever is
true concerning them, is true "for everyone". This does not mean that everyone
would have to know it, but that no-one can voluntarily decide the matter differ-
ently (of course apart from changing the features of the knife). The point is not
that everyone ought to think about the knife and say that it is a good knife, but
that insofar as they make judgements about the goodness of the knife in that
respect (it may of course be bad in many other respects), it is the features of the
knife that determine the correctness of the answer, and not who one is. (No
doubt some tyrants might want to say "but don't you know who I am" but of
course that would not make any evaluative difference.)

Internalism suggests a restriction to the universal validity: goods are
genuine only when endorsed in the right way. Above internalism was rejected,
and externalism argued for. The point is that when I learn that some goals are
valid, I think that they would have been valid all along. Although the event of
getting knowledge about these goods makes them available, and makes it pos-
sible to pursue them and realize their value, this event does not give them their
value. According to externalism, the validity of all goods is universal. Universal
in what sense? Universal in the sense that their validity is independent of en-
dorsements, they are goods-for-everyone.

(iv) It is crucial that empirical or "statistical" universality is a totally differ-
ent sense of the term. There are two kinds of "empirical" universality: First, uni-
versality in relation to the persons or cultures who endorse the good in ques-
tion. Some goods are more common than some others, and some are possibly
endorsed by all cultures. Second, the frequency of situations in which the con-
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sideration is valid. The more thin or situation-inspecific description we give of a
good or a norm, the more situations it covers.

The suggestion is to divorce the validity of values and norms from their
'empirical' universality, i.e. whether they are pursued and observed by every-
one and whether they are valid in every situation.

Even if autonomy, or the practice of modern natural science, or ballroom
dancing are not universally practised, they are goods goals in whatever society
they are pursued (that is, if they are worthwhile goals in any society). If they are
worthwhile in themselves, and can give content to people's lives when success-
fully pursued, they would give content to life when successfully pursued even
for persons who at the moment have not even heard of those goals. Whether or
not goods internal to contingent historical practices are commonly practised,
the goods are genuine.

And even if these goods apply only to some situations (excellence in ball-
room dancing requires special settings), this does not diminish their validity in
those situations.

(v) Another question often discussed in terms of "universality" of "valid-
ity" is the optionality or strict categoricality, which is a deontic distinction: irre-
spective of the optional values one chooses to engage with, one ought always to
respect categorical norms. Suppose that there is some optional good, which is
universally pursued by every person (say sensuous pleasures), and some cate-
gorical good, which is also universally engaged with (say justice). Does the con-
cept of "universality" make a relevant difference between the validity of these
two goods? Perhaps in the sense that whether or not the strictly categorical
value is pursued, it ought to be pursued universally, by everyone. (Alterna-
tively, one could speak simply of optionality and categoricality when it is
meant). It may be helpful to speak of the validity of optional goods as "poten-
tially universal". This means that these goods are not categorically demanded,
but yet, they may be universally pursued as well. The strictly categorical goods
could then be called "universally categorical".

(vi) Often universal validity (Allgemeingültigkeit) is thought to be linked
with inspecific "thin" goods.19 Goods like justice or respect for persons or hon-
esty are universally categorical, and possibly also empirically universal: they
are pursued in all cultural communities under different specifications, and un-
der different descriptions. If they are not, they ought to be.

Yet we can equally well speak of validity of the thick characterizations.20

Indeed, judgements are more likely to be valid if characterized in a very thick
and specific way: the less specific generalizations are more likely to have ex-
ceptions to them (that is why the general norms are often only prima facie valid).
                                                
19 In Walzer's sense of thick and thin.
20 Yet, even though meta-ethically speaking specifications matter, it may well be that a

normative social or political theory must concentrate on some core political values
like well-being, justice, freedom, equality, democracy and some core primary goods
like rights or self-respect. What the meta-ethical considerations show is that norma-
tive theories, which leave specifications out of the picture, are at best generalizations,
which hold "for the most part".
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The specifications, if valid, are valid in an unrestricted manner: a good thing to
do in a highly specific kind of recurring situations is a good thing to do in those
situations, whether known by me or you or by no-one. The validity of the
judgement does not mean that the same thing would be a good thing to do in
other kinds of situations, only in relevantly similar situations. Its validity means
that it is not merely "good according to me" or "good according to those who
endorse these values". If the values are worth endorsing, it is good even if eve-
ryone does not endorse the values, or has not even heard of the values. In that
sense, even the specifications are universally valid, instead of being valid "for
the believers". This feature can be called "thick universality": also the specifica-
tions are universally valid, not only the same values under some "thin" descrip-
tion.

It is possible that categorical goods are the most weighty ones: not only is
there no choice whether one should count them as relevant considerations, but
among the relevant considerations they should always have priority. Yet, it may
be that some optional goals are in some situations more weighty than some
non-optional ones. For example, one has no obligation to get married and have
children, but yet the goods related to family-life may have a very high priority,
when one is married and has children. They may override some considerations,
which are relevant independently of one's choices.

(vii) There is further idea that in moral matters, "one size fits all". Indeed,
some moral and practical considerations, under some descriptions, are uniform:
everyone has an equal right to life, everyone has a reason to aim at good life,
everyone has a prima facie reason to help a drowning person when they can,
everyone has a prima facie reason to keep their promises etc. Such reasons, under
such descriptions, apply equally to everyone. One size fits all concerning such
prima facie duties, rights and reasons.

But the same reasons are also non-uniform when we take a look at the way
in which they apply to people. The particular factual features of the agents and
or their situations often make a difference: It is Mary (and not Paul) who ought
to save Peter from drowning, because she happens to be in a situation where
she can do so. It is Mary (and not Paul) who has a reason to spend her days
writing poems, because she is a poet, and a substantial aspect of her well-being
consists in engaging with the practice of poetry etc.

We can talk about the degree of substantive uniformity of some principles:
the less a principle admits of relevant differences, the more uniform it is. "To
each according to her need" is not a very uniform principle when applied to
concrete situations, because needs. But at the level of abstraction where the de-
tails of situations or needs are not taken into consideration, the universality of
the principle means that it is applied to all in a uniform manner, everyone's
needs have the same weight, it is just that someone's needs are more vital than
someone else's. It is therefore more correct to speak of "degree of uniformity at a
level of abstraction". The more uniform a principle is, the more concrete level
still gives the result that "one size fits all". Basic rights to life and liberty are
perhaps examples of fully uniform principles, they are fully equal even at the
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most concrete level of full details. They can be called (thoroughly) uniform
principles. The only relevant difference is whether someone is a rights-bearer or
not, and to each rights bearer the same right is attached.

9.6 Conclusion: internal criticism without internalist restrictions

Even though the non-internalist meta-ethical considerations presented here
deny that prevailing customs or institutions or appropriated frameworks are
somehow more valuable, merely because they exist, or because they are "ours",
there is a powerful argument for the view that substantive moral and political
theory should not start from an ideal theory, a utopia, but rather from the un-
derstandings we have here and now. It is an inevitable starting point to ask
what do we really believe in, what practices do we really have and how we
could improve them. Taylor often stresses the role of such articulation.

Internal criticism is of course preferrable for reasons of motivation: we are
motivated to pursue ends we are already attached to, so it makes sense to start
from these ends and ask whether they are valid, instead of starting from (other)
valid ends and asking how to get us motivated.

But there are also epistemic considerations favouring internal criticism.
Given the role of implicit moral knowledge, it is extremely unlikely that some-
one could come up with fully planned fully explicit revolutionary utopia, which
would work and be morally bearable, and which would not in fact be an im-
provement of the existing institutions. On the other hand, we know our own
views, practices and institutions, and we feel their inadequacies in our hearts
and souls. Feelings of moral outrage and ressentiment reveal these inadequacies
to us. The rationale for starting from here and improving is not based on any
kind of meta-ethical priority, that what exists or what is ours is closer to the
truth. On the contrary, given how badly we do with our existing frameworks
and practices, we would most likely do much worse job with something we are
less familiar with. The reason for improving from where we are is based on the
fallibility of human nature and knowledge, not on truth being mystically on our
side.

It is possible that our frameworks, practices and institutions are on a par
with realistic rivals. In such cases, the existing ones have a great advantage:
they exist already. Changes cost. It is not seldom that we know how to slightly
improve a practice or institution, but the costs of change override the benefits.
The meta-ethical considerations are, as they should, neutral between conserva-
tives and radical critics: it is the content, which determines which party is closer
to truth. The value of change itself depends on the circumstances: in sufficiently
wooden situations mere change in itself may be good in giving the sense that
change is possible, whereas in a sufficiently hectic world too rapid changes
even to the better may be bad.
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Further reasons for the method of internal criticism will be given in chap-
ter twelve, where the relevance of one's own commitments and orientations,
and the values of autonomy and authenticity will be further discussed. But even
if they would have no role, the role of implicit moral knowledge would heavily
favour the method of internal criticism: starting from where we are and im-
proving from here.



10 DOES MORAL REALITY NEED SOURCES?

In this chapter I argue that cultural moral realism does not, pace Charles Taylor,
need "moral sources" or "constitutive goods", and adding these concepts dis-
torts the basic insights of cultural moral realism.1 Yet the ideas of "moral topog-
raphy" or "moral space" as well as the idea of "ontological background pictures"
are valid, if separated from those notions. What does Taylor mean by these no-
tions?

As an introduction to Taylor's idea of moral topography we can take up
the fact that persons, in any culture or in any age, can feel "spiritually out of
joint":

"This is conceptually expressed in a host of ways: as being lost, or condemned, or ex-
iled, or unintegrated, or without meaning, or insubstantial, or empty, to name some
common categories. Corresponding to each of these descriptions of breakdown is
some notion of what it would be to overcome it, to have integration, or full being, to
be justified, or found, or whatever. But more, there is a notion of 'where' this integra-
tion, fulness, etc., might come from, cosmic order, or identity with Brahman, or unity
with God, or harmony with nature, or the attainment of rational insight, or finding
the strength to say "yes" to everything one is, or hearing the voice of nature within, or
coming to accept finitude, or …, again the list stretches on indefinitely."(Taylor
1988b, 300, italics added)2

Locating the source of integration, value, or goodness can be called an exercise
in 'moral topography'. In Taylor's view humans not only inescapably locate the
sources of value, but they also understand their own essence correspondingly.
Taylor's suggestive point related to a moral topography of the self is that what is

                                                
1 Taylor does not use "constitutive goods" and "moral sources" interchangeably, but

reserves the latter term for the motivating role of constitutive goods. For stylistic rea-
sons I will use these terms interchangeably, as well as "constitutive sources of good-
ness" and "constitutive sources of value". The specifically motivating role of moral
sources will be discussed in section 10.5 only.

2 Here Taylor (1988b, 300) himself makes the crucial admission, that in some cases "the
spatial metaphor seems strained, e.g., where we come to accept our finitude, or say
"yes" to what we are."
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essential as access to moral sources tells us what is essential in the self (or in
human agency, personhood or moral agency).

"An understanding of moral sources involves a corresponding conception of what in
us, what faculties, or levels, or aspects of our being, connects us to these sources - as
reason (understood substantively …) does to the Ideas, or reasoning (understood
formally …) does to the austere naturalist's acceptance of finitude, or our uncor-
rupted first impulses do to the voice of nature, or the will does in turning us to or
away from God, and so on."(Taylor 1988b, 302).

One cornerstone of my argument is the observation that both the metaphors of
'moral space', of 'locating' sources of good life and the idea of a 'moral topogra-
phy of the self' can be understood at two levels. First, at the level of ordinary
goods, evaluative properties and 'life-goods', and secondly, at the level of what
Taylor calls 'constitutive goods' and 'moral sources'. The first level concerns lo-
cating the values themselves, and the second level concerns locating sources of
value.

We can ask 'where' the integration to one's life comes from in a first-level
sense. The first level answer would be that it comes from what is important,
significant, meaningful, valuable, worthy, reasonable, obligatory, i.e. from the
level of life-goods. The notion of "life-goods" refers to the ordinary goals the
pursuit of which can give substance to one's life. Engagement with life-goods
and with what is of value is the source of the 'substance' or 'content' of one's life.
The second-level inquiry does not stop there, but asks further what is the source
of life-goods: what is the constitutive source of value, which makes the impor-
tant things important etc. Correspondingly, on the first level, the relevant ques-
tion about ourselves is what it is in us humans that gives us access to values,
whereas on the second level, the relevant question is how humans can be in
touch with the sources of value.

In Taylor's distinction between "life goods" and "constitutive goods", the
former are ordinary goods which are the specific contents of a good life. The latter
stand for

"features of the universe, or God, or human beings, (i) on which the life goods de-
pend, (ii) which command our moral awe or allegiance, and (iii) the contemplation of
or contact with which empowers us to be good." (1991b, 243).

The connection to constitutive goods "is what makes certain of our actions or aspi-
rations good; it is what constitutes the goodness of these actions and motives."
(1989a, 92, italics added). Thus, the dependence mentioned in (i) is of a constitu-
tive kind: the life goods would not be goods without the constitutive reality. Tay-
lor uses the term "moral sources" for something which has the motivational ca-
pacity to empower us to be good (iii). Taylor's examples of such constitutive
goods are God, Plato's Idea of the Good, and Kant's rational agency (ibid.). But
Taylor also claims that even the most anti-theological and anti-metaphysical ethics
similarly have a conception of moral source and a constitutive reality implicit in
them.3

                                                
3 Taylor 1994c, 212.
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In section one I reconstruct the central points of Taylor's theory of the first
layer of such moral space, consisting of ordinary goods and values embodied in
objects and situations, as experienced by valuers. In section two, I discuss the
notion of "ontological background pictures" implicit in the value-experiences. I
defend Taylor's suggestion that articulating such ontological features sheds
light on our moral reactions. I hope to show that Taylor's cultural moral realism
can stand on these notions alone, and that there is no further step that we need
to take in asking about the constitution of goods. The trick is to drive a wedge
between the concepts of ontological background pictures and constitutive
goods. If one manages to do that, one does not really have to argue much more,
one can almost observe the credibility of constitutive goods vanish into thin air.

In section three, I discuss Taylor's second level notions of "constitutive
goods", "moral sources" and "manifestation". I hope to show that such notions
are not only superfluous but also harmful for the cultural moral realism that the
first-level notions support.

The most pernicious effect that follows from postulating such "second-
level" entities, is that it makes it seem possible to question moral realism simply
by questioning the point, or existence, of "constitutive goods". I suggest aban-
doning these notions altogether.4 In section four I outline a theory without
them, a cultural moral realism which sees the evaluative and normative realms
as sui generis. In section five, I take a look at how such a sui generis moral realism
is related to a more Kantian understanding of "subjectivity as a source"
(Korsgaard, Habermas, Pippin) or to the idea that individual norms, decisions
and promises have sources (Raz).

In section six, I study five other roles that the notion of constitutive goods
has in Taylor's theory, apart from allegedly 'constituting' the goods. These roles
are related to motivation, modernity, the ontology of humans, and theism. I try
to show that alternative understandings of these are available, if we drop the
notion of 'constitutive goods'.

10.1 The first level notions: ordinary values and our access to them

Cultural ontology, engaged epistemology, universal validity

In this subsection I summarize what I take to be the main points on the first
level of Taylor's cultural moral realism. Its three core theses are: first, a theory of
values as relational and culturally laden, second, an epistemological view ac-

                                                
4 Nicholas H. Smith suggested that Taylor would probably agree that cultural moral

realism can stand on its own, without constitutive goods or moral sources, and that
the real controversy concerns the further claim that introducing such concepts is
harmful. I however think Taylor cannot really agree, given his claim that constitutive
goods constitute the goodness of ordinary life-goods. Taylor either disagrees with a
theory, which claims that constitutive goods have no function in the constitution of
goods, or has changed his mind.
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cording to which the engaged lifeworldly perspective is the one from which
values can be disclosed, and third, a claim that values are universally valid.

First, Taylor holds that the evaluative realm is subject-related, but it is not
subject-controlled.5 Taylor opposes subjectivist views, which subordinate values
to the desires, choices, sentiments or beliefs of agents. He stresses the "attentive
passivity" of moral experience.6 Yet human intentionality can be seen as con-
stitutive of the values, they do not exist independently of valuers as Platonism
would have it. Taylor argues against Platonism and the natural science model
for presupposing a false view concerning the reality of values, according to
which reality must be independent of humans. Morality and values guide hu-
man action, and they would not exist without agents or valuers.7

Humans react to situations, to the world around them, and to each other,
as if all these things were value-laden. There is a plurality of goods, each 'good'
naming an evaluative feature that a variety of objects can possess. Goods are
always more or less dependent on cultures and social forms: there are goods
internal to practices, which are both ontologically and epistemically dependent
on practices; but there are also goods which are merely epistemically dependent
on practices.8

Taylor follows the constitutive-expressive tradition in the theory of lan-
guage in claiming that language participates in creating the meanings that it
expresses, but at the same time it discloses the world as meaningful.9 Taylor
sees Heidegger's notion of clearing (Lichtung) as a refusal to locate meanings as
either independent of us, or as our projection. Such refusal avoids misguided
'onticizing'. The world of meanings is irreducibly relational to subjects. In my
view, it is this insight which Taylor compromises by adding the second level of
concepts, and demanding that moral sources be 'onticized' after all.

Second, the epistemological claim is at the same time the answer to the
question of "what in us" connects us to values: our affective-conative-cognitive
responses to the world disclose values. One must not subordinate emotions or
bodily know-how to detached reasoning, our access to value is engaged. In the
case of 'foreign goods' or foreign cultures, this may call for acquiring the rele-
vant evaluative concepts, and learning to understand the other culture.

Third, even though values are more or less 'cultural', in Taylor's view their
validity is not restricted in any sense to the cultural community of their origin,

                                                
5 We can say that the value is realized when valuers engage with value in the right way:

when we read books, see paintings, play tennis or spend time with our friends, the
value of the book, the painting, tennis or friendship is realized. (Raz 2001)

6 "Introduction" or "Self-interpreting Animals" in 1985a. See also 1995a, 115; 1989a, ch
3.

7 Taylor 1989a, chs 1 and 3. See also 1991b.
8 Even fully natural goods are 'sublated' as parts of evaluative vocabulary and their

meaning is altered through the second-order attitudes that people have to natural
values like sensuous pleasures.

9 See "Theories of meaning", "Language and human nature" in 1985a, "Heidegger,
Language and Ecology", "Lichtung or Lebensform" in 1995.
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or in an internalist manner to the community which endorses them, or even to
communities which have access to these values. Goods are "goods-for-
everyone".10 Some goods (like the well-being or the dignity of persons) are not
optional, but some goods are dependent on the person's or group's orientation.
The former are strictly universal, the latter are potentially universal. Goods in-
ternal to practices are potentially universal: the practice would be worthwhile
in principle for anyone, but there are rival practices, which are of roughly equal
value. In fact, the choice between internalism and universalism does not matter
to the discussion at hand, but it is worth pointing out that even universalism of
value is possible without presupposing any of the second level notions.

Valuers, evaluative features and bearers of value

In the relational ontology of values we can analytically distinguish several as-
pects: the valuer, the evaluative features, the cultural frameworks which are
needed for disclosing (and possibly constituting) the features, and finally the
bearer of value. This need not be taken as a suggestion that value can be re-
duced to these elements. Quite the contrary, values are irreducible. Yet differ-
ences in any of these can make a difference in the evaluative realm. By making
imaginative variations (asking whether a difference here would make a differ-
ence elsewhere), the role of these factors comes to light.

First of all, without valuers there would be no value. Valuers are, so to say,
the pillars on which the networks of value hang, or they are the places, Lichtung,
where values are realized. There is a plurality of valuers, and it may be that
they are not all equally sensitive to all evaluative aspects (even though they
might in principle have the same repertoire of evaluative concepts). So one kind
of disagreement concerning values may boil down to differences in the capaci-
ties of subjects to look closely enough at situations. Actuality of values presup-
poses "well tuned" valuers.

Secondly, there is a plurality of individual good-making features. Each
feature can be grasped with a (thick) evaluative concept focussing on a particu-
lar distinction between good and bad (just-unjust, kind-unkind, etc.)

Here some terminological clarifications are needed. Because a good life
consists of the pursuit of these goods, Taylor calls these "life goods" (as opposed
to constitutive goods, whose function is to explain the goodness of life-goods).
Following MacIntyre, Taylor thinks that various practices have goods internal
to them (excellence in chess can be realized only by playing chess), but Taylor
thinks there are also life-goods transcending the limits of any given practice,
and which are nevertheless realized in a life.11 For example, well-being is a good
                                                
10 Taylor 1989a, 61. As we saw in chapter nine, Taylor's defence of universalism is,

however, qualified. He admits that relativism is a real possibility, and whether we
should opt for relativism or universalism depends on real encounters between cul-
tures. I think we need to distinguish the meta-ethical question of validity of values
and the empirical question of intercultural understanding from one another more
clearly.

11 Taylor 1994a
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that transcends the limits of any particular practice. These goods may often con-
flict, but yet they are genuine goods. The most central of these life goods
(whether internal to or transcending the limits of practices) Taylor calls "hyper-
goods".12 Thus the terms "hypergoods" and "lifegoods transcending any par-
ticular practice" simply denote sub-categories of first-level life-goods; unlike the
second level "constitutive goods" which will be discussed below.13

The plurality of goods gives rise to conflicts, which may have many
equally good or equally bad solutions. The different choices in such situations
are a source of divergence, but not really of disagreement: two people can agree
that there is a reasonable divergence between incommensurable goods.

The overall value of an object consists of the holistic constellation of many
individual evaluative features. Overall evaluative judgements can be articulated
with more detailed description of the relevant evaluative aspects. A musical
composition can be good because of the chords, melody and orchestration are
each good in their own way, and perhaps all this is crowned in the way in
which all these elements combine together to form an organic whole etc. The
sense in which evaluative disagreements may be resolved by 'looking closer' is
related to such more detailed aspects of value. In that sense, the overall value of
a thing consists of its individual evaluative aspects and the totality that they
form. Such articulation (in terms of other ordinary goods or value-terms) in that
sense gives us the 'constitution' of the overall value. But that would merely be
to say that upon analysis, we see that value consists of value. 14

Thirdly, in the light of their conceptions of the good, moral agents evalu-
ate all kinds of things: desires, feelings, the ends of actions, characters, ways of
life, situations, practices, social and political arrangements, their relation to na-
ture etc. One can say (although Taylor does not use such a term) that these are
"bearers of value", or instances of evaluative properties.15

"Through language, a world is disclosed; a world in which features are located,
which is also a locus of strong goods, of objects of the specifically human emotions,
and of human relations."("Heidegger, Language, Ecology", in Taylor 1995a, 120)

Now there is a quite natural meaning to talk of "moral space" or "moral topog-
raphy" which can be expressed with the help of the idea of "bearers of value".
These bearers of value may be located in space. They can, for example, be 'inner'
                                                
12 Taylor 1989a, 63-73.
13 One may add that possibly all first-level goods are not "life goods", because death

and suffering may also have human meaning. See Taylor 1999 & Smith 2002.
14 We could add that engaging with values presupposes knowledge of these values,

and knowledge presupposes mastery of relevant distinctions. Any distinction (say
between noble and base, kind and unkind etc.) is in turn part of a bigger framework
of distinctions, and the meaning of each distinction is dependent on its role in the
whole framework. Introducing new distinctions alters the meaning of other value-
terms. Each individual has an evaluative framework consisting of the general con-
ceptions of the good. Within a culture these are of course convergent to a large ex-
tent. Differences in value-knowledge, or in conceptions of the goods, are the major
source of moral disagreement.

15 See Taylor 1985a, chapters 1 and 2.
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(valuable experiences); social (an unjust system of taxation); or natural (the
value of diversity in nature, or the well-being of individual animals). Thus the
reality surrounding moral agents and the inner life of moral agents is meaning-
ful and consists of bearers of value, i.e. of either intrinsically or instrumentally
valuable aspects of reality. This view is critical of a sharp fact/value -
distinction. Our thick evaluative concepts cannot always be analyzed into a de-
scriptive and an evaluative part.

This gives us the first-order meaning in which moral agents live in a
"moral space". The first level of moral space consists of these bearers of value. I
find the metaphor of moral space especially fruitful in the way in which it
points towards the phenomenological finding that the world that agents en-
counter makes claims and demands on them; agents feel drawn to do various
things. The world we live in is not neutral, but evaluatively and normatively
laden. These demands are multiple, and relate to oneself, to other subjects, to
social relations, to cultural objects and to nature. According to Taylor, moral
agents encounter demands which transcend human well-being, related to ecol-
ogy for example.16 The evaluative aspect of the world is revealed in the light of
our evaluative framework or vocabulary.

The metaphors of "moral map" and "one's own orientation" work particu-
larly well with the concept of moral space outlined above.17 The moral map
consists of our conceptions of what is good, and our orientation consists of our
own goals, our own selections and specifications of the goods which we pursue
in the course of our own lives.

It is crucial for my argument here that while the existence of such a "space
of bearers of value" admits a localization of bearers of value, it does not require
any kind of localization of "moral sources". For Taylor, an essential aspect of a
"moral space" is the location of moral sources, but my purpose is to question
this. Thus, insofar as we mean only evaluative aspects of situations, or evalua-
tive properties of value-bearers, to talk of "moral topography" or "moral space",
and the corresponding notion of "moral map" is quite legitimate. Adding the
notions of moral sources and constitutive goods adds a redundant second layer,
fraught with difficulties, to the idea of moral topography.

But before turning to the notion of constitutive goods, we can study the
notion of "ontological background pictures". Criticism of the notion of constitu-

                                                
16 See especially "Heidegger, Language, Ecology", in Taylor 1995a: "[W]e can think of

the demands of language also as a demand that things put on us to disclose them in a
certain way. This amounts to saying that they demand that we acknowledge them as
having certain meanings. But this manner of disclosure can in crucial cases be in-
compatible with a stance of pure instrumentality toward them. Take wilderness, for
instance. It demands to be disclosed as "earth", as the other to "world""(125) "But a
purely technological stance, whereby we see the rain forests as only a standing re-
serve for timber production, leaves no room for this meaning. Taking this stance is
"annihilating" wilderness in its very meaning, even before we step in and fell all the
trees, to parallel Heidegger's remark about things and the atom bomb."(125-6) "Our
goals here are fixed by something we should properly see ourselves as serving. So a
proper understanding of our purposes has to take us beyond ourselves", (126.)

17 Taylor 1989a, chapters 2 & 3.
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tive goods does not mean criticism of that notion. Taylor does not separate
these as clearly as they are separated here, and being able to drive a wedge
between them is actually a crucial point in the argument. The claim is that "con-
stitutive goods" adds nothing plausible to the idea of an ontological background
picture. The first layer of moral space implies ontological background features,
but not constitutive goods.

10.2 Ontological background pictures

The claim that we can drop the question of moral sources, or at least the ques-
tion of 'locating' moral sources, does not mean that we cannot analyze the
goods or evaluative properties. Different kinds of disagreements, divergences
or differences reveal various variables in the constitution of value. I have al-
ready mentioned the plurality of valuers, evaluative features and bearers of
value, but one more factor needs to be thematized.

Evaluative features can sometimes be illuminated by focussing on the on-
tological features of the bearer of the value. That is, sometimes making sense of
diverging evaluative reactions requires articulating the ontological background
pictures implicit in the reactions. Sometimes moral disagreements follow from
ontological disagreements (as in abortion debates for example).

"It is one thing to say that I ought to refrain from manipulating your emotions or
threatening you, because that is what respecting your rights as a human being re-
quires. It is quite another to set out just what makes human beings worthy of commanding
our respect … Our conceptions of what makes humans worthy of respect have shaped
the actual schedule of rights we recognize, and the latter has evolved over the centu-
ries with changes in the former. "(Taylor 1989a, 77, italics added).

In Taylor's view, our intuitive views concerning the moral respect that we owe
to each other have two facets:

"On one side, they are almost like instincts, comparable to our love of sweet things,
or our aversion to nauseous substances, or our fear of falling; on the other, they seem
to involve claims, implicit or explicit, about the nature and status of human beings.
From this second side, a moral reaction is an assent to, an affirmation of, a given on-
tology of the human."(Taylor 1989a, 5).

Articulating the ontological background picture makes sense of our moral reac-
tions. "Ontological accounts offer themselves as correct articulations of our 'gut'
reactions of respect"18. "[O]ntological accounts have the status of articulations of
our moral instincts. They articulate the claims implicit in our reactions."19

Again, it is relevant that it is possible to articulate intuitions concerning
these ontological features, and yet say nothing about "constitutive goods" or
"moral sources". This is a distinction that Taylor does not draw very clearly, but

                                                
18 Taylor 1989a, 6.
19 Taylor 1989a, 8.
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if such ontological background features were the whole story about constitutive
goods/moral sources, these concepts would be quite acceptable.20 These onto-
logical features shape the first layer of moral space, that of ordinary values and
bearers of value.

For example, if the autonomy of persons, the justice of societal taxation
systems, or the well-being of a dog are valuable, then these evaluative proper-
ties (autonomy, justice, well-being) have constitutive relations to other proper-
ties (what is the capacity of this person to cope in situations of a certain kind?,
how are different groups of people being taxed in this society? How much does
the dog get to run around?) and to the general ontological features of the class
in question (persons, societies, dogs). For instance, the well-being of a dog
partly consists in sufficient exercise and the level of "sufficiency" depends on
what the dog needs. Similarly, the autonomy of a person partly consists of a
sufficient capacity to cope in certain kinds of choice-situation, but again suffi-
ciency depends on what kinds of choice-situation people can reasonably be ex-
pected to cope with, etc. Ontological background pictures are general concep-
tions concerning these ontological features.

It is not of course the pictures, but the ontological features themselves,
which co-determine the shape of the moral space. These can be called 'ontologi-
cal features of the bearers of value'. Something has to be a mental state (belong
to the category of "mental states") to be a pain, and something has to be a living
being to flourish, and someone must be a person to have a more or less virtuous
character, and something must be an act to be the right thing to do etc. The
evaluative layer of the world would be totally different if the ontological fea-
tures of mental states, flowers, persons and acts were different.

Taylor points out that articulating these ontological features, or our im-
plicit grasp of them, can be laborious. For example, when one is asked why se-
verely retarded or comatose humans ought to be granted the same kind of a
right to life as actually autonomous persons, we may not have a readily articu-
lated answer at hand. Yet we may have strong intuitions concerning morally
relevant differences between such people and less developed animals. The ac-
cusation of potential 'speciesism' challenges one to articulate this difference.21

Taylor has put forward the qualification that sometimes issues of 'advo-
cacy' are not very closely connected to ontological issues.22 Taylor's example is

                                                
20 Taylor writes that "the various ontological accounts attribute predicates to human

beings - like being creatures of God, or emanations of divine fire, or agents of rational
choice - which seem rather analogous to theoretical predicates in natural science, in
that they (a) are rather remote from our everyday descriptions by which we deal
with people around us and ourselves, and (b) make reference to our conception of
the universe and the place we occupy in it." (Taylor 1989a, 7). There is also a level not
so remote to our everyday descriptions. We routinely think of persons, animals,
plants, artefacts, institutions, practices and pains as having relevant ontological dif-
ferences.

21 Kitchen 1999, 36. The locus classicus of such an argument is Peter Singer, Practical eth-
ics. See also above, chapter three.

22 "Cross-purposes", in Taylor 1995.
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the ontological issue of holism versus atomism and the 'advocacy' issue of indi-
vidualism versus collectivism. One can be an individualist and think that the in-
dependence of individuals from others in ruling their own lives is a valid goal,
even if one is a holist and thinks that even normatively independent individuals
are dependent on society and others. Taylor is such a holist individualist him-
self. Yet, one can point out that two advocates of individualism may have dis-
agreements on what their individualism entails, if one of them is an atomist and
the other one a holist. Therefore, ontological issues and advocacy issues are al-
ways at bottom connected. Certainly, there can be holist individualists, but they
are bound to differ from atomist individualists.

So far we have approached various aspects which are in different ways
illuminative of the constitution of values: the subject; the plurality of evaluative
properties; the bearers of evaluative properties; the frameworks of thick
evaluative concepts, and finally the ontological features which are constitutive
of the shape of the moral space, and to which the "ontological background pic-
tures" relate.

The evaluative features and their bearers give us a first-level answer to the
question of 'where' we get content for our lives from. Engaging with values,
living in the moral space and pursuing good goals gives substance and content
to our lives. This suggestion is in disagreement with Taylor. Taylor seems to
suggest that the source of the meaning of life in general can be captured in one
single ontological account of 'constitutive reality'. One can think, pace Taylor, that
the content to life comes from a plurality of sources. If my life is meaningful, the
reflective question of its general meaning does not necessarily arise. If the ques-
tion is to be posed, then the answer may as well be found from concrete life-goods
as from a connection to a moral source. (see Löw-Beer 1991, 229). This is the ra-
tionale for keeping the two levels separate.

10.3 Does the constitution of goods need 'constitutive goods'?

A further question?

According to Taylor, moral agents have more or less implicit or explicit further
views concerning the source of the value, or goodness, of the ideals or evaluative
properties.23 They have an answer to the question of what makes these ideals
good or what makes good-making properties good-making instead of neutral. In
Taylor's terms, moral agents have conceptions of "constitutive goods" (which
Taylor also calls "moral sources" when he discusses their role in moral motiva-
tion). These constitutive goods are "constitutive sources" of value (as opposed to
historical sources of value-beliefs). Taylor's examples of constitutive goods in-

                                                
23 Taylor 1988b, Taylor 1989a, chapters 4 and 5.
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clude the Platonic idea of the Good, theistic God, the Romantic view of the
"voice of nature" and the capacities of the subject.24

The question of constitutive goods is a specific way of posing a meta-
ethical question about the nature of values and norms. In its general form this
question is quite legitimate: people have different meta-ethical views, some are
subjectivists, some are objectivists, some are Platonists, some are projectivists.
The suggestion outlined above is a realist one: values are a layer of meaning in
the human relation to the world, experienced by and reacted to by moral
agents, with their sensibilities and mastery of evaluative vocabulary, from
within their lifeworldly perspectives. Further, according to this view, the land-
scape of evaluative features follows the general ontological features of the land-
scape consisting of bearers of value.

Taylor's notion of constitutive goods goes one step further. There is an
ontological source to such value.25 To repeat, the concept of constitutive goods
presupposes there are "features of the universe, or God, or human beings, (i) on
which the life goods depend, (ii) which command our moral awe or allegiance,
and (iii) the contemplation of or contact with which empowers us to be good."
(1991b, 243).

This idea can be captured with a legislation-analogy: some source has leg-
islated that such and such properties count as good (for example God or the
autonomous will of moral agents). Or if the legislation-analogy is misleading in
being too voluntaristic, we can perhaps say that there is an 'ontological feature
of the source', which somehow guarantees or participates in producing the fact

                                                
24 Cf. however the longer list of candidate sources in 1988b.
25 B. Williams (1990) notes in his review of Sources of the Self: "If we ask where the ap-

peal of ... values, their pull on us, "comes from," we are likely to be met with familiar
philosophical questions. What does "come from" mean?". He gives four candidates:
First, we might be interested in the ways that some values depend on others. Such
explanations stop somewhere, but there is nothing wrong with that. This is what
Taylor calls providing "basic reasons". Second, Williams points out that "if, on the
other hand, we are concerned with psychological or historical explanations, these
will not give any further insight into the value of anything." Such psychological (or
sociobiological) explanations explain how it came about that someone values some-
thing, without shedding light on the desirability characteristics of the valued object.
This is a kind of disengaged explanation not interested in what is valued, but rather
in some supposed neutral mechanisms explaining why we (project) 'value' on some-
thing. Taylor (like Williams) is very suspicious of the credentials of such explana-
tions. Third, Williams continues "what we value is, unsurprisingly, connected with
what we believe about human beings and the world. ... One of Taylor's aims is to
look behind our values for the images of humanity that naturally support or encour-
age them." This is the question of "ontological background pictures or ontological
background features. Fourthly, Williams notes that "these images, moreover, change
over time, and the attitudes we think of as typical of modern life have a history: to
trace their sources is also to trace their history." This, again, is the question of histori-
cal sources. A related meaning of 'sources' is the broader historical context of "forma-
tive sets of views", such as Enlightenment naturalism, Romanticist expressivism and
Theism. In my interpretation Taylor further struggles to formulate a fifth question,
that of constitutive sources of goodness (or morality, or normativity, or value), and lo-
cating these constitutive sources 'somewhere', in answering 'where' do values come
from.
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that such-and-such a feature is good. For example, the Platonic "Idea of the
Good" may determine that justice is good.

Taylor claims that the most anti-theological and anti-metaphysical ethics also
have some conception of a moral source and a constitutive reality implicit in them.

"Even in the most anti-theological and anti-metaphysical ethic there is such a mo-
ment of the recognition of something which is not made or decided by human be-
ings, and which shows a certain way of being to be good and admirable. This may be
nothing beyond the disenchanted universe which is the human predicament along
with the human potentiality to respond the way Dr. Rieux does [i.e. a courageous
mode of solidarity to humans in their suffering, unsupported by any of the comfort-
ing illusions of religion or teleological history.]" (1994c, 212).

I fully agree with Taylor's claim that this kind of denial that values, or meaning of
any kind, are immanent in the universe, is still a metaphysical picture of some
kind. I also agree that all humans are strong evaluators, and implicitly hold that
something is good, and that they are sometimes right in their views. Yet I think
that one cannot say that the metaphysical picture constitutes the goodness of all the
goods. The different goods have different features, by which we recognize them
as good. The ontological features of the bearer of value can be of help in making
intelligible why it is good. The point is that despite this criticism of the notion of
'constitutive good', the ontological background beliefs as discussed above are
relevant to the particular contents of morality. For example, the reason why we
think animals ought not to be tortured derives from our belief that they are sen-
tient ('an ontological background belief'), and is independent of whether we think
that morality is in the end a matter of human will, divine will, or ontic logos ('the
constitutive reality').

Taylor views the 'identification' of the source as a matter of 'locating' the
source: knowing the source, we know 'where' the value comes from. The idea of
locating the sources adds another layer to the idea of 'moral space'. Not only a
bearers of value located, making the world we live in evaluatively laden, but
'constitutive sources' are also located. The values somehow come from some-
where.

Locating access, a historical source, manifestation

Before going on to a more detailed analysis of the various functions that con-
stitutive goods have in Taylor's theory, we need to distinguish, first, between
locating the source and locating the access to the source. Further, we have to
distinguish between the historical source of an ideal, and the constitutive source
of value. Third, it is illuminating to connect Taylor's concepts of "manifesta-
tion/epiphany" to that of a "source".

First, Taylor points out that for Augustine, the source of value was still
God, but Augustine made an "inward turn" in relation to the epistemic access to
the source. Later, after Rousseau or thereabouts, this inwardness was reinter-
preted as being a source of its own, and being in touch with one's feelings was
interpreted as an important moral ideal. This example shows that locating the
source of value cannot be equated with locating the access to the source.
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Second, although Taylor traces the historical source of many modern
Western ideals to Christianity, this is not the same as showing that God is there-
fore a constitutive source of these ideals. The ideal of autonomy has Christian
roots. Autonomous will was attributed to God before to humans. Yet, when at-
tributed to humans, the constitutive source of the value of autonomy need not
be God, but, for example, the capacity of humans to govern themselves. Thus,
historical sources and constitutive sources of values cannot be equated. (The
secular culture can simply think of the Christian belief-systems as fruitful er-
rors.)26

Third, what Taylor writes about "manifestation", "expression" or "epiph-
any" can clarify his notion of constitutive goods. Taylor tries to mediate be-
tween two extremes in his ontology of values: values are not totally independ-
ent of human activity, but neither are they mere human constructions. Taylor
would claim that languages and cultures disclosing values, meanings and
goods are human-made, but that the human linguistic activity which brings
about meanings and values at the same time expresses or makes manifest
something else besides, a deeper reality. This 'something' can then be a source
within me, or human nature, nature at large, or a supernatural source, etc. What
manifests itself in the human meaning-creating or value-creating activity is the
constitutive good with which humans are in a contact. Thus, even when the
source of the goodness of the bearers of value seems to be the shared cultural
praxis, it may be that the real source is behind this praxis, manifesting itself
through the praxis.

Therefore for Taylor, the notions of "constitutive good"/"moral source" on
the one hand and "source of manifestations/epiphanies" on the other hand are
internally connected: "Realizing an epiphany is a paradigm case of what I called

                                                
26 It seems that Ruth Abbey does not distinguish between historical sources and 'con-

stitutive' sources. See Abbey 2000 and Laitinen 2001. My view is that studying the
historical origins of the ideals we live by can enrich our self-understanding in very
valuable ways. My criticism of the notions of moral sources and constitutive goods is
not meant as a criticism of interest in historical origins.

Compare to Paul Ricoeur who (in Changeux & Ricoeur 2000, 26) refers to Tay-
lor in distinguishing three levels of reasons to believe in the universal character of
morality, first that of ordinary discourse and strong evaluations, secondly that of
philosophical or other rationalizations and thirdly "what he [Taylor] calls "sources"
or deep motivations for belief, that is found in the cultural heritage of the great civili-
zations. Our own heritage Taylor sees as deriving from three traditions: Judeo-
Christianity, the Enlightenment, and also Romanticism, which in his view extends up
through the ecological movement of the present day. I believe that democracy draws
upon this treasure of sources, or resources, and rests upon the capacity of citizens not
only to support each other but also to aid each other. This capacity has its roots in all
three traditions, the first of which founds justice on love, the second on reason, and
the third on our relationship, and that of the natural environment, to life."(Ricoeur in
Changeux & Ricoeur 2000, 26). Unlike Ricoeur, I focus on "constitutive goods/moral
sources" as a term of art at the second level, the level of philosophical meta-ethics.
See below (10.6) for my views concerning the ways in which my criticism of "consti-
tutive goods/moral sources" may affect Taylor's influential historical narrative con-
cerning Christianity, the Enlightenment and Romanticism.
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recovering contact with a moral source."27 The idea is that if we see the first-
level evaluative reality as a manifestation from some source, it makes sense to
'locate' the source somewhere.

It may help in seeing the relevance of this point to note that the source can
be related to the good directly or indirectly. In the direct picture, the source of
value does its work behind the back of subjects and cultures in the sense that
subjects and cultures merely try to grasp what has been independently legis-
lated as good. God made it the case that the well-being of dogs matters, and this
is a fact to be found out by the subjects. What has been said about the relational
nature of values seems to rule out this picture as too Platonic.

In Taylor's indirect picture moral subjects, from within the cultures they
continuously create, help (continuously) to create the moral reality, and the
moral source works through the subjects. Moral agents are "vehicles of cosmic
spirit" to borrow Taylor's phrase in his books on Hegel.28 In creating the practi-
cal reality, they at the same time make manifest something else, some deeper
reality. This is a rather ingenious move, in that it leaves everything said above
about the first layer intact, and yet manages to make room for a further source
of values.

It leads to difficulties, however. First of all, in carefully avoiding a straight-
forward defence of theism, Taylor puts forward the idea of a plurality of mod-
ern moral sources. The doctrine of a plurality of constitutive goods is, however,
very peculiar, leading to somewhat absurd consequences. Secondly, the second-
level source is an idle wheel; all the work is done by the elements already at
place. If there is an independent motivation for introducing such a concept (for
example religious convictions) then fine. But without some such extra motiva-
tion there is simply no point in introducing further idle wheels. After all, one
could always add more idle wheels by asking what is the source of the source,
and its source etc. The conclusion must be that morality or values do not need
sources any more than any other aspects of the world: empirical facts, natural
laws, mathematics etc.29

The plurality of modern moral sources?

The second-order notions play a central role in Taylor's analysis of modernity
and in fact he introduces them as tools for historical analysis. In Taylor's view,
the premodern suggestion of a normative cosmos is no longer credible, and the
theistic picture is no longer unproblematically shared. The new, specifically
modern localizations of moral sources concern the nature and the inner realm of
subjects. Modernization has meant the pluralization of moral sources. (This claim

                                                
27 Taylor 1989a, 425. Later Taylor adds "including im-, a-, and non-moral

sources"(Taylor 1989a, 426), because the evaluative and practical realm is not re-
stricted to morality in the narrow sense, and because some strong evaluators may be
immoral.

28 Taylor 1975, 1979.
29 Compare to the quote from J. Raz, footnote 45 below.
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about the plurality of moral sources is of course different from the widely ac-
cepted thesis of the irreducible plurality of goods) This stress on plurality
shows that the readings according to which Taylor's moral theory has strictly a
theistic foundation are clearly one-sided, but it has problems of its own.

One problem which Taylor claims to be related to our contemporary pre-
dicament is that there is no shared public language for the articulation of moral
sources. The language of poets or authors, which resonates with personal expe-
riences, is Taylor's favourite example of the kind of articulation that moral
sources can have nowadays.30 The dilemma is that articulation is necessary for
moral motivation and self-understanding, but this articulation is possible in late
modern times almost only through poetic expression.31 This, together with the
unresolvability of metaphysical debates stressed, for example, by John Rawls,
should make one skeptical about the power of moral sources to fight against
moral erosion.32

There is another striking feature in Taylor's historical narrative: Taylor
does not consistently regard shared horizons of significance as constitutive
goods. The idea of a shared cultural lifeform does not figure among the three
dimensions of constitutive goods that Taylor mentions.33 If Taylor is a pluralist
concerning constitutive goods, why would he not take "cultural horizons of sig-
nificance" to be one constitutive good among others? He says that a Wittgen-
steinian (on one interpretation of Wittgenstein) model of morality takes these
shared webs of meaning to be the sole source of our conceptions of the good.34

This model would locate the source of value, not in nature or behind it, nor in
the capacities of individuals, but in the shared horizons of significance, in the
light of which nature would be interpreted, and in whose light the lifeworldly
reality is constituted. It appears that this idea of horizons of significance corre-
sponds to what Taylor means by a constitutive good: the source, which contrib-
utes the goodness to the life-goods. According to this Wittgensteinian model,
shared horizons of significance do exactly that.

This view is even very close to Taylor's own view, he thinks that such ho-
rizons of significance are indeed necessary; but in Sources of the Self Taylor does
not even discuss these horizons as a source of value, but takes them to contrib-
ute to the disclosure of value.35 Moral sources can be disclosed only with the help
                                                
30 Taylor 1989a, chapters 22-25.
31 Taylor 1989a, 428.
32 Rawls 1993.
33 See however, Taylor 2002.
34 On "sophisticated naturalism", that Taylor also calls this position, see 1989a, 67ff.

Taylor also interprets Hume as a forerunner of this position, see 1989a, 343-347. On
the interpretation that Taylor himself could be taken to be Wittgensteinian in this
sense, see Rosen 1991, Rosa 1995, 1996, 1998.

35 Above I have discussed the variety of culture-ladenness of values, and defended the
view that there are purely culturally created (not merely disclosed) values (e.g. goods
internal to practices) and purely natural values which may be disclosed even without
a culture (e.g. sensuous pleasures) and various culturally disclosed values between
these extremes. See section 8.2.
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of such cultural webs of meaning, but what is disclosed is not the culture itself.
This is a central distinction that Taylor draws between the Wittgensteinian no-
tion of Lebensform and the Heideggerian notion of Lichtung. One could interpret
these two notions analogously to what Taylor says of Augustine and Rousseau:
for Augustine inwardness was a way of access to God, for Rousseau inward-
ness was a moral source. In the Heideggerian Lichtung-model a cultural lifeform
is a way of access to meanings that flow from another source, whereas for the
Wittgensteinian Lebensform-model the cultural form of life is the source of these
meanings. Thus it seems that the Wittgensteinian Lebensform ought to be con-
sidered a possible moral source in the same sense that Rousseau's inner nature
is.36 Thus, Taylor's thesis concerning the plurality of modern constitutive goods
would be more consistent if a concrete form of life were to be included among the
constitutive goods.

Taking life-forms into account adds to the plurality of moral sources.
Whether or not we think of life-forms as sources, we have to decide what to
make of the idea of plurality. As a thesis belonging to the realm of the history of
ideas, Taylor's thesis concerning the plurality of moral sources is illuminating.
Many individuals do indeed have sympathy with both naturalism and with ex-
pressive romanticism. But does the idea of divided sympathies make sense at
the level of constitutive goods, as Taylor suggests?

The plurality of constitutive goods is a very peculiar meta-ethical position:
the goodness of goods is constituted in relation to several sources, either so that
each good is constituted in relation to a different source, or so that all goods are
constituted in relation to all sources. It is hard to understand what this might
mean, and here one can wish that Taylor would clarify his position. On the
other hand, dropping the notion of constitutive goods rids us of these problems
as well.

Although Taylor conceives constitutive goods as plural, they are not quite
as plural as ordinary goods. Taylor does not consider an analogue of panthe-
ism, "pan-sourcism". This "pan-sourcism" would hold that every evaluative
property is its own source, whatever that would mean exactly. But taking this
position would collapse the two-level structure: if each value is its own source,
there is only the layer of values, no source of value "behind" them, nor is there a
fountain among them, from where the value might be considered to emanate. In
substance, this "pan-sourcism" is equivalent to the one-level theory, but adds
conceptually futile elements. Everyone would agree that it is better to stop
talking about sources than to talk about "pan-sourcism". Thus one possible
route in arguing against the notions of constitutive goods and moral sources
would be a reductio ad absurdum: these notions lead one to "pan-sourcism".

                                                
36 "Lictung and Lebensform: Parallels between Heidegger and Wittgenstein", "Heideg-

ger, Language and Ecology", in 1995a.
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Exorcizing the sources: superfluous or arbitrary

Relationship to a "constitutive good" is supposed to be what constitutes and ac-
counts for the goodness or ordinary goods. Thus, articulating constitutive
goods is supposed to make it intelligible why something is good. My critical
claim is quite simply that it does not. Given the analysis of ontological back-
ground features, it is hard to see what further role the source could have. If it
does not rely on the elements already introduced, the source is arbitrary, and if
it adds an element that does no work, it is superfluous and idle. Postulating idle
wheels is not incoherent, but must have independent motivation.

As we have already seen, the articulation of the ontological features of
bearers of value makes intelligible the differences in our ethical relations to per-
sons, to societies, to works of art and to animals. The way we care for the well-
being of animals presupposes that animals are sentient, and that they have
some species-typical goals, success in attaining which gives them satisfaction.
Persons have 'dignity' because they have value-consciousness and can be re-
sponsible for their own lives. Ontological pictures shape our responses to value,
and ontological features shape the evaluative properties themselves.

Engagement with values is the source of 'substance' or value in our own
lives, but the articulation of constitutive goods is supposed to give us an answer
to the source of the values we engage with: where did life-goods like "well-
being" and "justice" and "dignity" acquire their goodness from?

In Taylor's picture, an honest character, a dog that is well, an autonomous
human person and a just society are all connected to some (perhaps one and the
same) constitutive good, which makes it the case that the honesty, well-being,
autonomy and justice are good and valuable things. The constitutive source in
question can be the subject, nature or God. The well-being of the dog matters to
us, it is a good in itself, because this constitutive good "says so" or "makes it the
case". In Taylor's picture something (external to the dog) "determines" or "leg-
islates" that the well-being of the dog is the good thing. Once this legislation has
taken place, value-bearers can be intrinsically good things.

If we personify the source, we can ask the well-known question: is some-
thing good because the source wills it, or does the source will it because it is
good? The second answer makes the source idle. The functioning of the source
already presupposes the goodness. So we are left with the first answer. Ac-
cording to this, the source actively makes it the case that, say, justice, rather
than injustice, is good. The source could have functioned differently as well
(and if it could not have, we have the second answer making sources idle). Now
we must ask, is this arbitrary variant really credible as a theory of the source of
morality and values? As Taylor's theory is meant to cover not only religious
ethics, but all variants of moral theory, certainly this arbitrary variant cannot be
taken seriously. The main point is that it does not make the realm of values in-
telligible, but on the contrary it contributes to our seeing the evaluative realm in
an arbitrary manner. Instead of shedding light, it casts a shadow.

My claim is not that it is incoherent to believe that all values do in fact de-
pend on the will of God, but simply that such a belief does not add to our un-
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derstanding of the values, or our understanding of the constitution of the val-
ues. The motivation for holding on to such a belief must be external to our
value-beliefs. This is harmful for cultural moral realism in making it more vul-
nerable to criticism. Criticism of moral sources should not be seen as criticism of
moral realism.37

But what if the legislating will of the moral source is not arbitrary? For ex-
ample, we can ask why all humans should have equal basic rights. If the answer
is that God has created all humans to have equal capacities, we are informed
about an ontological feature of the bearer of values: it is an ontological feature
of humans to have equal capacities (created by God). But in that case, it is the
ontological feature of the bearer of value, not its source, that sheds light to the
question.

So the source without an answer to the ontological features or other aspects
of the first-level constitution of values makes values arbitrary. The legislation-
metaphor with an answer to the ontological features of the kind makes the
source irrelevant. (Something is God's will, because it is good). There seems to
be one relation too many, if we add constitutive goods to the picture.

Although Taylor's indirect way of linking sources to morality using the
notion of manifestation is very subtle, it nevertheless makes moral sources idle,
and is based on wrong motivations and is harmful in additional ways. It is idle,
because the evaluative reality can be equally well fully constituted without such
sources. It is based on wrong motivations, because postulating idle wheels does
not arise from the analysis of the area in question, but, for example, from relig-
ious motivations. But further, it is harmful because it gives the impression that
moral realism or evaluative realism stands in need of a source in a more direct
way than, say, scientific realism or mathematical realism. In these areas, too,
one can postulate idle sources, but it would be harmful if one could argue
against scientific realism by arguing against a postulated constitutive source of
natural laws. Moral realism needs sources as little as scientific realism does.

Therefore, even if one would have the extra motivation to postulate such a
source, it would be a wrong way to do it to imply that morality and such a
source are intimately intertwined than other aspects of reality and such a
source. The concepts of moral sources and constitutive goods are distortive and
harmful in ways that concepts like God or creator are not. To suggest we drop
the notions of moral sources and constitutive goods, because there is nothing
that plays the role of precisely these notions, gives us a better grasp of the moral
or evaluative realm.

                                                
37 For example, Taylor-commentator Hartmut Rosa (1998) sees the notion of strong

evaluation as closely connected to constitutive goods, and argues that if we do not
accept constitutive goods, we must reject the realist analysis of strong evaluations as
well, and then we are left with relativistic self-interpretations. Rosa therefore tries to
drive a wedge between self-interpretations on the one hand, and strong evaluations
and constitutive goods on the other. My attempt is to have self-interpretations and
strong evaluations on the one side, and constitutive goods on the other side.
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10.4 Doing without constitutive goods

Perhaps these critical comments suffice to give the sense that we would be bet-
ter off if there were a viable moral realism without 'constitutive goods'. I will
now say a couple of words on what such an alternative might be.

A "sourceless" version of cultural moral realism would be an alternative to
Taylor's thesis. It would not try to give a constructive answer to the following
question: "if agents experience evaluative features as evaluative, or good-
making features as good-making, where does their evaluative or good-making
nature come from?" It would be happy to acknowledge that there are such ex-
periences, related to the evaluative properties of value-bearers, but it would re-
gard the task of locating the source of these properties misleading rather than
illuminating. There are no constitutive sources of goodness, there are no an-
swers to be found to a misplaced question. The view resembles a quietist strat-
egy, but is more definite in claiming that there are no constitutive goods to be
quietist about.

John McDowell, in his book Mind and World, has warned us against con-
structive philosophy, which gives answers to questions, which should not rise
at all. In that book McDowell defends the view that our experiences have a pas-
sive element, and that the factual world constrains our cognition through our
experiences. Merely causal constraints could not justify our beliefs, and justifi-
cation in terms of other beliefs would not warrant our claim that the beliefs are
about the world. We experience the world as conceptually structured, and we
must not think that we can from sideways-on limit the sphere of the conceptual,
because only conceptual relations can serve our epistemic needs.

In this picture, the world as we encounter it is conceptually structured.
The further question, in its vulgar form, of locating the "source" of conceptuality
"two inches behind our eyes" in our mind, or "on our nose" in the form of lin-
guistically-provided conceptual spectacles, or "before our eyes" in the world, or
"hidden from our eyes" in the supernatural realm ought to be resisted. The
question may be tempting, but any answer would be misleading instead of be-
ing illuminating. We do experience the world as conceptually structured, and
while we may locate various things in the world, we need not try and locate the
source of the whole world.

Taylor credits Heidegger with the insight of not answering this question,
by refusing to onticize or locate "Lichtung" 38. The disclosure of the world is re-
lational, its sources cannot be located in subjective representations, or in the
things independent powers to appear to us. Or if one reads Heidegger as pro-
viding an answer, then the answer is that the constitution of the world is
"Dasein-related, but not Dasein-controlled". This is fundamental to the first level

                                                
38 See "Heidegger, Language, Ecology" (in Taylor 1995), 118, 298 n.30; see also Taylor

1989a, ch.23.
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of Taylor's moral realism. But as we have seen, the insistence on locating the
posited constitutive goods fudges the issue.39

If there are no constitutive goods, what then constitutes the goodness of
value-bearers? Well, presumably the fact that they possess evaluative proper-
ties. And evaluative properties just are (by definition) value-laden, there is no
need for something or someone that might "colour" them with values. And even
if there are no constitutive goods, we can try to articulate the ontological back-
ground picture, which would make sense of our ethical intuitions (what makes
persons worthy of respect etc).

So the thrust of my analysis points towards the futility of the question. If
the question is, however, meaningful, I think the best answer is either "pan-
sourcism" or "nothing". I.e. if it is a meaningful question to ask "where do
evaluative features come from" the best answer is "from nowhere". We make
intelligible why something is good, for example, with the help of ontological
features of bearers of value, but it is the possession of the evaluative properties
which is (vacuously or circularly) the source of value. Some features are irre-
ducibly evaluative. The evaluative realm is sui generis, and the interplay of sub-
jects, valuable objects, evaluative features, frameworks of evaluative concepts
and ontological features of the valuable objects can shed light on different as-
pects of the evaluative realm. 40 We understand these notions because we have
access to the evaluative realm, and we understand them circularly, in relation to
one another.

There is a fine line between a certain kind of "metaethical quietism" and
the view defended here. A quietist would point out that we can count 2+2
without saying anything about what brings it about or brought it about that
2+2=4. Analogously we can have evaluative knowledge without asking meta-
ethical questions. We can defend the first level moral realism without the
temptation to ask what "brings about" the goodness, value or meaning of all
this. This, however, sounds like a disappointing and arbitrary suggestion,
something like "hush, hush, don't ask inappropriate questions".41

                                                
39 Further, Taylor's own point about symbols and allegories points towards the impos-

sibility of accessing the source directly. If the epiphanies of being can only be realized
in some artistic expression, then it would betray the symbolic nature of such epiph-
any to "locate" the source thus manifested. All we have is the level of what is mani-
fested, and the source must remain inaccessible apart from these manifested con-
tents.

40 Since Moore (1903), this view that the evaluative and normative realms are sui generis
has been called "non-naturalism", as opposed to naturalism and supernaturalism. In
that sense, the cultural moral realism defended here is non-naturalist. Non-
naturalism may sound "queer" (see chapter seven), and one reasons for calling a po-
sition "cultural" is that it suggests that there is nothing more mystical in evaluative or
normative notions, than in cultural meanings in general. Culture is not "natural" and
yet it is not "supernatural"; in a word it is "cultural".

41 I thank Nicholas Smith, Eerik Lagerspetz and Michael Peacock for pressing me to
clarify the nature of my claim: do I think there are no constitutive goods, or is it just
that we should not talk about them? Do I suggest that we drop meta-ethical ques-
tions? Do I suggest that we drop metaphysical questions? I hope it comes clear in the
text that what in my view is wrong with talking about "constitutive goods" is not that
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Indeed, meta-ethical questions are legitimate, and answers to ontological
questions about value are always more or less metaphysical (in the doctrinal,
not pejorative sense). My suggestion, which I am happy to make as loud as
need be, is to invite everyone to think through and compare answers given with
and without the second-level notions. The finding (that the question "where"
the source of values are located is a quasi-question) is indeed a finding, a result
of inquiry, not an arbitrary taboo against asking certain questions (for example,
meta-ethical questions or ontological questions). It is rather that the inquiry
about the nature of the first-level notions like values, evaluative features and
valuers will be served well only by some other questions than those posed in
the vocabulary of the second-level notions like 'constitutive goods'. Thus, in ad-
dition to knowing what is of value (the analogue of 2+2=4) we can gain all the
knowledge we need about the nature of values (the analogue of, say, the onto-
logical nature of numbers), without Taylor's second-level notions.42

A meta-ethical view which does without such second-level notions is in
fact what has been developed here in chapters six to nine, and in sections 10.1
and 10.2 (and which will be continued in chapters eleven and twelve). 43 I will

                                                                                                                                              
it is a metaphysical or meta-ethical notion (there is nothing wrong with that), but that
there are no constitutive goods; the question is badly formed.

42 Taylor, too, criticizes what he calls the "unhealthy" quietism of modern moral phi-
losophy. Taylor criticizes the kind of quietism, which refuses to articulate both first
level strong evaluations and the views concerning constitutive goods. It prefers im-
plicit views to articulated ones. Taylor in turn sees articulation as having important
functions. The suggestion defended here is not only to drop articulating one's im-
plicit views about constitutive goods, but of having any implicit views either. It is
also of crucial importance to show that we can have articulate first level evaluative
views without any answers to the question of constitutive goods. Taylor writes that
"the silence of modern philosophy is unhealthy. It is powered … partly by meta-
physical and epistemological reasons … and largely by moral and spiritual reasons.
… It reads the affirmation of life and freedom as involving a repudiation of qualita-
tive distinctions, a rejection of constitutive goods as such, while these are themselves
reflections of qualitative distinctions and presuppose some conception of qualitative
goods."(1989a, 98) I have tried to show that we can have qualitative distinctions
without constitutive goods. Philosophers like G.E.Moore (1903) or John McDowell
(1986) would agree, and also Iris Murdoch (1970, especially essay 2), who stresses
that the good is something which is "non-representable and indefinable"" (also ac-
knowledged by Taylor 1989a, 95). Nevertheless I cannot believe that Taylor claims
that Murdoch, Moore or McDowell would practice "unhealthy silence" concerning
first level qualitative distinctions.

43 Iris Murdoch's (1970) views on God and good can perhaps also be understood in this
spirit. "If someone says. 'Do you then believe that the Idea of the Good exists?' I re-
ply, 'No, not as people used to think that God exists. All one can do is to appeal to
certain areas of experience, pointing out certain features, and using suitable meta-
phors and inventing suitable concepts where necessary to make these features visi-
ble."(74-5), as well as "I have throughout this paper assumed that 'there is no God'
and that the influence of religion is waning rapidly"(75). One may perhaps say that it
would be a category mistake, analogous to that of onticizing the Lichtung, to think
that God is something existent in the sense of "any heavy material connotation of the
misleading word 'exist'"(64). Murdoch does not advocate atheism, but stresses that as
an object of love, God (or "Good") is something that 'exists' necessarily in some other
meaning of 'existing'.

Taylor (1995, 117-8) discusses Derrida's and Mallarme's view that the source of
meanings is "nothing". In this chapter I have tried to show that even if there is noth-
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not repeat those analyses here, but I ask whether my criticism is directed only at
Taylor, or does it apply more generally as well?

10.5 Korsgaard's question (and answer)

The argument against constitutive goods, and for a cultural moral realism with-
out sources was discussed in relation to Charles Taylor's theory. Does it also
have general relevance? It does form a basis for criticizing the (Kantian) idea of
subjectivity as a source, while accepting that such deontic 'entities' as decisions,
promises and positive laws naturally have sources.

My argument was that the question of sources is not of theoretical or
practical relevance, and that we should concentrate on the first-level notions.
Christine Korsgaard (1996) has defended the practical relevance of the question
of the sources. In Korsgaard's view (pp.10-11) a theory of moral concepts tries to
answer three questions: First, what do the ethical concepts mean, and second, to
what do they apply. Third, "the philosopher wants to know where ethical con-
cepts come from. How did we come into possession of them, and how does it
come about that we use them? Did we get them from reason, experience, God,
or a prior existence in Plato's world of Forms? What features of our minds, or
actions, or the world instigated us to develop these concepts and apply them to
actions and characters?". Such a theory must explain and justify the practical of
ethical concepts role in human life. If it the explanation renders their practical
role unjustified, the result is skepticism: "The moral skeptic is someone who
thinks that the explanation of moral concepts will be one that does not support
the claims that morality makes on us."(13).

Korsgaard's third question is in fact a general meta-ethical question, con-
cerning the explanation and justification of practical, ethical and evaluative
concepts. As such, the question is quite legitimate, and criticizing Taylor's
question about "locating the sources" leaves this general question quite intact.44

                                                                                                                                              
ing at the second level, this does not lead to skepticism on the first level. Further, one
can take seriously the Hegelian (1830) and Heideggerian (1962) accounts in which
Geist or Dasein receive an epiphany or a call of conscience, and yet this call is that of
Geist or Dasein itself. Paul Ricoeur (1992, ch 10) writes about the call of conscience,
that we cannot locate its source on the level of philosophical analysis. (see also N.
Smith's discussion, 1997). G.E.Moore (1903) famously claimed that goodness is an
unanalyzable quality. (In his discussion of naturalistic fallacy, Moore slides between
three theses: "one commits the fallacy by (1) 'identifying G' (goodness, which Moore
takes to be the fundamental ethical concept) 'with some predicate other than G', or (2)
by 'identifying G with some analysable predicate', or (3) by identifying G with some
natural or metaphysical predicate. G.E.Moore 1993, 17, here quoted from T.Baldwin
1993, xvi). We need not go so far as to claim that goods are unanalyzable, because we
can cite the first-level relations in making evaluative properties intelligible. We can
ask, for example, how evaluative properties are constituted in relation to the onto-
logical background.

44 Note that it is a different question to ask the origin of the concepts and the origin of
the reality which is disclosed with these concepts.
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Cultural moral realism already meets the requirements at the first level. The
ethical concepts can be explained at the first level, and this explanation also jus-
tifies them: "thick" ethical concepts reveal evaluative aspects of the world. Tay-
lor's phenomenological approach stresses that moral theories are always based
on the articulation of moral experiences. If the first-level analysis is the whole
story (as I argue it should be), the answer to the question of 'where' concepts
come from would refer to the articulations of the experiences of engaged
agents, articulations of our "being-in-the-world", if you like. There are also pure
cultural creations (goods internal to practices), but many qualitative distinctions
try to capture what humans experience in the world. Their origin is in human
life; we encounter the world as value-laden, in the mode of attentive passivity.
Answering Korsgaard's question does not take us into the business of 'locating'
second-order constitutive goods.45 We need not identify and locate what Taylor
calls sources, and yet we can do meta-ethics.

There are important further clarifications to the view that there are no
identifiable sources of morality or value. First, humans can of course make good
deeds, and produce good artefacts, and they can in that sense 'create' value.46

Secondly, goods internal to practices are contingent cultural creations. Those
who created the practices also in a sense created the goods internal to practices,
and are in that sense the source of the goods. Yet, it was not up to them to de-
cide whether the goals internal to practices are good or not. In that sense they
are not constitutive sources of the goodness of the goods they created. Finally,
while evaluative shape of the situations determines to a large extent their nor-
mative shape - values give us reasons for action - we have to take into account
an important reminder, discussed, for example, by Joseph Raz (1990).47 The
point is that while values generate reasons for action, decisions, promises or

                                                
45 In relation to Korsgaard's theory of the sources of normativity, Joseph Raz has made

the following critical point, which is in full agreement with the view presented here:
"I do not think that normativity has sources, or rather that the metaphor (normativity
flowing from its sources) does mischief, and does not help. It is possible to say that
my promise is the source of my obligation to do as I promised, or that the Congress is
the source of our (legal and therefore, in the circumstances, also moral) obligation to
pay income tax. But it does not make sense to talk of the sources of normativity in
general, any more than it makes sense to talk of the sources of properties, or the
sources of objects. ... If, however, constructivism is correct, then normative claims are
not like other statements. ... [T]alk of 'sources of normativity' has a proper role only
within a constructivist approach, and should be introduced only after the validity of
that approach has been established."(Raz 2003, 140, fn 15.)

46 They can further make it the case that something (instead of something else) is of
economic value, through being demanded more than supplied. Through marketing,
one can create a situation in which something comes to be of economic value. Eco-
nomic value is therefore something which has a source: the demands of customers.
But to be of economic value in this sense does not mean that the product has to be
good in any sense. Therefore, if we talk of evaluative features as good-making fea-
tures, then being 'of economic value' in this sense need not imply being of value at
all.

47 See also Dancy's (2000) warning against moving too quickly from a criticism of de-
sire-based to an affirmation of value-based reasons. There may also be independent
deontic considerations.
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laws also do this. These of course have sources, but they are sources of individ-
ual norms, not sources of normativity in toto. We can admit that moral subjects
and institutions can be second-order sources in being able to generate reasons
for action. This much is true in the (Kantian) idea of subjectivity as a source,
"legislating" reasons and norms.48

Apart from those cases, most evaluative facts just are reasons without any-
one legislating that they should be, and therefore a legislation-model does not
apply to ordinary reasons.49 In general, values give rise to reasons for action. In
Habermas's view such reasons are not valid if not accepted by, or acceptable for
all. The formulation with "accepted" is too empirical; after all morality is not a
matter of democracy or consensus. The formulation with "acceptable" does not
add anything to the demand that the consideration is a reason. Of course, if it is
a reason it is acceptable, and if under scrutiny it turns out not to be acceptable,
then it was not a good reason to begin with. This is a general point against con-
structivism: constructions are acceptable if they capture values, and then it is
the values and not the construction that play the central role. The evaluative
layer of the world is relative to subjects, and disclosed in the light of evaluative
concepts, but it is sui generis, it does not need any constitutive sources. There-
fore the general argument that the source is either arbitrary or superfluous, also
applies to the (Kantian) view of subjectivity as a source.

Without subjects with experiences there would be no evaluative or nor-
mative realm at all. More experience, more reflection, more discourse can get us
further in understanding the evaluative and normative realms, in understand-
ing what is good and right; and yet individual experiences, reflections or dis-
courses are not the source of the goodness of what is good, or the rightness of
what is right. Experiences can also be mistaken, and if two experiences are fun-
damentally different, one or both of the rivals must be wrong. So it is best to say
that evaluative features are constitutively related to non-mistaken experiences,
where the experiencer is better characterized as being attentively passive, than a
projective source of the features. The evaluative and normative space is subject-
related but not subject-controlled. Grasping fully this relational nature of the
evaluative realm shows the question of the source of this realm to be mis-
guided.

So, while Taylor's question is misguided, Korsgaard's more general ques-
tion is quite legitimate as such. Yet, the general Kantian approach to metaethics
(shared by Korsgaard) exaggerates the role of moral agents in the answer to the
quite legitimate question. The Kantian answer does not fully capture the rela-
tional nature of the evaluative and normative realm, and makes the metaphor
of subjectivity as a source look more appealing than it is. They may slip to Tay-
lor's more specific question after all. That that is a drawback is the claim de-
fended in 10.3 and 10.4.

                                                
48 See also the exchange between Pippin and McDowell in Smith (ed.) (2002)
49 And therefore McDowell's reply to Pippin concedes too much. See Smith (ed.) (2002).
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10.6 The other roles of constitutive goods:
motivation, human nature, modernity, theism

The second-level notions have no less than six roles in Taylor's overall theory.50

The concept of moral sources or constitutive goods is supposed to play an in-
evitable role in the constitution of values or goods, in the ontology of humans, in
the nature of moral motivation - and in the nature of modernity (or of any other
epoch) in terms of the different "localizations" of the moral sources. It is also
central for Taylor's views on theism. Further, the "constitutive goods" are good,
and as such worthy objects of contemplation or awe or love.

It has been argued, above, that the notion of 'constitutive goods' is super-
fluous in relation to the constitution of the goods. What about the other roles of
the concept?

Moral motivation

In Taylor's view, contact with a constitutive good is a source of moral motiva-
tion for a moral agent, and in this "empowering" role the constitutive goods are
called "moral sources". "The constitutive good is a moral source, … it is a
something the love of which empowers us to do and to be good."51

This can be seen as an 'inspirational' theory of moral motivation. We can
shed light on it by considering how interpersonal love can motivate action (see
Raz 1986). When we love and are loved by someone, it is possible that this love
empowers us to pursue those goods that our loved one is interested in. It was
not the goal itself that motivated us, but our love for the loved one. Yet a genu-
ine motivational transfer is possible: because of this, we get attached to the goal
as well. We do not pursue the goal merely to please the loved one, we are moti-
vated to pursue it even when the loved one is unaware of it. (We may even
purposefully hide our pursuit, perhaps because it might appear self-serving
etc.). In pursuing the goal, we feel connected to the loved one. It is this connec-
tion that gives meaning to our actions and inspires us to act. 52

We can interpret Taylor's views of the motivating power of moral sources
accordingly. This would then be the structure of all moral motivation. Our ex-
periences of being in contact with a moral source, and articulation of the moral
source may motivate. Taylor thinks that "articulation can bring us closer to the
good as a moral source, can give it power."53 The experience Taylor has in mind
is, for example, the contemplation of the sheer vastness of the universe, which

                                                
50 Taylor 1989a, ch 4, ch 25.4 and passim. Abbey 2000, 26-31, 47-52, 84-86; Rosa 1998, 98-

125. See also Taylor 1988.
51 Taylor 1989a, 93.
52 Compare to Abbey (2000, 49), who stresses the erotic dimension in Taylor's theory of

motivation.
53 Taylor 1989a, 92.
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can inspire one to live and pursue all the life-goods. The awe we feel when con-
fronted with the universe may motivate us to do something appropriate to our
place in the universe (perhaps to find out more about the secrets of the universe
through science).

Taylor states that modern moral goals (justice, the production of welfare,
alleviating suffering) set high demands and require strong moral sources.54

There is a widespread consensus concerning certain moral ideals and standards,
but there is almost no consensus regarding the moral sources underlying these
notions and ideals.55 Taylor asks "do we have ways of seeing-good which are
still credible to us, which are powerful enough to sustain these standards? If
not, it would be both more honest and more prudent to moderate them."56

Taylor holds that it is moral sources that motivate us to live by the demanding
moral standards.57

It is a striking feature of this model of moral motivation, that bearers of
intrinsic value have no motivating role. For instance, if I am convinced that God
is the source of the significance of the welfare of animals, what motivates me to
promote animal welfare is my relation to God, not the welfare of animals itself.
This may seem plausible in relation to God, but it is less so in relation to other
putative moral sources: does explicit, thematized relation to the capacities of a
subject motivate me to alleviate the suffering of a given animal?

"I don't mind if one says that modern immanent humanism has no more place for
constitutive goods, that nothing functions quite like the moral sources of the pre-
modern theories. But what remains true is that something still functions analogously.
That is, there is something relation to which defines certain actions and motives as higher,
viz., our capacities as 'thinking reeds'; and our contemplation of this can inspire a motive
which empowers us to live up to what is higher."(Taylor 1989a, 95, italics added)

In other words, we are motivated or empowered to help a suffering animal by
some moral source (viz., our capacities), not by seeing for example the suffering
of the animal itself.

A rival theory of moral motivation would stress the motivational capacity
of moral judgements and life-goods themselves. The motivating relation would
obtain between the bearer of value and the agent, not between the agent and a
moral source. Motivational internalism would hold that the realization that an
animal suffers is what motivates me to alleviate the suffering. Thus, motivation
is possible even when no reference to the moral source is being made. And in-

                                                
54 Taylor 1989a, 516.
55 Taylor 1989a, 495.
56 Taylor 1989a, 517.
57 It is worth pointing out that in a consensus about norms and principles or rights,

these can be based on rival views of the good life. It is possible that the relation be-
tween deontological and teleological considerations has such a discrepancy. But both
norms and life goods are part of the "first level" of Taylor's theory. The discrepancy
Taylor has in mind is that between first-level notions and the various views con-
cerning moral sources. Rawls's "comprehensive doctrines" include both lifegoods and
constitutive goods. See also Taylor 1999c on human rights.
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deed, motivational internalism is clearly Taylor's view as well, in formulations
like "goods move us".

Further, one may add that an inspirational theory making no reference to
constitutive goods is possible. Even if one criticizes the concept of constitutive
goods, one may admit that the experiences of inspiration that people have in
contemplating the nature of the universe (or God) can empower. One need not
deny that being in contact with nature (or God) motivates one, even if they are
not sources of goodness. It can be that they are sources of inspiration, even if
they are not sources of the value of life-goods.

It may clarify the nature of my suggestion to compare it to N. Smith's and
P. Ricoeur's criticism of the notion of "moral sources". We can distinguish three
claims that Taylor puts forward: (a) constitutive goods constitute the goodness
of life goods, (b) certain visions of God, Nature, and Subjectivity can inspire one
to be moral, and are therefore sources of inspiration, and (c) moral sources are
both constitutive goods and sources of inspiration.

In Smith's assessment, "Taylor can hardly be said to have demonstrated"
the inevitability of moral sources.

"If moral sources were indispensable to human agency in the way that strong values
are, we would expect a life led without some contact with moral sources to be un-
bearable. And while this may be true for some people … it surely does not hold for
everyone."(N. Smith 2002a, 116-117)

Smith follows Paul Ricoeur in accepting the inevitability of "constitutive goods"
but divorces it from the idea of inspirational motivation.

"Ricoeur observes that while life goods stand in an internal relation to constitutive
goods and so cannot be conceived wholly independent of them, it is not clear why
constitutive goods cannot be conceived independently of moral sources. Moral
sources may be enabling conditions for the realization of strong values; but an ena-
bling condition is quite distinct from an indispensability condition."(ibid.)

Unlike Smith and Ricoeur, who criticize (c) to defend (a), I criticize first of all (a)
and then criticize (c) to make some, qualified, sense of (b). There are no consti-
tutive goods, we cannot and need not localize a constitutive good into God,
nature or human will. My stronger critical claim is based on an 'agnostic' view
about "sources" of goodness: there is value, or qualitative distinctions that we
encounter in the world, but we cannot know more about its source than that we
experience it as an essential feature of human being-in-the-world.

Smith points out that

"fortunately, we do not have to take on board the idea that moral sources are indis-
pensability conditions of human subjectivity to accept their relevance for moral phi-
losophy. The mere thought that reflection on constitutive goods can be motivation-
ally significant in realizing the good is interesting enough in its own right."(117-118).

My view is that the undeniable inspiration that people have of feeling being in
touch with God or nature has to be explained without the concept of a "consti-
tutive good". One can be inspired by cosmic contemplation, or by some feeling
of unity without thinking that these are somehow a constitutive source of all the
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evaluative properties there are. I will call such motivation "inspirational".
Therefore, one can accept (b) while criticizing (a) & (c).

I am not claiming that God, nature or autonomous will do not exist, and I
am not denying that contemplation of such realities may inspire. I am claiming
only that they are not "moral sources" in the precise sense that Taylor thinks,
because they are not constitutive goods.

Smith's view concerning the motivating role of moral sources has two
sides: he thinks Taylor forgets the more direct moral motivations at play in the
pre-reflective life, but yet that Taylor is right to say that some moral motivation
is what I would call "inspirational":

"The direct apprehension of the needs of another, or the intuited sense of the re-
quirements of a principle, for instance, may be the relevant motivating feature. Such
direct apprehensions and intuitions are of course more the product of a decent up-
bringing in a loving environment than anticipations of an underlying moral ontol-
ogy. This is not to deny that contact with moral sources has a motivating role to play
as well. It is just to question the weight it should carry relative to other considera-
tions."(N. Smith 2002a, 213)

To sum up, I think inspirational moral motivation can exist, but most moral
motivation is simply internalist; based, as Smith says, on such things as a direct
apprehension of the needs of another, or an intuited sense of the requirements
of a principle. But there are reasons not to join the idea of inspirational motiva-
tion and the constitution of goods together in the way Taylor does, because we
are better off without the notion of constitutive goods altogether.

The constitutive goods as metaphysical goods

Taylor's constitutive goods are not only supposed to be constitutive of ordinary
life-goods, but they are goods themselves, things worthy of awe, admiration,
praiseworthiness and the like. As Nicholas Smith put it, Taylor's question is: "to
the extent that the order in which we are set is the object of such awe, admiration,
and praiseworthiness (or maybe contempt/blameworthiness), how is it to be
conceived/brought to expression?"58. I will call this idea the "metaphysical-
theological goodness" of existence, or of the universe, or of the cosmos. This
may relate closely to what was said above about the class of "theological goods"
and "ecological goods": it is meta-ethically quite all right to introduce such
classes of goods, but one must leave open the possibility that the class of goods
is empty.

Calling the phenomenon "metaphysical-theological" is not meant as pejo-
rative, the realm of experiences may well be an important area of specifically
human experience. Compare to a quotation from Aurel Kolnai:

"If certain churches or certain regions or street-corners in certain cities I particularly
admire and love did not exist, it "wouldn't make much difference". Yet it is in their
contemplation and tangible nearness, undoubtedly an aesthetic experience, that I

                                                
58 This formulation is from a comment by Smith to an earlier version of this chapter.
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seem somehow to become aware of the ineffable goodness of existence more deeply and
vividly than in any experience of benefit or thriving, or even of moral virtue".59

The distinction that Kolnai makes between something "making a difference" to
one's reasons for action or practical orientation, and between something being
an epiphany of what I call "metaphysical-theological goodness" corresponds to
Taylor's distinction between life-goods and what he calls constitutive goods.
(Note that Taylor would not think the experience literally ineffable, but merely
very hard to articulate.)

Again, I have no principled criticism to make of the idea that the order in
which we are set may be basically good, and that the personal experiences of
such goodness can take place through aesthetic or contemplative experiences,
and be best articulated in poetry or other personally indexed languages. I need
not commit myself in this question one way or the other, maybe there is such
goodness, maybe not. But let us assume, for the sake of argument, that there is
such metaphysical-theological goodness, i.e. that there are ontological realities,
which are worthy of reverence, respect, love or awe, and that this religious-
metaphysical area of experience is best conceived of in such value-laden terms.
My point is simply that there may be such metaphysical goods, but they are not
constitutive of ordinary goods, i.e. they are not constitutive goods in Taylor's
sense.60 Taylor's narrative concerning sources does not have the meta-ethical
import he fashions, but of course it is very important in its own right, if it man-
ages to map the various metaphysical goods that people experience. The meta-
ethical reflections of this chapter do not give us the relevant material for as-
sessing that.61

The ontology of human beings

Taylor thinks that humans inescapably view themselves as having moral
sources, while at the same time they locate the access to moral sources differ-
ently, and they define the essence of human beings in the light of this. If we
think that reason is our access to moral sources, we stress reason in our ontol-
ogy of human beings, and if we think that emotions are relevant, we stress
emotions. This sounds plausible. But I think that humans really need only to
have access to values, not access to the source of values. If this is so, then what is
essential in human nature (reason versus emotions etc) must reflect our access to
values, not our access to the sources of values. Therefore, what is valid in the
idea of 'moral topography of the self' concerns our access to values, not our ac-

                                                
59 Aurel Kolnai, 'Aesthetic and Moral Experience', in his Ethics, Value and Reality, ed.

Francis Dunlop and Brian Klug (University of London: Athlone Press, 1977), p. 210.
Italics added. The quotation was brought to my attention by a work-in-progress pa-
per by Sabina Lovibond, "Contemplation and the Source of Value".

60 Note that metaphysical goodness illuminates also the phenomenon of inspirational
motivation: in such a case our contemplation is of something that really is worthy of
respect, love or awe.

61 I thank Nicholas Smith for pressing this point.
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cess to the sources of values. And concerning our access to values, a view which
defends the role of our affective-conative-cognitive responses as a whole in-
stead of just some aspects of them seems superior.62 The epistemological aspects
of access to value are addressed in chapter eleven.

Modernity without sources

As we saw, Taylor's analyses of modernity focus on moral sources as much as
on ordinary goods. If we exorcise the notions of constitutive goods or moral
sources, what are we to make of Taylor's narrative concerning modernization?
There are several possibilities. First of all, just as it is possible for atheists to
write histories of religion, it is possible to leave Taylor's narrative as it is, only to
regard all his claims about moral sources as mistaken. Second, it is possible to
rewrite the narrative of modernization. It could be re-interpreted using first
level notions and ignoring the notions of "moral sources"; notions such as free-
dom, reason, values, and access to values are actually central for modernization.
Third, it is possible to write the history of modernization in terms of cosmologi-
cal changes (conceptions of God, the cosmos, Man's place in it), including the
history of views about metaphysical goodness, without using the vocabulary of
constitutive goods. There have indeed been huge cosmological changes, but
these can be studied without assuming anything in terms of moral sources.

Again, this is simply a promissory note, stating there are no a priori obsta-
cles for attempting such a narrative of modernization. Do we need to see such a
narrative in detail to know whether it can be a better account than Taylor's nar-
rative in terms of constitutive goods?63 Of course, different narratives may dif-
fer from one another in many respects, which we can know only when we read
the actual narratives. But if my claims in this chapter are true, we know in ad-
vance that of two narratives which are otherwise similar, but the other proceeds
in terms of constitutive goods/moral sources in Taylor's sense, and the other
proceeds without them (making the substitutions suggested here), the latter is a
better account, and moving to it constitutes an epistemic gain. So my suggestion
is that we should in reading Sources of the Self re-interpret concepts like "consti-
tutive goods" and "moral sources", or ignore claims about them altogether.

Theism

Taylor wants a moral theory to leave room for the role of God in the moral lives
of those who believe in God. The role that God may have in morality is con-
ceptualized with the help of the notion of constitutive goods or moral sources.
This aspect of Taylor's theory has not been generally well received.

Even though it is not true to say that Taylor's theory does not acknowl-
edge other moral sources than God, it is true that Taylor personally does sup-

                                                
62 See Helm (2001), who develops Taylor's and McDowell's views further.
63 I thank Nicholas Smith for posing the question.
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port theism. Taylor (1989a, ch. 25) does say he has a 'hunch' that theism is the
only moral source, which can ultimately do the job required.64 But when Taylor
states that naturalists have some conception of a moral source, he is of course
not claiming that they therefore believe in God. What Taylor wants is that natu-
ralists admit that they believe in something, although it is not God. Or at the bare
minimum, Taylor seeks recognition for the fact that for those believing in God,
God can be a moral source. In this sense it is clear that the two-level structure of
Taylor's moral theory is supposed to make room for theism.

I will not try to argue that God does not exist, or that God has not created
all values as well in creating everything else, or that God cannot be a source of
motivation, but I do claim that God is not a "constitutive good" in the specific
sense that Taylor means. In Taylor's picture, we are puzzled by the existence of
values or the motivating power of values in a way that we are not puzzled by
other aspects of reality. The notion of constitutive goods is meant to answer
those 'local' puzzlements. My argument has tried to show that given the onto-
logical features and the evaluative properties, there is no puzzle concerning the
source of value, any more than there is a puzzle concerning other facts about
humans: why are humans conscious? Why do we see colours? We should be no
more hesitant to speak about "sources of consciousness" or "sources of colour"
than we are about "sources of value" or "moral sources". A study of conscious-
ness, colours, values or norms need not lead us into theological questions. Be-
cause the specific problem is put aside, the candidate answer to the specific
problem can be put aside as well. Instead of a "constitutive good", a local an-
swer to constitution of the goods, there may of course be a global answer e.g. to
the creation or origin of the universe, but it should not be in any more intimate
relation to values than it is to any other aspect of reality.

10.7 Conclusion

A firm grasp on the relational nature of evaluative features should make us
suspicious of talk of sources, be it sources of morality, values or normativity.
There are legitimate meta-ethical questions concerning the nature of morality,
values and normativity, and if the answers we give do not justify our practices,
we have a reason to go skeptical concerning these practices. But the first-level
notions suffice in this meta-ethical task, and skepticism can be avoided. The
second-level talk of moral sources and constitutive goods is either arbitrary or
superfluous, is based on wrong motivations, and is harmful. 65

                                                
64 For a criticism, see Skinner 1994.
65 An earlier version of the argument of this chapter appeared in Laitinen 2001b.



11 EVALUATIVE BELIEFS AND KNOWLEDGE

Above we have defended the view that goods are plural, incommensurable and
minimally universal. The diversity of evaluative beliefs is a fact, but as such it is
no reason for skepticism. Also values can be diverse, not only value beliefs, and
therefore beliefs can be genuine knowledge, even when diverse. Now I will turn
more directly to issues of belief-formation and justification.

There are several critical questions that moral realism must face: does moral
understanding require some mystical moral sense, some weird moral 'antenna' as
it were? If not, if moral understanding develops in the same way as any under-
standing in socialization, then what happens when such shared understandings
either fall apart or clash? Do we need some external foundational standpoint to
prove that our beliefs in fact are true, and therefore that our beliefs are justified?
And do "moral" issues concerning what we owe to each other require stronger
justification than issues of good life or issues related to what kind of person one
wants to be and what kind of life one wants to lead?

To tackle these issues, five questions need to be kept separate:
1) Belief-acquisition or learning. How did A come to believe p? For example,

through socialization to the shared understandings of a society, through re-
flection, through reading books, through intercultural comparisons, through
experiments in life etc. Or, through the deliverances of a "moral antenna"?

2) Objective truth. Is the moral claim p true? For example, "slavery is wrong" is
true if slavery is wrong. And "grass-blade counting is worthless" is true if
grass-blade counting is worthless.

3) Epistemological justification or warrant. In the realm of values, too, we have to
distinguish mere lucky guesses from well-grounded convictions. Is A's (true)
belief that p justified/epistemically warranted/reasonable/in the right way
dependent on the fact that p? Given the context, does A have good reasons
or a rational warrant to believe p? For example, is A rationally justified in
believing that slavery is right, given that A lives in fifth century B.C. Athens
and the best reasons he has speak in favour of slavery? Is it plausible to
claim that A "should have known better"? And is A rationally justified in be-
lieving that grass-blade counting is worthwhile, given that he has the im-
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pulse to do so, and he believes that impulses uncorrupted by rationalizations
are our most reliable guide?

4) Moral/practical entitlement. Given the value of autonomy and the principle of
non-interference, is A entitled to believe p and live accordingly, possibly
even when p is false and/or epistemically unjustified? For example, does A
have a right to spend his life counting grass-blades, even if this is really
worthless, and/or even when A does not have any rational warrant to be-
lieve it is worthwhile? Does A have a right to own slaves, even if slavery is
wrong?

5) The constitutive role of one's own stances. To what extent do the person's own
evaluative stances enter in determining what he or she has in truth most rea-
son to do?

I will discuss the last question in the next chapter. Short comments on the other
questions (in a different order):

(4) The point in distinguishing the fourth question is that a Kantian-
Habermasian line on moral justification has stressed the distinction between
identity-issues and moral issues. The idea is roughly that all of our action must be
acceptable from a moral viewpoint, and no-one alone is the sole judge of that. If
slavery is wrong from the moral viewpoint, then no-one is entitled to act (or be-
lieve) as if slavery was right. The Kantian point is that we are never entitled to act
wrongly towards others. This connects to the discussions in chapter one concern-
ing categorical goods, which "licence intervention even against one's will". But the
Kantian idea is that concerning other aspects of the same acts (do these acts lead to
good life? Do they fit the kind of life I want to live) everyone is in fact the sole
"judge" him- or herself. The value of autonomy demands that it is no-one else's
business (or at most the business of their closest friends) what people want to do
with their lives, as long as they do not violate the moral rules.

This Kantian insight may indeed be valid, the distinction between iden-
tity-issues and moral issues may indeed make such a difference in practical en-
titlements. But we need to make clear that the licence to decide for one's life is a
different question from truth or epistemic warrant. Given the value of auton-
omy, in identity-issues we may be entitled to views and orientations, which are
not true or justified. We are in a sense entitled to waste our lives, it is no-one
else's business, or at most our close friends. Even if my neighbour knows better,
it is none of his business. Everyone is entitled to govern their own lives. The
value of autonomy demands that we ourselves can be the practical decision-
makers in such issues. Yet both moral values and ethical values admit of imper-
sonal truth: some things are good and some are not. It is conceptually possible,
that even if it is not my neighbour's business, he may know better. He may have
true and justified views about what would be a wise or prudential decision for
me in my situation, and yet the value of autonomy demands that the decision is
mine.1 Given the value of autonomy, we may be entitled to have wrong and un-

                                                
1 The considerations in the next chapter suggest a qualification: it may be that what is

the best option in a situation depends to some extent on my "personal resonances",
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warranted views, as long as they do not harm others. That is, we do not as a rule
agree with the provocative title of Alan Ryan's review of Ethics of Authenticity:
"Don't Think for Yourself Unless You Can". The point of autonomy is of course
not in the entitlement to have wrong and unwarranted views (such autonomous
actions may be worthless, although one is entitled to them), but in choosing be-
tween the plurality of valid goods. I will not say more about moral entitlement
here. To repeat, the point is that our normative intuitions concerning "what is
whose business" are a different issue from issues of truth, learning and warrant.

(2) The conception of truth that has been implicit in discussions of cultural
moral realism is quite straightforward: what makes evaluative judgements true or
false are the evaluative aspects of situations, the genuine good-making properties.
It is the factual evaluative features (and not "judges") which determine the truth of
the evaluative judgements.

(1) These properties are such that one grasps them when one masters the
strongly evaluative concepts in question. The reversed argument above used the
idea of practice-dependency of moral knowledge to argue for the practice-
dependency of moral truth. The idea was that even though our moral views are
dependent on social forms, moral knowledge is still possible because moral values
themselves are dependent on social forms. The normal case of belief-acquisition
therefore normally yields true beliefs: we gain moral knowledge by learning to
master the social forms and evaluative concepts that the values depend on.2 We
do this by participating in the practices of the society, by learning ideas through
narratives and theories, and by developing relevant sensibilities. In doing so, we
are introduced to the common ways of conceptualizing the evaluative realm,
shared in the form of life.3 Therefore in the most straightforward successful cases,
we acquire moral knowledge by participating the practices that the moral values
depend on.4 As John McDowell (1996, 82) puts it, upbringing opens our eyes to

                                                                                                                                              
and it is only if my neighbour knows these as well that he can take everything rele-
vant into account. But he may well know them, if he knows what kind of person I
am. But his guess may equally well be mistaken.

2 I will alternate between 'value knowledge' and 'moral knowledge', but both are taken to
refer to the realm of strong evaluations in the extended sense.

3 At the same time we also acquire know-how concerning some 'platitudes' about mo-
rality in general: if someone judges that doing x is right, then, other things equal, she
will be disposed to x; when a and b disagree about the rightness of x, at most one is
right; that acts with same non-moral features must have the same moral features; that
morality differs from other areas in being concerned with human flourishing or concern
or respect for others etc. (M. Smith 1994, 39-41). In Smith's view, metaethical analysis of
moral terms must capture such platitudes in some form: either in a non-reductive
summary form, or in a reductive analysis. (21-59). As has come clear, the view defended
here attempts to be true to such relevant platitudes in a non-reductive form.

4 There are also two other kinds of successful cases: when the values are independent of
the social practices, it may still be that our access to the values is dependent on the social
forms. Here, too, learning to master the social forms is to gain evaluative knowledge.
(although we can be less sure of its adequacy). Or, it may be that such independent val-
ues can be accessed directly through one's experiences, without the access being de-
pendent on any particular social practice. One example is the value of pleasure, which
we know naturally like animals. Even in these cases, our cultural knowledge transforms
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the demands of reason that are there independently of any one of us. (In fact, it
might be better to speak of in-depth moral understanding and sensibility, instead
of mere 'knowledge'.) This kind of phenomenology of belief-acquisition clearly
removes any threats of having to presuppose 'moral antennas' etc.5

I will discuss first such normal cases (11.1), and then turn to discuss some
special situations (11.2). When there are disruptions in the normative consensus, it
is useful to distinguish different possibilities. What if someone does not seem to
'get' some aspects or details of the normal moral knowledge? I will call this the
problem of 'individual's lacking moral sensitivity'. This has also a collective coun-
terpart, the problem of 'collective vacuum in moral knowledge': this is the case,
posed by Axel Honneth (2002a) to John McDowell, when old moral certainties
break up and new ones have not emerged. Further, cultural diversity poses the
problem of intercultural cases: How do we acquire knowledge of values practiced
or perceived by another cultures?

It is possible to experience all these cases in a self-consciously privative
mode. In such situations, I expect that there is an insight forthcoming but I do not
yet know what it is. I may experience 'being at loss' or being puzzled. That is why
they are best understood as problems in belief-acquisition, rather than in episte-
mological justification. Analogously to ordinary perception, the very same learn-
ing experience, which provides the value-beliefs, can provide the warrant for
these beliefs. In the cases of missing knowledge, I do not question the warrant, I
am just missing the belief.

(3) But of course, afterwards, it is possible to question the warrant/truth of
the beliefs. In section 11.3 I turn to cases of moral disagreements (some of which
are related to conflicts between goods). In these cases, it is not that there is lack of
moral beliefs, but on the contrary there are too many rival moral beliefs for all of
them to be correct. (In cases of reasonable disagreement they may all be rationally
warranted.)

The first thing to do in discussing these cases is to distinguish global skepti-
cal challenges and 'unmotivated' challenges from real confrontations. Then we can
distinguish five kinds of real challenges, which I will personify to help discussion
(following Taylor to some extent). The Platonic challenge is that "X is thought to
be good, but is not". The Berlinian challenge is the reverse: "X is good, but is not
thought to be". The Hegelian challenge is related to the plurality of goods: "X and
Y are thought abstractly to be separate goods but they are internally related", i.e.
when X is illegitimately seen as conflicting with Y, it is not true X or true Y at all.
This is the intensional way of ordering goods. (This intensional way of proceeding
or re-interpreting what is true X, i.e. what conception of the concept X is optimal,
can be called a Rawlsian question, referring Rawls's distinction between the con-

                                                                                                                                              
or sublates this knowledge. Cultural codes concerning one's attitude to pain - childish,
brave etc. - make a difference to one's experiences of pain.

5 This is not to say that understanding cannot seem mysterious, only that mastering
evaluative concepts is not any more mysterious than mastering concepts in general.
For a hilarious account on the theme of mastering elementary logic, see Lewis
Carroll's classic "What the tortoise said to Achilles", Mind 1895.
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cept and conceptions of justice). The Aristotelian challenge is that "X and Y are
ranked or co-realized unoptimally". This is the conflict between two genuine
goods, but the challenge is to grasp their extensional relations differently. I will dis-
cuss this variety of challenges in 11.3.

What happens in such empirical confrontations does not affect the truth of
the judgements (which is determined by the evaluative features), but it does affect
the justification, or warrant of the beliefs. I will not plunge into the debates con-
cerning the best sophisticated theory of justification6, but rely on a rough-and-
ready but admittedly vague idea that beliefs are justified if they seem correct in
the light of experience, reflection, dialogue (taking in an Aristotelian way the
common views and the views of the wisest into account) and in the light of mo-
tivated challenges, i.e. if they are backed by reasons. A belief need not be
proven, or self-evident, to be justified, but it must be reasonably capable of an-
swering the challenges. In cases of reasonable disagreement (given differences
in the total experience of different people, or their context) it may be that only
one of the views is true, and yet both views are rationally warranted.

11.1 Acquiring moral beliefs and knowledge: normal cases

We can call the problem of normal moral knowledge the question of within a shared
cultural framework, how do we gain understanding about evaluative issues?
Normality derives from the feature of human life that we normally only have one
or two home cultures and the situations we face are normally structured with the
same categories that our subjective "mastery" encompasses. We are familiar with
the qualitative distinctions that constitute the situations and also others' percep-
tions of them. (Possibly much of this we never thematize before it is lost, before
we find ourselves in a strange situation, or in a situation of 'broken normative
consensus'.)

The details of acquiring an evaluative framework may not be a matter of
philosophical controversy. It is nevertheless worth pointing out that moral under-
standing is rather a matter of practical experience and habituation, practical
know-how, emotional sensitivity and personal experiences than the kind of cog-
nitive knowledge that one can acquire by detached reasoning or by learning theo-
ries. Theories and explicit knowledge are secondary to the knowledge embodied
in one's sensibilities and know-how. These beliefs we acquire in socialization and
in participating to the cultural praxis of our lifeworld. Especially, no "sixth sense"

                                                
6 On the idea that beliefs must 'track' truth, see Nozick 1981. On coherentism, see

Dancy 1985. On contextualism, see Timmons 1998. On reliabilism, see Brandom 2000.
On the idea that 'intuitions' may be dependent on experience but yet self-evident on
reflection, see Audi 1997. On intuitionism in general, see articles in Stratton-Lake
(ed.) 2002. On the Aristotelian 'perception-model', see McDowell 1998. On compara-
tive practical reasoning, see MacIntyre 1988, Taylor, "Explanation and Practical Rea-
son", in 1995a.
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or "moral antennas" are needed, ordinary affective-conative-cognitive responses
do.7

Even if everyone would agree that this is how we acquire evaluative beliefs,
the philosophical controversy that concerns the relation between knowledge and
the acquired beliefs would remain. The skeptical view would claim that any beliefs
are equally good as rival beliefs. A conservative would claim that the existing
evaluative framework is always good as it stands, it needs no justification. A pro-
ceduralist, trying to escape the Scylla of skepticism and the Charybdis of conserva-
tism, would say that one has to test the beliefs from an impartial perspective be-
fore they are justified. To gain an impartial perspective is understood to be a mat-
ter of following some procedure, and only beliefs emerging from or surviving this
procedure can be said to constitute knowledge. In procedural terms "the ration-
ality of an agent or his thought is judged how he thinks, not in the first instance
by whether the outcome is substantively correct."(Taylor 1989a, 85-6). In sub-
stantive terms "the criterion of rationality is that one get it right"(Ibid.). The sub-
stantive theory claims that in successful cases mastering thick evaluative concepts,
or grasping the goods internal to practices, and learning to 'apply' such insights, is
to gain as full knowledge about goods as there is.8 Such substantive view fits the
the cultural view of moral realism defended here.

We acquire moral knowledge about goods internal to practices by partici-
pating the practices, and secondarily through narratives, which manage to com-
municate the point. We grasp the point of the practice, understand what it is done
for. Things are not different in relation to goods that transcend any particular
practice, but which are epistemically dependent on some practices or cultural
ideas. There too, grasping the point of the practices or the ideas is to gain moral
knowledge. Concerning these goods which are epistemically dependent on prac-
tices, participating the practices "opens our eyes" to demands of reason, just like it
opens eyes to the goods ontologically dependent on practices.9

Possibly we can learn some goods or demands autonomously, without any
particular practices. Acquiring knowledge about goods which are not epistemi-
cally dependent on social forms can nevertheless also take place socially (others
may guide me to something I might have found myself as well). Indeed, sociali-
zation may cover many such issues as well. Therefore, one may quite safely gen-

                                                
7 Indeed, in discussions concerning the supervenience between natural and evalua-

tive/moral properties, it is the natural properties which may be harder to know: our
lifeworldly access is value-laden, we may need a disengaged perspective (for exam-
ple that of natural sciences) to have value-free natural properties in view.

8 Although it can gain further credentials through comparative justification.
9 McDowell, various essays in 1998a. Compare to McDowell's (1996, 82) much quoted

characterization of the Aristotelian view of ethics he shares: "The ethical is a domain
of rational requirements, which are there in any case, whether or not we are respon-
sive to them. We are alerted to these demands by acquiring appropriate conceptual
capacities. When a decent upbringing initiates us into the relevant way of thinking,
our eyes are opened to the very existence of this tract of the space of reasons. There-
after our appreciation of its detailed layout is indefinitely subject to refinement, in re-
flective scrutiny of our ethical thinking."
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eralize that we learn our evaluative beliefs through socialization and participation,
by acquiring a certain evaluative framework.

The motivating insight of proceduralism is that merely having a belief does
not justify that belief. Justification must be impartial. That is correct, and the sub-
stantivist agrees. The conservative would disagree, and often the substantive view
is falsely claimed to be conservative in that sense. Substantivist would say that the
correctness of the belief depends on the content, i.e. whether the claimed good is
good. Its justifiability depends on its capacity to answer to reasonable, motivated
doubt, and the belief's being at least on a par with the rival views. Proceduralism
leads one to think that certainty and truth go together in the different direction: no
lucky guesses can even be true (despite their having the same content as correct
views), because in the evaluative realm truth/validity and justification are actu-
ally the same demand: it is the procedures of justification that bring about valid-
ity, there is no 'truth' independently of that.

In the substantive view, one obeys reason when one obeys the various sub-
stantive insights. Therefore, the realization of practical reason is not necessarily
"practical reasoning" in the sense of actual inferences, but it can be quite routine
perception of instances of goods that one is familiar with, and equally routine re-
sponses to such goods in terms of protecting and pursuing them.

The substantivist position goes together with what is sometimes called an
Aristotelian perception model.10 How do we know that X is what, say, kindness
demands in a situation? We just know, we just 'see', if we have the requisite sensi-
tivities. The point is that our perception of situations is shaped by our education
and the frameworks and evaluative concepts that we master.11 The perception
model goes together with the idea that when a practice is actually valuable, par-
ticipating that practice in fact teaches us something actually valuable. We gain
moral knowledge. We can point to relevant features of the situation, changes in
which would change our view of the situation.

Note that the reply "we just see" is available to someone socialized to an
ethically horrible practice, who has learned what F-hood demands in different
situations. Still, in successful cases, when we are brought up in the right ways,
we indeed do acquire knowledge through participating the practices of the so-
ciety. No separate procedures are needed.

11.2 Cases of missing knowledge

What if someone does not get it?

Now if we accept the substantive view and the perception-model, we get well-
known problems. The more or less reasonable disagreements and diverging re-

                                                
10 See especially McDowell 1998a.
11 Here the metaphor of the 'shape' of the situation is relevant, see Dancy 1993 and

Platts 1979, chapter 10.
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sponses to conflicts of goods will be discussed in the next subsection. But there are
also other problems: what if one doesn't see, even within the familiar framework?
That is, what if one does not grasp the point of an evaluative concept, and learn to
master it? This, I think, we could call the problem of lacking moral sensitivity or the
problem of missing knowledge.12

While often moral disagreements are pictured as taking place between two
overconfident parties, there are also experiences of being at loss: there may be full
agreement that person P does not see certain evaluative nuances, and everyone
may agree it would be better for him to grasp them, and yet the understanding is
missing.

Again we have a trio of options: skepticism, proceduralism and substantiv-
ism, this time concerning progress in personal moral beliefs, given a certain start-
ing level of substantive knowledge. We could be skeptical about progress in per-
sonal moral beliefs and think that people's frameworks are fixed once and for all,
perhaps in primary socialization. So in this question, skepticism and conservatism
shake hands.13

One can of course be a proceduralist, and think that both normal moral
knowledge and the cases of improving one's knowledge are matters of following
the procedures. Or one can defend the substantive position and think that instead
of stepping back we should look closer, try to grasp the details of the situation or
the point of an activity. Perhaps others could show these to us, or we could get the
missing insights through relevant experience, discussion, narratives or other de-
vices of representation.

When someone does not see that some X is valuable, can one give further
reasons for believing that it is valuable? We can say that doing phi is a constituent
of justice, and it is therefore good. Or we can say that doing phi is a means to the
end of making my friend happy. Can one give further reasons for the goals of jus-
tice or for making one's friends happy? According to pluralism, some goods and
some norms are not grounded by any further goods, they are intrinsically good or
valid. These are so to say 'basic reasons' (see Taylor 1989, 76-77 or 1995b, 137-140).
If someone does not see the point in pursuing pleasure, courage, justice, well-
being, love or truth, the first thing to do is to give examples. Our understanding
does not follow a deductive structure, and indeed we inevitably grasp the point of
evaluative concepts from examples. (Yet we can see that it would be good for the
person to grasp the point, or say that he ought to grasp the point).

                                                
12 There may be different reasons for why one does not get the evaluative point of some

concept: one has not acquired the relevant evaluative framework, or one has lost
one's lust for life and is depressed or 'melancholic', and isn't really responsive. The
former has more to do with virtues of intelligence and character, the latter with tem-
porary estrangement from acquired virtues.

13 Or someone might think, that one can permanently lose one's sensitivity to good
through wrong kinds of experiences, as some religious patterns of thought may suggest.
Or that losing one's "first naivete" is fateful, one can never get the confidence back, be-
cause reflection and skepticism go together as Jacobi suggests (and Williams). Even if
one can progress in moral knowledge as long as one stays on the right path, there is no
coming back to the right path once lost.
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Note that it would be wrong to say that only doing the constituent actions,
or action which is a means to a further end, have grounds, whereas pursuing
the basic goods has no grounds. The latter, basic goods themselves do not have
separate grounds, but pursuing the basic goods of course has a ground, given by
the basic good in question. Justice gives the ground for pursuing justice. That is
exactly what it means that it is valuable in itself, non-instrumentally.

These cases where someone does not 'get it', may open up the doubt that
perhaps there is nothing to see, that perhaps the 'teacher' is quite wrong. They
may, that is, be actually cases of moral disagreement. (And conversely, often when
moral disagreements are solved it turns out that they were actually cases of lack-
ing moral insight as well). But there are also plenty of situations where someone
intitially does not see, but then finally does, and accepts that this constitutes a gain
in knowledge. Taylor gives such biographical transitions a central place. There are
different modes of comparison: in some cases, one can be convinced that posi-
tion B is better than A because the transition from A to B solves some of A's in-
ternal problems and can explain why A had these problems. Thus, the transi-
tion is an epistemic gain. Or, one can know that some transitions are learning
processes, we know from our own experience that learning processes lead us to
a better position. Taylor refers here to our personal experiences and "biographi-
cal transitions".14

When trying to make someone else see better, one may resort to different
'embodiments' of the evaluative framework. For instance, the examples and nar-
ratives, through which the person interprets his grasp of values, can support one-
sided conceptions of the good. What Wittgenstein (1972, 518) says about philoso-
phy, applies to moral knowledge as well: "A main cause of philosophical disease -
a one-sided diet: one nourishes one's thinking with only one kind of example."
One mode of moral argumentation is then to provide new examples and fictive
narratives and metaphors, which carry a particular insight. Rorty stresses the
point of these in his demands for a morally inclusive literary canon, which adds to
our understandings about other cultures and their goods. (Rorty 1989, 73-95). For
example, in the case of environmental sensitivity, we can think of the narratives in
which humans are pictured as "the cancer of Mother Earth", or stories of the type
in which the globe has existed for 24 hours and during the last seconds humans
have appeared on the scene and destroyed it at a remarkable pace. I think that a
careful construction of such rhetorical "devices of representation" of some intui-
tions or insights can be a legitimate task for moral philosophers. Indeed Rawls's
idea of "veil of ignorance" is constructed to communicate certain insights about
fairness (see Rawls 1985).

Further, one's moral vocabulary may be insufficient for making one's inar-
ticulate views explicit. In a case like this, inarticulate views can contradict articu-
late beliefs. If one can gain access to new vocabulary, it may help to identify and
solve old inadequacies.15 The thesis about inarticulacy is one of Taylor's leading

                                                
14 "Explanation and Practical Reason", in Taylor 1995a.
15 MacIntyre (1988, 183) also points this out.
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ideas. For example, the concept of "alienation" from nature, community and from
work may articulate something that a moral agent has experienced, but has never
had the means to conceptualise.

Another kind of inadequacy is caused by insufficient experience of partici-
pating in practices and grasping their internal goods. Thus one possible argument
is: "try this and you'll see." Here we meet a limit to moral argumentation: some
knowledge can be gained only through experience. Yet it is not a limit of moral
understanding or practical wisdom: such experience communicates or generates
genuine insight.

Yet another way in which one's moral knowledge may be partial is that it
lacks living examples of moral agency and moral experts. I think this is one of
MacIntyre's main worries about individualism: there can be no "experts" of mo-
rality if all individuals seek the good life in accordance with their own concep-
tions. Such individuals are more easily led astray, and perhaps their ability to
judge may not develop. To some extent, there is room for the idea of moral ex-
perts, for the idea of a phronimos. In other words, it is possible that some people
see better (at any point of time) than others. This is easiest to see in connection to
practices. (Note that these experts need not be practical authorities: the practical or
moral entitlement to choose may remain at the individual's possession even when
he or she acknowledges that someone else knows better).

What if someone in the end still does not see? I think this is possible, al-
though it is unclear what 'in the end' is supposed to mean: there may be some
kinds of value knowledge that some specific individuals are not immediately sen-
sitive to even if they try. Probably it is not impossible for them to grasp the thing,
but it may be difficult enough not to be worthwhile. This does not show that the
'teacher' is wrong. Yet the challenge that in fact the teacher's or expert's insight
amounts to nothing is always possible. In the hermeneutical circle, when there
are conflicts of interpretation, the only solution can be to offer "more of the
same".

"What if someone does not 'see' the adequacy of our interpretation, does not accept
our reading? … The answer, it would seem, can only be more of the same. We have
to show him through the reading of other expressions why this expression must be
read in the way we propose."(Taylor 1985b, 17)

Collective anomalies and anomies: what if no-one gets it?

One specific kind of challenge, which the perception-models have inadequately
taken into account are technological and other changes, which bring about new
circumstances, in which we may not know what to do. Especially McDowell's
somewhat quietist way of defending the perception model calls for such further
questions.

This question is posed to McDowell by Honneth (2002a): what if the world
changes and new institutions or technical possibilities open up, where our old in-
ternalized framework doesn't help us? I think it is worth pointing out that here
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certainties and beliefs break up, not necessarily moral truths.16 The vacuum is in
the sphere of outdated beliefs, not in the circumstances. There is an empty area in
our moral map and no-one seems to know what to do. Below we will discuss
moral disagreements where the various protagonists know only too well what is
good and right, and where there are too many moral beliefs for all of it to be moral
knowledge. But at the cases at hand, the space of motivating reasons is not over-
crowded with candidates, it is temporarily underpopulated.

Despite such crises in the realm of certainties, one need not think that the
situations miraculously have lost their evaluative features. One can still say that
the circumstances still do have evaluative features determining their overall
evaluative shape and people's reasons for action, even if it will take time before
people grasp them. For example, when new technologies or social developments
appear, people still have their needs, even if the cultural articulations of their
needs may be outdated in the new situations. I think it is useful to use the term
anomaly in this context (compare to Kuhn), and in fact the term anomie (Durkheim)
is closely related.17

The substantive view would have to claim that once our insights increase,
and we learn more about the details, and new innovative practices evolve around
the technological innovations, we come to acquire insights concerning what is
valuable in such contexts.18 (Perhaps biotechnology or modern mobility can be
good examples: e.g. did the value of individual self-definition matter before the
modern conditions for its practical role? Did the difference between various defi-
nitions of 'death' matter before the brain-dead could be technologically kept alive
(in some sense of 'alive')? No doubt the severance of communally given social
identities, or the loss of the clarity of death have caused general puzzlement, and
it is plausible to see the new definitions of individuality or death as responses to
the changing conditions). Generally, when people grasp insights they experience

                                                
16 Here we have to be careful and distinguish moral truths and moral certainties (unlike

Honneth, who poses the question, does). It may well be that there are in fact bad and
good uses of a new technology, but when the technology is new, we do not have suffi-
cient experience and sufficient thick concepts to grasp them.

17 In discussion (Münster, 27.2.2003), McDowell suggested that an analogy to slavery
may help in thinking about such situations of puzzlement. I took the point to be the
following: 2000 years ago slavery was generally taken to be morally acceptable prac-
tice, and today no one takes it to be morally acceptable. At some point in history
maybe a couple of centuries ago, there has been a turning point when people have
been puzzled and have not known what to think of the issue, morally speaking.

My criticism of internalism suggests that we have to think that when people
realized that it is not morally acceptable, they did not think it is morally wrong
merely "from now on". After all, slavery has had the same wrong-making features all
along. Yet, we can think that the ancient slave-owners were not to blame, because
they could not have jumped outside their own cultures. They made no rational mis-
take, their views were warranted, and yet they turned out to have been wrong. A dif-
ferent story would try to show that slavery in fact is right in some circumstances. I do
not want to rule that out before hearing the story, but if the story is to be convincing
it must distinguish between justification and truth.

18 Henrich 1994, Gadamer 1960.
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them as something that would have been valid even before they grasped it. But of
course, the conceptual creations can be genuinely new insights.19

But in cases of anomaly, too, one can in principle be dogmatic or conservative
and say that one must stick to the evaluative framework as it was and deny the
anomalies. This is what opponents of cultural moral realism for some reason or
another like to imagine that realism leads one to. Or one can be skeptical and say
that once the initial certainties break up, there is no way of acquiring new ones
(this is close to MacIntyre's rhetoric of pessimism in After Virtue). Or again, one
could rely on some procedures, which abstract from situations anyway, so it does
not matter whether the situation is anomalous or not.

Or then, one can have a dynamic view of evaluative frameworks (suggested
by Taylor and also MacIntyre in Whose Justice and in the postscript to After Virtue,
and defended here) and think that anomalies can be overcome, but overcoming
them takes substantive insights and experiences. Before (hopefully) overcoming
anomalies, we have to acknowledge and name anomalies: there are cases where
we do not know what is right, we are at loss, so to say.

Concerning this question, Taylor's interest in zeit-diagnosis and 'modern
malaises' is especially relevant. The focus on meta-ethical questions might blind
oneself to the urgency of such diagnoses of pathologies and anomies.20 The rela-
tion between anomalies and practical reasoning is that they show that we can be
self-aware about inadequacies of our own moral knowledge. Justifying one's
evaluative framework can point out that it can solve anomalies that a rival
framework wouldn't be able to solve.

Understanding other cultures and fusions of horizons

How to understand others from other cultures? Here, the suggestion is quite sim-
ple: by getting acquainted with their social and cultural forms. Although one un-
derstands others starting from one's own standpoint, there can be fusions of hori-
zons, through which initially strange patterns become intelligible.21 One can learn
the evaluative and ontological views of other cultures, as well as their metaethical
and epistemological views. The question of assessing the truth of the others' views
is related to this process of understanding, and this gives rise to the various kinds
of challenges to be discussed below.

Taylor stresses that these fusions of horizons not only teach us things about
others, but also about ourselves. Gains in understanding others are at the same
time gains in self-understanding: we thematize our taken-for-granted implicit
views when we come to know different views.

                                                
19 Of course it is possible that the world changes more rapidly, and for many changes no

moral answers are well worked out before the world has changed again and the an-
swers may be outdated already when they appear.

20 Habermas 1981, Honneth 1995, and Rosa 1998 on Taylor.
21 See Taylor, "Rationality", "Understanding and Ethnocentricity", in 1985b, and "Expla-

nation and Practical Reason", "Comparison, History, Truth", in 1995a; Gadamer 1960.
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We can perhaps distinguish intercultural comparisons from multicultural
situations. Intercultural comparisons can take place between culture A practising
their practices in A, and culture B practising theirs in B, whereas multicultural
situations are ones where A and B coexist in place C. The usual intercultural case
is that of two narrow horizons encountering, and becoming aware of their nar-
rowness and one-sidedness in having so far ignored such and such goods, or such
and such conceptions of goods. All moral agents are doomed to live in such par-
tial ignorance, no-one can pursue or even know all the goods or conceptions of the
goods in all the cultures. Such ignorance is no practical problem as such, if one has
sufficiently adequate ideals for life to acquire sufficient well-being. Well-being
presupposes neither omniscience in general nor omniscience about goods.

11.3 Real and motivated disagreements

Real, unmotivated and global confrontations

The often discussed subclass of moral problems is that of moral disagreements. A
claims one thing and B claims another thing and both cannot be right. Here, the
first important question is whether this is merely a skeptical global challenge, or
an unmotivated specified challenge, or is it a motivated specified challenge?

A global skeptical challenge claims that even when our convictions are at their
strongest, we need to take seriously the global possibility, that what we think is
good is in fact bad, or that nothing is in fact neither good nor bad. We need to take
seriously the possibility that all of the normal moral knowledge we have acquired
is really nonsense or a big mistake. Kantian proceduralism tries to answer this
challenge: Kantians and skeptics agree that normal moral beliefs do not yet con-
stitute moral knowledge, although Kantians think they may be substantively cor-
rect. Knowledge must be justified independently, with some external procedure or
standard. I think that what is valid in Kantianism is not related to procedural rea-
son, but rather to the spirited defence of persons as ends-in-themselves, and the
value of autonomy.22

Moral challenges can be specific and yet unmotivated. Then they have the air
of "reflecting just in case", because it is always possible for example that I haven't
thought through the ranking of the goods, or the interdependence of goods.23

These differ from skeptical challenges in that they look for inadequacies simply on
the basis that "any particular view might be wrong", while in general the frame-
work is trusted. For this reason, classifying something as an unmotivated chal-
lenge does not refute the challenge. Unmotivated challenges can be substantively
correct. But their "unmotivatedness" means that they are so to say lucky guesses of
a critic, and we often are justified in believing otherwise. If we have some reasons

                                                
22 In chapter three I hoped to show that the view of persons as "ends-in-themselves" can

be accommodated to a more Aristotelian framework as well.
23 Compare to B. Williams's (1985) views on real and notional confrontations.
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to believe (erroneously) that "x is good" and someone presents a notional chal-
lenge "what if it is not? what if it is precisely the other way round?" without any
grounds for believing why not, then we are justified in holding that x is good, on
the balance of the reasons that we have so far noticed. Merely noting that "maybe
there are considerations against the view" do not affect the balance of reasons,
only actual considerations do.

When the challenges are motivated, they are detailed and grounded chal-
lenges concerning some particular goods. A motivated challenge is one where
someone has some (better or worse) grounds for thinking that this practice is not
valuable, even though it seems to be. There is someone who actually beliefs, or
takes seriously the prospect of believing, the rival view: there is a case to be made
in favour of the rival. Of course, it is the grounds of the challenge that matter, not
the fact that someone actually beliefs it. But due to the relevance of implicit under-
standings, the grounds may not be too clear in the beginning. Therefore someone's
conviction is a (fallible) sign of there being implicit grounds to be further articu-
lated. Such motivated challenges ought to shake the initial confidence on one's
evaluative views. Such motivated challenges are the central cases of moral dis-
agreement. Justification is a matter of being able to face motivated challenges.

Such challenges can be answered only in a Neurathian reflection, or a her-
meneutical circle, in the light of all the relevant considerations. There is no exter-
nal standpoint, no foundation on which we could rely. This means that we cannot
prove our moral views, but we can always try to improve them. There are differ-
ent types of such challenges, but before discussing them, I will point out that there
are some related disagreements, which may affect moral disagreements, without
being fundamentally moral disagreements.

Related disagreements

Sometimes moral or evaluative disagreements are not actually about the goods
that are found valid. Disagreements may concern first of all, empirical or onto-
logical beliefs. The empirical beliefs one relies on can be false.24 Taylor thinks that
an argument of this kind can usually be levelled against the moralities with "spe-
cial pleadings", like racism.25

Also ontological views may be open to challenge. The rival views in the
well-known moral debates on abortion or euthanasia rely partly on incommensu-
rable ontologies.26 On the other hand, the connection between ontological and ad-
vocacy issues is by no means straightforward, as Taylor himself has noted. For
example, a commitment to a social ontology of human beings does not necessarily

                                                
24 It is notorious, though, that in environmental debates there is a division among experts

and counter-experts with rival theories and rival facts. See e.g. Beck 1992.
25 An example of such 'special pleadings' or exceptions to universality can be the idea that

"the targets of Nazis are not really of the same species" (Taylor 1995a, 35).
26 The unresolvability and reasonable disagreement concerning metaphysical issues is a

reason why Rawls thinks justification of a theory of justice cannot proceed through
comprehensive doctrines (see Rawls, 1993).
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lead to a rejection of the value of individualism (Taylor 1989b, 14). Yet, one can
point out that atomist individualism must differ from holist individualism in
places where the background ontology makes a difference.

Further, there can be disagreements which can be traced back to the
metaethical or epistemological views in question. The metaethical theories and
methods can be one-sided in ways which distort ethical commitments. They can
be subject to philosophical argument, and they are in fact different kinds of re-
ductive epistemological and metaethical views are the main targets of his project.
(see e.g. "Introduction" in Taylor 1985a). One central point for Taylor is that there
are some human constants (like that fact that we are strong evaluators), but these
human constants are recognized in a distorted way by some meta-ethical and
epistemological theories. Because the self-understandings of humans are constitu-
tive of what these humans are like, distortive theories distort also the living prac-
tice. Therefore meta-ethical and epistemological views may lead to insensitivity
towards one's own intuitive views. I think here the idea of a "therapeutic" phi-
losophy is important, aiming at a critique of distortive assumptions.

Types of moral disagreement

The disagreements can also be directly about the conceptions of goods. Goods and
hypergoods may contradict each other, be in a state of disorder or perhaps not be
genuine goods at all, or there may be rival interpretations of the goods and the list
of goods may be "artificially shortened". That there are rival interpretations arises
quite naturally, because people have different experiences. As John Rawls (2001,
35) put it,

"the way we assess evidence and weigh moral and political values is shaped (how
much we cannot tell) by our total experience, our whole course of life up to now; and
our total experiences surely differ."

Moral concepts exhibit what Mark Platts (1979, 246) calls "semantic depth": we
can understand without fully understanding, i.e. there is always room for im-
proving our sensitivity or sensibility to the relevant features, and we may al-
ways be lacking in relevant experience. We may be lass than fully attentive to
some features, which would in principle be within one's reach, or we may lack
mastery of concepts or distinctions which are necessary for grasping the fea-
tures. Others may try in whatever ways to direct our attention to the relevant
features. There is one possible source of such clouded judgements and less than
full attention, namely narcissistic or selfish desires, wishful thinking and under-
standable fears.27 Further, there may be failures to connect various experiences
                                                
27 "The 'simple fact' of differences of moral judgment does not yet imply the falsity of

moral realism. In moral judgments, as in others, people can, and do, make mistakes.
What realism requires is that their errors be explicable - in realist terms. It is not, for
example, difficult to explain the erroneous moral judgments of many white (and
some black) South Africans. Their perceptions are clouded by their desires and fears
in just the way that many of our own factual judgments are clouded: of course my
wife is completely faithful to me, of course my son is quite exceptionally academically
talented!"(Platts 1979, 248).
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and information, there may be inferences which we fail to make. Grasping such
connections furthers our understanding concerning the area (Raz 2003, Bran-
dom 2000). Such lack of understanding can explain some disagreements.

More precisely, such disagreements give rise to different kinds of challenges.
Taylor illustrates this first of all with Plato's attempts to establish that some moral
demands are irrelevant, based on a mistake. For example in The Republic, "The in-
ternal goods, citizen dignity and fame, are savagely reinterpreted as a grasping
after mere appearances, simulacra." (Taylor 1994a, 33). I will call this "The Platonic
challenge", because Taylor names Plato's arguments against honour and family life
in this category: something is practised widely and taken to be good, but the critic
claims it is worthless. Contemporary examples could be the criticism of competi-
tive sports or violent computer games. It could be that the cultures pose to one
another the Platonic challenge. For example, members of the Western culture
think the practice of female genital mutilation is horrible, morally speaking, and
the practice should be ended.

"When we stand within the moral outlook of universal and equal respect, we don't
consider its condemnation of slavery, widow-burning, human sacrifice or female cir-
cumcision only as an expression of our way of being."(Taylor 1989a, 68)

We can appeal only to the substantive correctness of the conceptions, because
good and bad conceptions are alike in their origins. In the case of a morally loath-
some practice, the newcomer acquiring the mores of the practice is actually made a
worse person, and he learns to sensitively distinguish and respond to wrong
kinds of things, learns to enjoy or get pleasure from wrong kinds of things. Here
too, it can be that someone at first does not see the relevant features and distinc-
tions in a practice. When others get someone to see it, they help him to see some-
thing evil. Here a Platonic criticism of the practice is called for.

But if two conflicting goods are real, this kind of Platonic revisionism is not
possible. The kind of argumentation which Taylor links with Aristotle relies on
"architectonic goods" in determining the "correct rank and proportion" of ordinary
goods. It aims at resolving the conflict of clashing goods. (Taylor 1994a, 30, 34).
Taylor also calls this 'the comprehending strategy'. Such Aristotelian challenges con-
sist in 'un-Platonically' affirming the plural and incommensurable goods but criti-
cizing the unoptimal way in which they are combined in the practices of society or
in the life of an individual or in the way that the individual ranks goods according
to their weight.

I would like to add that a more Hegelian approach to the conflict of goods
would attempt to define a position which has reconciled the two demands in a way
that makes them no longer conceptually incompatible. In contrast to this, the Aris-
totelian attempt is not so much to reconcile incompatible demands, but an attempt
to order them in accordance with their priority. For example, Hegel's project of
social philosophy (see Hardimon 1994) aims at reconciling individuality and so-
cial membership.28 It attempts to show that we can fulfil our individuality through
                                                
28 In fact, not only Hegel's social philosophy, but his whole philosophical project was di-

rected at a reconciliation of different opposites (see Taylor 1979). Here I want to distin-
guish this ideal of conceptual reconciliation from the systematic connection it has in
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our social membership and our social membership through individuality. As a re-
sult of conceptual investigation, the conflict between goods disappears. Of course,
the success of this argument depends on whether the reconciled versions of indi-
viduality and social membership have lost something of their original moral force,
or whether they have mainly lost their unattractive features and retained their
good sides. Even in the case of when they lose their unattractive features, it may
be that we have either a Hegelian or an Aristotelian case, depending on whether
the synthesis is intensional or extensional.

So, the Hegelian challenge tries to show that some goods are not in fact sepa-
rate in the way they have thought to be, because one can have the goods of indi-
viduality through social membership. This challenge is that of abstract conceptions
of different goods which does not see their interdependence.

A further, Berlinian, kind of challenge concerns the narrowness of the hori-
zon or framework: that the owner of the framework is unaware of some good that
really is good. Of course, mere unawareness is not a great sin. The point of the
Berlinian challenge is that someone has limited respect for limited values: while
anyone can only pursue a limited number of ends, they could and should respect
other values, and therefore protect the possibility of others to pursue those ends,
and also protect the self-esteem of those whose identity is built around pursuing
those ends. (Again, such respect seems to be called for in real confrontations, in
multicultural situations.)

The Hegelian question consists of re-interpreting two goods. Of course, dis-
agreements often are between two interpretations of one single good, while leav-
ing other goods at place. Rawlsian distinction between concept of justice and rival
conceptions of justice is a case at point. Here Taylor's views on interpretation are
relevant: interpretation includes always identity and difference in the sense that
form and content are internally related, and yet in some sense the same content
can be expressed in a different form, which also alters the content to some extent.
We can put the point by saying it is the same concept but different conception. We
understand the concept only in the light of various conceptions of the concept, but
yet we realize that there may be reasonable disagreements concerning different
conceptions. Indeed, new conceptions not only give us new specifications, but
they may also broaden the limits of the concept. I call these disagreements Rawl-
sian, because Rawls has made the distinction between concept and conception,
and he has advanced our understanding concerning reasonable disagreements
considerably.29

To illustrate the Platonic, Berlinian, Aristotelian, Hegelian and Rawlsian
"strategies" let us consider various ways of arguing against some person P, who
holds, say, anti-environmentalist views. Perhaps one could follow Plato and argue
that the liberty, say, to consume this-and-that or the liberty to drive a car are not
genuine goods. Or then one could follow Aristotle and admit that the liberties

                                                                                                                                              
Hegel's work, and consider it simply as a way of dealing with particular dichotomies
and contradictions.

29 On reasonable disagreement, see Rawls 1993, 2001. One of the central roots of rea-
sonable disagreements is that our experiences differ. See also Raz 2003, 50-59.
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mentioned above are in fact genuine goods but ones, which are in contradiction
with the demands of sustainable development. Then one might try and argue that
they ought to be subordinated to the hypergood of sustainable development. This
may take one to the Berlinian claim that the value of sustainable development has
gone unperceived by P before. Or finally, one could follow Hegel and claim that
the conceptions of goods might involve contradictions which can be reconciled,
that true freedom and self-realisation do not in fact conflict with environmental
ethics. This Hegelian pattern of course includes the Rawlsian claims about con-
ceptions of freedom, self-realization and environmental ethics.

The ever-present notional, unmotivated possibility of Berlinian challenges
should not lead us to think that we do not have moral knowledge at all, but it
should alert us to the possibility that even when we have reached a full interde-
pendency or Aristotelian equilibrium between the goods, the emergence of new
cultural practices can break the equilibrium asunder. Further, the ever-present
possibility (and actuality, it seems) of reasonable disagreement should not lead us
to think there is no moral knowledge. It is only reassuring that reasonable dis-
agreement differs from unreasonable disagreement. Of course, there are hard
cases and vagueness here, as everywhere else, but there are also clear cases of rea-
sonable disagreement and unreasonable disagreement. From the viewpoint of
truth we can say that both can be equally right, and we can be pluralists concern-
ing not only general goods, but also specific goods: there is a plurality of incom-
mensurable and rival specific goods, which can be treated as rival goods.

Practical reasoning and justification: looking closer or stepping back?

In answering these challenges, one has again in principle available four options:
skepticism, dogmatist conservatism, proceduralism or substantive practical rea-
son. Here I defend the substantive option. Putting aside skepticism, conservatism
and proceduaralism for the familiar reasons, we can ask directly what does a sub-
stantive view do in such situations?

Taylor (1989a, 162-4 and passim.) distinguishes between engaged and disen-
gaged reflection. In engaged reflection the point is to look closer, whereas in the
disengaged reflection the idea is to step back, gain distance to one's reactions.

Two main reasons for wrong judgements are first of all lacking mastery of
evaluative concepts and the sensibility that comes with it, and secondly all the
ways in which judgements can be clouded by emotional upheavals etc. The for-
mer may suggest that one needs to gain distance to the case at hand and compare
it to other similar and different cases from some disengaged perspective. The lat-
ter may suggest that one needs to gain distance to one's immediate reactions, and
therefore suggest that disengaged reasoning is the best thing to do. I think both
diagnoses are correct but the therapies are wrong: indeed one may be lead astray
if one does not compare the situation at hand to other situations, and one may be
lead astray by following one's emotional upheavals. Yet, by the nature of the case
it is ultimately engaged reasoning, looking closer, that can show what aspects of
situations are relatively similar and different and that can show that clouded
judgements are clouded. To look closer means to look in the right way, by not let-
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ting the features of the situations be veiled by one's own narcissism or other de-
sires.30 Engagement need not mean sticking to one's reactions or to one's evalua-
tive framework as it is. The idea is to reflect no holds barred, being open to new
insights.31 The metaphor of "removing blinders" would be better than that of step-
ping back: wrong kind of desires (narcissistic, vicious etc) are 'blinders', but so is
lacking understanding of the evaluative realm. Through reflection and compari-
son of different views one clarifies what one's considered convictions in fact are.

It is only through more detailed study, not by stepping back to some disen-
gaged perspective, but by attending more closely to the motivated challenge and
features of the practice, that one can get whatever knowledge one has. There are
no external guarantees, one can only hope to be able to improve one's views, but
never to prove them. One's moral views must be subordinated to the test of per-
sonal reflection, to the test of experiental openness to the features of the world,
and to the test of rival insights. Comparison with the views of others with relevant
experiences are, makes a crucial difference in whether we are warranted in hold-
ing our view. Now real confrontations presuppose some specific issue. Therefore
the challenge for reasoning is to assess the rival views concerning this issue, com-
paratively.

In judgements in situations, the imperative to know all the relevant details is
obviously valid. It may be that one fails to see that a prima facie value applies to the
situation, or one may not have knowledge of the prima facie value at all (and there-
fore will miss it in all situations), or there may be disagreements concerning the
weight of the values.

The same goes for general conceptions of the goods: to have a grasp of a
general good, to know what it means, one has to know what it amounts to in
situations. One has to grasp the prima facie evaluative point of a qualitative dis-
tinction (for example kind/unkind). The Platonic challenge against such a con-
ceptual pair can often be put with the help of reverse distinctions (for example
cowardly/courageous) and claim that kindness is always a case of cowardliness.32

The challenge in defending the value of kindness is to point out cases, in which
kindness is in fact courageous. And in fact, in the unity of virtues view, only cou-
rageous acts can be kind: cowardly acts that may seem kind are in fact cases of
servility.

Substantivism argues that one can argue morally to point out errors in our
moral intuitions. One gains access to truth by experiencing, by learning relevant
ethical distinctions, and by getting rid of errors. But for this argumentation we
cannot have universal or formal criteria, we can only compare our intuitions or

                                                
30 Compare to Iris Murdoch (1970, 59) "The chief enemy of excellence in morality (and

also in art) is personal fantasy: the tissue of self-aggrandizing and consoling wishes
and dreams which prevents one from seeing what is there outside one.".

31 See McDowell, "Two kinds of naturalism". Compare to Raz (2003, 44): "The test of
whether something is valuable or not is in argument, using the full range of concepts,
information and rules of inference at our disposal."

32 Compare: "the so-called freedom-fighters are in fact terrorists"
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evaluative frameworks with others. Here we get to what Taylor has borrowed
from MacIntyre:

"Practical reason can't 'establish' goods by arguing from the ground up. Arguing
from the ground up would mean offering an argument meant to convince anybody
and everybody, no matter where they start from in their moral views and sensibili-
ties."33

Instead, 

"the arguments must be directed at particular positions or sensibilities. The argu-
ments are ad hominem, and in an important sense comparative. Our attempt will be
to show that the interlocutor's moral outlook could be improved by some error-
reducing move. The goal of my argument is to show that the interlocutor's position
flips over into mine, once you carry out the error-reducing move on it."34

Robert Audi (1997, chapter two) has claimed that beliefs acquired through experi-
ence can however upon reflection prove to be self-justificatory or self-evident.
Those who come to understand the content of a view, come to take it as self-
evident, but it may demand appropriate experience to come to understand the
view. The judgement is non-comparative in the sense that something is not only
claimed to be a better conception than some rival, but it is a correct one.

Taylor, like Alasdair MacIntyre (1977, 1988) Mark Platts (1979) and
McDowell (1998a), rejects the classical intuitionist idea that evaluative under-
standing concerning first principles would be self-evident and certain analo-
gously to the understanding of simple mathematical axioms. They rather think
in a minimal empiricist manner that experience teaches us what is good, and
therefore utilize some kind of perceptual analogy. This does not mean that there
is some special faculty, some special antenna for moral matters; it is rather that
ordinary experience is value-laden. We can never prove, but we can always im-
prove our understandings, which implies openness to new experiences. Getting
others to understand is a matter of drawing attention to the relevant features.

The comparative view that Taylor and MacIntyre favour suggests that our
frameworks are always open to motivated challenges. Full self-evidence could be
achieved only at the "end of inquiry" or "end of history". The existence of such fi-
nal truths would require that no new kinds of experiences concerning for example
freedom, friendship, multicultural situations, courage, democracy, respect for
animals etc can emerge. That is hardly plausible. Evaluative views are justified,
when they have been acquired in a reliable way through experience or participa-
tion in practices (which gives them prima facie plausibility in distinction to mere
lucky guesses), and have not been defeated by rival views (which gives them cre-
dentials that dogmatic views do not have, ruling out conservatism). They need not
be self-evident, but they must be credentially at least on a par with any specific ri-
val views.35

                                                
33 Taylor 1994c, 205.
34 Taylor 1994c, 205.
35 Note that this leaves room for justified, erroneous views: if the goals of the practice are

illusory goods, one nevertheless may be justified in believing them if one has not come
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Moral argument has the form of comparison between different alternatives.
In the course of deliberation some arguments, interpretations, pictures and ar-
ticulations sometimes turn out to be more compelling than others. In such delib-
eration, our capacity to judge plays a crucial role. Regardless of the wide variety
of possible interpretations, this kind of internal argumentation does not always
prove successful. Taylor admits that the model of reasoning he proposes will be
useless when "faced with an opponent who is unconfusedly and undividedly con-
vinced of his position" (Taylor 1995b, 35). Taylor thinks that a fully explicit
evaluative framework is a fiction. In real life, there's likely to be inarticulacy, in-
adequacy, confusion and incoherence, either identified or unidentified. No posi-
tion is immune to all arguments whatsoever. But it does not follow that our oppo-
nents are necessarily vulnerable specifically to our criticism or we to theirs. Ac-
cording to MacIntyre, two rival and incommensurable traditions may be immune
to each other's criticisms for long periods of time. And Taylor agrees that nothing
can give any a priori guarantee that in fact all moral disagreements can be
solved.36

"Conflicts can be resolved, but does this mean that all conflicts can be resolved? This
doesn't seem to me to follow either. An a priori answer either way seems misplaced ...
We have to recognize the full stretch of goods which have a claim to our allegiance,
and not artificially shorten the list through bogus "refutations". Then we have to face
the conflicts that arise, without the a priori certainty either of resolvability or irresolv-
ability."37

Taylor points out that biographically we are all familiar with transitions we view
as gains and as positive development, because they offer us a solution to an in-
adequacy. We can make better sense of our lives or order our goods better or clar-
ify our conception of the goods. Taylor (1995a, 51-3) calls this kind of biographical
transitions "error-reducing moves", which by definition guarantee that the latter
position is better than the former one. But these biographical transitions are still
open to challenge and rival interpretations: perhaps the transition was a loss, not a
gain.38 The 'historically comparative' justification of evaluative frameworks deals

                                                                                                                                              
across more weighty rival views. This is why truth cannot be made to depend on justifi-
cation.

36 Taylor isn't very consistent in his empirical estimations as to whether there are worrying
cases we cannot arbitrate by reason: In the beginning of "Explanation and Practical Rea-
son" Taylor makes an empirical statement that there seem to be limits to what people
can unconfusedly and undividedly espouse, and thus the most alarming cases, like
someone thinking that any murder is justified, are not a real threat. According to Taylor,
Nazis do not think killing people is not a problem, but this ban on murder is full of spe-
cial pleadings. (1995a, 35). Towards the end of the article Taylor notes that "...it does not
show that the most worrying cases, those which divide people from very different cul-
tures, can be so [in reason] arbitrated...we have almost no understanding at all of the
place of human sacrifice, for instance, in the life of the Aztecs." (ibid., 55).

37 Taylor 1994c, 205.
38 "If hypergoods arise through supersessions, the conviction they carry comes from our

reading of the transitions to them, from a certain understanding of moral growth. This
is always open to challenge...When Nietzsche wants to launch his out-and-out attack on
morality, he does this by offering an account of the transition to it, the rise of slave mo-
rality. 'Genealogy' is the name for this kind of probing. No one can fail to recognize that,
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with the rival readings of these biographical transitions. The interpretation of
one's biography (of one's moral transitions) as a progressive narrative leading to
one's present framework has to be able to stand challenges from rival interpreta-
tions. The 'dialogically comparative' part of justifying one's conception of the good
is based on the ability to answer the challenges that comparison to other concep-
tions poses. The others can come from the same culture, from other cultures or
from the past, and even from fiction. We must be able to justify our contrasts with
others.

The dialogical and historical aspects of justification cannot guarantee that the
present conceptions will remain rationally sustainable also in the future, because
there is always potential for improvement and development. Real frameworks
always involve incoherence, contradiction and inarticulacy. These provide the
framework with its internal dynamics.

This comparison and our conception of our contrasts with others can proba-
bly never be inclusive, because there are so many different kinds of others and so
many kinds of disagreements. Therefore we need to judge what amount of com-
parison is sufficient for justification (MacIntyre 1988, 358). We have to judge how
much time and energy we should use in moral reflection (Williams 1985, 171).

11.4 Conclusion

To sum up the discussion concerning beliefs and moral knowledge, let me return
to the five questions distinguished at the beginning:

1) Belief-acquisition or learning. Evaluative understanding is a matter of practical
experience and habituation, practical know-how, emotional sensitivity and
personal experiences rather than the kind of cognitive knowledge that one
can acquire by detached reasoning or by learning theories. Theories and ex-
plicit knowledge are secondary to the knowledge embodied in one's sensi-
bilities and know-how. These beliefs we acquire in socialization and in par-
ticipating to the cultural praxis of our lifeworld. Especially, no "sixth sense"
or "moral antennas" are needed, ordinary affective-conative-cognitive re-
sponses do.

2) Objective truth. The real evaluative features of a situation determine whether
evaluative judgements are true or false.

3) Epistemological justification or warrant. Evaluative views are epistemically jus-
tified, if in the light of the considerations available to one, and considerations
that would be available to one given reasonable effort, the view is justified.
Especially, the view must stand real, motivated challenges.

                                                                                                                                              
if true, Nietzsche's genealogies are devastating. That is because genealogy goes to the
heart of the logic of practical reasoning. A hypergood can only be defended through a
certain reading of its genesis." (Taylor 1989a, 72-3).
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4) Moral entitlement. Given the value of autonomy and the principle of non-
interference, an agent is entitled to believe p and live accordingly, even
when p is false and unjustified, only within the limits of morality. Autono-
mous agents are not entitled to do wrong to each other.

5) Reasons of one's own. To what extent do the person's evaluative stances de-
termine what he or she has most reason to do? This question will be dis-
cussed in the next chapter.



12 MORAL REALISM AND REASONS OF ONE'S OWN

The theory of 'strong evaluation in an extended sense' as suggested in chapter
one promised two things: that a theory of strong evaluation in an extended
sense would first of all make sense of the distinction between impersonal ethical
issues and personal orientation, and in doing so would reply to J. Anderson's
criticism of Taylor.1 Secondly, the critical point was made that the deontic layer
should be taken into account, among other things because the central indicators
of strong evaluation, namely praise and blame, presuppose norms and reasons
as standards of praiseworthiness and blameworthiness. In chapter eight the ba-
sic building blocks of this normative layer were discussed.

These two desiderata seem to pull in different directions. The suggested
analysis of the deontic layer in terms of external, value-based reasons for action
may make it seem even more difficult to allow for reasons of one's own.2 Such a
deontic analysis merely makes things more difficult - but also more exciting - by
heightening the sense of the problem. (Because these demands, especially the
second, are arguably neglected or at least not fully defended by Taylor, I draw
mostly from other sources in this chapter.) I argue that there can be reasons of
one's own, depending on one's orientations, commitments and the actual shape

                                                
1 As we saw, also the opposing criticism has been made. When Charles Taylor dis-

cusses the relation between strong evaluations and identity, or the notion of authen-
ticity and the idea that everyone may have "a measure of their own", the reader may
get the feeling that all moral reasons are essentially personal. A reason applies to me
only if it is strongly valued by me, as a part of "my measure". (See e.g. Taylor 1991a
or 1992). In addition to Habermas (1993, see chapter one above), a Wittgensteinian
moral philosopher Paul Johnston (1999, 105) reads Taylor as (sometimes) relativizing
ethical judgments to persons. I think this reading is wrong: Taylor holds that the con-
stituents of our identities must be "genuine goods". See Bennett Helm 2001 for a de-
fence of the janus-faced nature of personal values as both invented and discovered,
and for a criticism of a sharp distinction between cognition and will.

2 I will discuss reasons for commitments and orientations, but the stance-sensitivity in
question applies mutatis mutandis also to judgements in situations: concerning the
question what to do here and now (instead of what long-term goals to have). Note
however that reasons for (really) caring about an action may be importantly different
from reasons for (merely) acting (see Raz 2003, 144-6).
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of one's affective-conative responses. 3 First I discuss the general reasons that
decisions and commitments create, and general (stance-insensitive) reasons for
making a commitment to X. These suffice as a reply to MacIntyre's worry (12.1).

Yet the picture can be developed further. Drawing on the idea of exclu-
sionary reasons (see 8.4 above), I discuss the general reasons for having an ori-
entation of one's own and the difference between an orientation to the good and
a commitment to a good. The difference is the role they have as reasons for ac-
tion. Commitments play a stronger role in practical reasoning because they are
exclusionary reasons (12.2). Then I turn to non-uniformity and stance-
sensitivity of reasons, and ask whether different people have stance-sensitive
reasons to make different commitments (12.3).4 In the last section I analyze
more closely the nature of personal resonance and the difference it may make
(12.4).

12.1 Reasons for commitments, commitments as reasons

Marcel Lieberman (1998) has argued convincingly that commitments presup-
pose moral realism: mere acts of commitment cannot convert anything insig-
nificant to significant. Mere desires do not give reasons for action. Intelligible
commitments presuppose moral realism. We have a reason to commit ourselves
substantively to some values, political causes or friends, at least partly because
we have independent reasons to engage with those values, pursue those politi-

                                                
3 Scheffler (1982 The Rejection of Consequentialism. Oxford: Clarendon) discusses two

kinds of agent-relative reasons: those deriving from optional personal concerns and
commitments and those based on deontological side-constraints. Deontological con-
straints are agent-relative in that they do not concern the outcome, but what the
agent is morally permitted do. (see also Nozick 1988 and Nagel 1988 on side-
constraints, and Williams 1981a on personal concerns). Here I focus on personal con-
cerns and commitments. Dancy (1993, 166-252, esp. 182-5) points out that there may
be several kinds of grounds for options: 1. reasons, that stem from existing personal
concerns and commitments, 2. reasons of choice, that justify us in adopting new con-
cerns other than the concern to maximize the good, 3. reasons of supererogation; rea-
sons to promote good in ways which one is not required to, 4. The self-other asym-
metry (reasons that justify a non-maximizing sacrifice). (ibid., 182). Here I focus on
the first two, asking further whether in addition to the (non-specific) "reasons of
choice" that justify adopting new concerns at all, there are specific reasons to adopt
precisely these concerns and commitments instead of those. Dancy (ibid., 185) also
points out that in addition to deontological constraints, there are constraints related
to reasons of tolerance ("that forbid me to interfere with the moral autonomy of an-
other, even when the cost of interference is less than the cost that the agent's mis-
guided action will cause") and to reasons of partiality (which are a combination of
options and constraints; "it is plausible to suggest that in some cases I am merely
permitted to favour my children, and in others I am actually required to do so.")

4 That there are stance-sensitive reasons for action seems to be for example Michael
Smith's (1994, 170-1) view, although he puts the point by saying that one's prefer-
ences are sometimes among the relevant features of one's circumstances. As it may be
somewhat misleading to say that one's preferences are in one's "circumstances" I pre-
fer to talk about stance-sensitivity.
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cal causes, or have friends. These reasons are based on these values. Therefore it
is not only that moral realism leaves room for orientations and commitments of
one's own, but these in fact presuppose moral realism. 5

The next step is to distinguish between eligible and required, or between
what is optional, categorical and supererogatory. Pursuing categorical goods is
required from us, while some others goods are merely eligible: they are optional
in that there is nothing wrong in not pursuing them. Further, the degree of in-
volvement in pursuing categorical goods can be supererogatory, if it goes above
what is required from one, if it is "beyond the call of duty" (Raz 1986, 196). Pur-
suing supererogatory actions is praiseworthy, while not pursuing them is not
blameworthy. There can be supererogatory ways of attending to others' needs
for example. 6

Examples of categorical reasons are not hard to find. It is central to the
modern moral climate, that moral goods relating to the respect of other people's
autonomy and equal 'worth' are categorical. But drawing from the classical tra-
dition, we can point out that also virtue-terms are categorical, it is not 'up to us'
whether we ought to be just or not, kind or not, brave or not. Arguably, reason
requires it from us. 7

The clearest cases of optional goods are those related to practices: while a
career as a poet and a career as a soccer-player could be evaluatively on a par,
both are optional. Let us further assume that vegetarianism and reasonable car-
nivorism are ethically on a par. Further, let us assume that a marriage with
children and a marriage without children are in principle on a par (if this
sounds implausible, the reader is advised to imagine different examples). With
these assumptions, before knowing any further details, we can say that being a
vegetarian poet with children is evaluatively on a par with being soccer-playing
carnivore without children. They are both worthwhile and eligible options. One
has a reason to pursue either of those paths.

Yet, it seems that the choice between these paths makes a difference, once
the choice is made: when Paul is going to visit us, we want to take his vegetari-
anism into account in preparing dinner (instead of simply thinking that carni-
vorism is in principle equally reasonable for Paul too), and we understand why
he spends time with his child and with poetry. It obviously makes a difference
if Paul is a committed vegetarian poet with children already, even if the option
of soccer-playing carnivore without children would in principle be on a par.
There are reasons that stem from existing commitments. Even if the initial
choice between these options would have been arbitrary, the established com-

                                                
5 Even if this were not so, here we are interested in commitments in the context of

moral realism, independently defended in the previous chapters. Lieberman's tran-
scendental argument for moral realism as a precondition of 'commitments as we
know them' fits well the picture developed here, and gives it valuable support.

6 On supererogation, see e.g. Dancy 1993, 127-143, Raz 1986, 196-7.
7 Naturally, there are differences in personalities and temperaments. Virtue-terms are

not meant to be used in judging people's temperaments, but rather in judging what
they do, given their temperaments.
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mitment makes a normative difference: Paul has a good reason to write poems,
to look after his children, and to choose vegetarian food. Even an arbitrary deci-
sion between eligible goods makes a legitimate difference, at least as a tie-
braker. 8

Now if such decisions and established commitments are allowed to be
morally relevant in creating reasons, are there any pre-existing reasons for
making decisions and commitments? Yes: the worthwhileness of the goals gives
us a reason to pursue them. When one option is more worthwhile than others,
reasons require that we choose that option. When many options are on a par,
they are equally eligible. That does not mean that anything goes: only worth-
while and eligible options do.

Alasdair MacIntyre (1994) has protested that when there are so many rival
goods, which are equally eligible, then if the choice between them is just arbi-
trary, there is no reason to be committed to any of them.9 This is not true: there
are all the reasons to pursue this good, which made the choice eligible in the
first place. Secondly, there are extra considerations related to the benefits of
being committed to some goods. For example, commitments may be relevant for
structuring one's life, they may be time- and energy-saving and error-reducing
devices saving one from deliberating on each occasion the pros and cons of all
options, they may be relevant for one's integrity or identity etc.10 Therefore, our
commitment to X may be justified with reference to reasons to X, and with ref-
erence to reasons to be committed to something.

This goes to show that there are both general reasons created by commit-
ments, and general pre-existing reasons for making commitments. In what fol-
lows I will develop the picture further by suggesting that there is a difference in
the way that commitments and orientations provide reasons (12.2) and by sug-
gesting that there may be so called stance-sensitive reasons for making specific
commitments in addition to the general ones mentioned here (12.3 -12.4).

                                                
8 Arguably, a decision is further an exclusionary reason, it excludes other considera-

tions from counting. To deny this would be to downgrade the decision into mere ini-
tial intention. The distinction between decisions and intentions is crucial to the
analogous distinction between commitments and orientations drawn below.

9 MacIntyre (1994) criticizes Taylor's "pluralist realism" because there are "too many
rival ways in which we can make sense of our lives", given all the rival cultures and
their sets of goods (188). MacIntyre analyzes also Taylor's views on choosing be-
tween rival goods as follows: "[A]lthough our judgments that "Such and such is
good" may be true and realistically construable, our judgements that "Out of the
goods which could now be pursued this is the good to be pursued" will have to be
construed in subjectivist or emotivist terms."(188) There is a threat that "the alterna-
tive possibilities of realizing different sets of goods in different types of life, gradu-
ally frees the self from commitment to any such set or type of life and leaves it bereft
of criteria, confronting a choice of type of life from an initial standpoint in which the
self seems to be very much what Sartre took it to be."(189) I discuss the exchange
between MacIntyre and Taylor in Laitinen 1998a.

10 See Lieberman 1998



315

12.2 Orientation and commitment

Commitments and policies

According to Marcel Lieberman (1998, 5), a commitment has three main fea-
tures: it is stable over time while remaining potentially revisable (under critical,
rational scrutiny), it has action-guiding force, and lastly, it has a central role in
one's self-understanding and identity. Commitments structure our lives,
strengthen our identity, and they reinforce our self-esteem and integrity (ibid.,
59). What interests us here are "substantive" commitments to principles, politi-
cal causes, and interpersonal commitments (ibid.).

Lieberman distinguishes commitments from plans, policies and intentions.
Commitments are not intentions, because one can be "committed to a friend-
ship", or committed to "stopping the war", while these are not intentions. "The
verb "intends' applies to events or outcomes which we can directly influence or
control."(ibid., 64). Lieberman follows Bratman in distinguishing plans and poli-
cies. The latter are more general. "Plans typically concern particular, more or
less specifically characterized occasions". Policies differ in being "general with
respect to their occasions of execution"11 Bratman further distinguishes between
two kinds of personal policies, "situation-specific" (ss) and "situation-indefinite"
(si) policies. Ss-policies are general intentions "to A whenever C", i.e. they con-
cern only certain situations of the type C. Si-policies "do not specify a recurrent
kind of situation in which one is to act, but rather are policies to act in certain
regular ways over an extended period of time."12

In Lieberman's words, si-policies are ambiguous concerning the situation,
whereas ss-policies are unambiguous concerning the situation. He distinguishes
another dimension of ambiguity, concerning the "action" parameter. A policy of
never tolerating lies is ambiguous as to what action it consists of, but its situa-
tion is unambiguosly that of instances of lying. Lieberman suggests then that
commitments are general or ambiguous in both parameters (ibid., 74-5). Therefore
intentions, plans, ss-policies, si-policies and commitments form a chain of con-
siderations of growing generality.

Lieberman further points out that commitments are central for one's iden-
tity and self-understanding, whereas more specific policies are more external:
one can revise policies (and naturally also plans and intentions) while one's self-
understanding remains as it is.13 He suggests that "we form certain policies
against the background of certain commitments"(ibid., 77).

"My policies of never tolerating lies or of standing up for truthfulness might grow
out of a commitment to fairness, justice, or the importance of honesty. My policy,

                                                
11 Bratman, "Intention and Personal Policies", 444., quoted in Lieberman 1998, 66.
12 Bratman, "Intention and Personal Policies", 458, quoted in Lieberman 1998, 74.
13 Compare to Raz (2001, 34): "In general only the more abstract of one's attachments

are identity-forming. … Though this is only a matter of degree. There is no sharp
boundary between identity-forming and other attachments."
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then, provides a specific basis for acting on the commitment; that is it disambiguates
one of the parameters by specifying either a particular action or a particular situa-
tion."(Ibid.,78)

In Lieberman's view both commitments and policies are defeasible and flexible
but they differ considerably in the ways in which they are open for revision. In
his view, often "commitments require us to make choices or perform actions
which are counter-preferential and even counter-prudential"(ibid., 78-9). He
clarifies that they are "counter-preferential in the weak sense: as opposing one's
immediate desires and inclinations and not as opposing one's on-balance, or all-
things-considered, preference" (ibid., 79, fn.20).

"Take a student who is committed to finishing her paper. It is 8:00 p.m., she has not
yet finished the paper, and a friend calls offering a free ticket to the last performance
of a sold-out concert she wanted to see. Despite a change in her immediate desire-
belief reasons for staying and writing a paper versus spending an enjoyable evening
at the concert, reconsideration of her commitment is not warranted since forming
such a commitment is done precisely in order to override unexpected changes of
one's belief-desire reasons for acting. Or consider the person committed to a political
cause. The fact that her commitment requires counter-prudential actions, perhaps
risking arrest or professional censure, does not by itself provide grounds for revision
or her commitment; indeed, it is the counter-prudential nature of her actions that al-
lows us, in part, to recognize this as a case of commitment."(Ibid., 79)

What Lieberman has in mind is actually what Raz conceptualizes as exclusion-
ary reasons (see chapter 8.4 above). To paraphrase Lieberman's point we can
say that if the student or the activist would act on the balance of their first-order
reasons, they might act differently than they do given their commitments. This
is because the commitments are exclusionary reasons, and can exclude certain
considerations. Therefore it is slightly misleading to say that they act counter-
preferentially or counter-prudentially, and it is more precise to say that they do
not act on the balance of the first-order reasons. They act perfectly prudentially
in acting for the best undefeated reasons, it is just that some considerations are
defeated by second-order reasons given by the commitments.

Commitments are based on value-beliefs, and indeed Lieberman argues
that only moral realism can make sense of commitments in the first place:
"commitment involves some kind of valorization of an object or end. If this
changes, i.e. if what we value changes, then it follows that our original com-
mitment should (or will) change as well."(ibid., 79).14 Therefore commitments
are as stable as one's strong evaluations.

Commitments are related to who one is much more intimately than one's
policies are. One can simply adopt policies. Revisions of commitments are
questions like "am I the kind of person, who…?".

Lieberman concludes that "if we come across something which is stable
over time, guides action, and plays a role in a person's self-understanding and
identity, we shall call that commitment" (ibid., 86). I think we need to qualify
that conclusion by distinguishing "orientations to the good" and "commitments

                                                
14 One can note that promises in some cases at least will and should remain constant

even when a change occurs in one's valuations.
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to the good", which both may have these characteristics. They may differ on
how voluntary they are, analogously to the way in which intentions and deci-
sions differ. Lieberman seems to make the distinction in pointing out that com-
mitments are not sustained passively, "not out of a habit or disposition, but as a
result of reflective endorsement on the agent's part toward the objects of com-
mitment."(ibid., 80). Now could not there be something which is less voluntaris-
tic, but which is nevertheless stable and action-guiding, and which plays a role
in one's sense of who one is? Do not 'orientations to the good' fit the bill?

Commitments and orientations

What is "orientation to the good" more specifically? Here I use it merely as a
way of speaking of one's conception of the good: one has a conception of a
"moral map" about all the goods, and one has a selected orientation of one's
own. I do not orient towards all goods, although I try to respect even those
goods I do not personally engage with. The distinction between "map" and "ori-
entation" marks the distinction between one's conception of the moral space in
total and one's selection of the goods to engage with.15

The "orientation" is related to what Raz calls an attachment to goods and
the "personal meanings" goods acquire when attached to. Attachments to goods
or values make them personally important for us, giving meaning and direction
to our life.

"Personal meaning does indeed depend on attachments. … If you doubt that, try and
revive the spirits of a depressed or suicidal person by pointing out how much of
value there is in the world: mention the beauty of nature, treasures of supreme art
filling the museums, the wealth of sublime music, the great number of lovers, etc.
One is more likely to drive such a person further into gloom. Their problem is not in
the absence of value in the world but absence of meaning in their life." (Joseph Raz
2001, 19)

I suggest we distinguish two variants of orientation in the generic sense: com-
mitment and 'mere' orientation. Both are more general than policies, and both
can be constitutive of one's identity.

The relevant distinction between orientation and commitment is their role
in practical reasoning. We can make the distinction with the help of Joseph
Raz's analysis or decisions, rules and commitments as exclusionary reasons. The
way in which commitments seem "counter-preferential" or "counter-prudential"
can also be explained with the help of Raz's theory. They are counter-prudential
only in relation to the balance of first-order reasons, but because some of these
are excluded from consideration by the exclusionary reasons, one does what
reason tells one to do in sticking to one's commitment. Commitments are them-
selves reasons for action, and reasons to exclude some other considerations,

                                                
15 The problem of orientation remains even if we have a stable moral map of what is

universally good: "Underlying our modern talk of identity is the notion that ques-
tions of moral orientation cannot all be solved in simply universal terms."(Taylor
1989a, 28)
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whereas orientations to good are themselves not reasons, they merely result
from what one thinks one has the best reason to do.

More specifically, a commitment is a first-order reason to pursue the good
one has committed oneself to, and a second-order reason to exclude other goods
from consideration. Orientation is merely constituted by one's aiming at what
one finds best. The difference between orientation to a good, for instance equal-
ity, and commitment to the same good comes clear in situations, where new
opportunities open up: if one is already committed to certain goods, one has a
reason to neglect the new opportunities (in careers, hobbies and in causes one
promotes). If one is not committed but merely oriented, new opportunities may
reasonably lead to re-orientation. (The way Ulysses dealt with the lures of the
siren song is an allegory of commitment, not of mere orientation. Ulysses
wanted to exclude some later considerations.)

It is a tougher question how the difference between orientation and com-
mitment shows up in situation-specific judgements. Possibly in a situation that
would call for environmentally unfriendly action because other goods are
stronger in the situation, one's commitment to environmentalism may make a
difference in one's practical reasoning, whereas one's mere orientation towards
environmental goods does not.16 Or if I am painting by a river and I see some-
one drowning, I ought to try to help the person, whether or not my relationship
to painting is one of 'mere orientation' or of commitment. The relevant differ-
ence is that being committed to something is a reason not to redefine one's ori-
entation in the light of new goods and new possibilities, whereas being merely
oriented towards something is not. Yet commitments are revisable: 'I build my
life upon this option without considering whether some other options would be
better or equally good, but if this option does not seem to lead to a good life,
then I of course reconsider.'

12.3 Uniformity and stance-sensitivity of reasons

We have seen that there are good general reasons for anyone to make commit-
ments. These are of two kinds: some options in life are valuable and having
commitments may be valuable. This shows that moral realism can indeed leave
room for reasonable existential differences in the way people orient themselves
in life. We have also seen that even if the identity-choices between conflicting
goods were arbitrary, these choices would have morally relevant consequences.

                                                
16 And when the goods one is committed to, are overridden, the 'practical residue' may

be of a different kind than when the overridden considerations are not related to
one's commitments. Analogously to the way that unkept promises (which were over-
ridden by stronger reasons) create a practical residue (to apologize or to compensate)
(see Richardson 1994), unkept commitments may create practical residue: If an envi-
ronmentalist has to override environmental concerns, he may feel a legitimate need
to compensate for this elsewhere.
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The next task for us is to thematize the possible reasons of selecting one
eligible option rather than another. Are these identity-choices between con-
flicting goods really arbitrary, or are they based on the way the goods move us?
If goods in general are recognized through our affective-conative responses
(through the ways the goods move us), then how could personal differences in
orientation be sensitive to our affective-conative responses: ideally, the re-
sponses should be sensitive to goods, so any personal differences in the re-
sponses seem deviations from the norm or the ideal.

We face the puzzling predicament that some of us are drawn, on moral
grounds, to environmental activism at the cost of careers and family-life, or that
some of us are vegetarians for ethical reasons, and some are not. Or, of two
people, Paul and Mary, who are both talented and potentially successful poets,
only Paul feels drawn to poetry and actually chooses to pursue that path in life.
Do not the ethical demands or the call to live a fulfilling life in a particular way
apply to all people in relevantly similar situations in a uniform manner?

There can be first of all good 'stance-neutral' reasons for Paul to become a
poet and a vegetarian: he may be extraordinary talented in poetry, and vege-
tarianism may be the best option for him for medical reasons. In some cases,
such reasons may make orientation to these goods even required. 17

But could it be that Paul could have personal 'stance-sensitive' reasons to
become a poet and a vegetarian, because of Paul's own evaluative stance (or "af-
fective-conative-cognitive responses" or "personal resonance") towards poetry
and vegetarianism? Even when two options are stance-neutrally on a par, could
it be that the shape of our responses gives us a reason to orient in this way
rather than in another? In other words, can evaluative realism allow that it is
justifiable that Paul "values" poetry more than Mary does, or sees more personal
meaning in poetry, even when they agree on the 'objective' worthwhileness or
value of poetry?18 Can it be that of two equally talented would-be-poets one has
a reason to become a poet and the other one has a reason not to, simply because
one of them has always dreamt of being a poet and the other has dreamt of be-
ing a soccer-player? This is the question of whether there are personal, stance-
sensitive considerations, which matter in selecting one's orientation or com-
mitments.

My claim is that our affective-conative-cognitive responses are indeed
relevant not only in disclosing general goods but also in determining our own
orientations and commitments. The problem is how to make sense of this
                                                
17 Nevertheless, the value of autonomy seems to presuppose that no orientations or

commitments in life are required from one: if there is just one meaningful option, it is
impossible to exercise autonomy: in one sense it does not apply to the case. Autono-
mous choice is meant to make a difference. Autonomy makes a difference when of
two options, either can be better if autonomously chosen. Yet, even in cases where
one option is required, it is better if one understands oneself what is required than if
the understanding is heteronomous.

18  I try avoid expressions like "Paul 'values' poetry" which in ordinary usage can refer to
either of two things: both to the value-judgements on one's "moral map" which con-
cern the worth of an option, and judgements concerning one's own "orientation"
which concern one's selection among the options.
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stance-sensitivity, and yet not compromise the distinction between genuine
goods and bads. If our stances make a difference, then how can anyone's
stances be criticized? The answer is that our stances make a further difference,
within valuable options: the actual shape of our responses matters in forming
one's own orientation, given the moral map. As we saw, our actual responses
cannot turn something insignificant into significant, or otherwise we lose the
idea that evaluative beliefs can be criticized.

The question whether something is valuable is not whether a person is in
fact drawn to it. The question is rather: "if he were drawn to it, would he be re-
sponsive to real or illusory evaluative features?". It is true that these features are
not Platonic ones, they are in principle dependent on human responses. But this
dependence leaves room for mistakes and missing knowledge on behalf of in-
dividuals and even whole communities (and therefore the evaluative features
cannot be identified with what all the actual judgements and responses claim)
and it leaves room also for selections. In the case of optional goods that are not
part of my own orientation, I understand that other people are moved by this
optional good, and I understand that I could be, given suitable preconditions,
but in fact at the moment I am not. So the question whether X is really valuable,
and whether person P is drawn to X are different questions. The actual shape of
one's individual personal responses cannot turn something worthless into
worthwhile. What kind of difference can they make?

Universality and uniformity

Not all cases of non-uniformity are cases of stance-sensitivity. Moral reasons,
values or goods are uniform when they are general and apply to everyone in the
same way, whatever the particularities of the situation or the agent. This is the "one
size fits all"-idea familiar from basic rights.

Reasons can be non-uniform in being situation-specific or agent-specific if
they are general and apply only to anyone relevantly similar or in relevantly
similar situations. Some "non-uniformity" is based on morally relevant factual
differences and particularities: "this size fits only people of this size, but still all
of them, disregarding any irrelevant differences". Such reasons are still stance-
neutral, if the evaluative stance (or the affective-conative-cognitive response) of
the agent makes no difference, i.e. if the relevant differences between agents can
be specified without referring to their evaluative stances. For example, needs
and capacities are features of the agent, which may make a relevant difference
(independently of their own attitudes concerning these needs and capacities).

Reasons are stance-sensitive when they apply only if people take them to ap-
ply to themselves (something is good because I take it to be good, or because of
my 'personal resonance'). In this section I first clarify the nature of the uniform-
ity of reasons further, because not all cases of non-uniformity are cases of
stance-sensitivity.

It would be more precise to talk about uniform and non-uniform descrip-
tions of reasons. Indeed, one and the same reason can under some description
be uniform or non-uniform.
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Some moral and practical considerations, under some descriptions, are
uniform:

everyone has an equal right to life,
everyone has a reason to aim at good life,
everyone who can has a prima facie reason to help a drowning person,
everyone has a prima facie reason to keep their promises,
everyone has a special responsibility for the consequences of their deeds,
everyone has a prima facie duty to look after their children,
etc.

Such reasons, under such descriptions, apply equally to everyone. One size fits
all concerning such prima facie duties, rights and reasons. Less obviously, every-
one has a uniform "latitudinarian", imperfect duty of benevolence, to help some
people to some extent. Here the "latitude" in question means that what the
"some" stands for is not uniformly specified.19

But the same reasons can be non-uniform when we take a look at the way
in which they apply to people. The particular factual features of the agents and
or their situations often make a difference: It is Mary (and not Paul) who ought
to try to save Peter from drowning, because she happens to be in a situation
where she can try to save him. It is Mary (and not Paul) who has a binding rea-
son to go and meet Peter, because she promised to. It is Mary (and not Paul)
who has to compensate for the harm done for Peter, because it was Mary who
did it. It is Mary (and not Paul) who has to look after Peter because she is Peter's
parent. And so on. 20

These are still stance-neutral characterizations, they do not refer to Mary's
or Paul's subjective views. They are simply more specific characterizations of
the uniform stance-neutral reasons.21

This means that we can talk about the degree of substantive uniformity of
some principles: the less a principle admits of relevant differences, the more
uniform it is. "To each according to her need" is not a very uniform principle
when applied to concrete situations, because needs vary a lot. But at the level of
abstraction, where the details of situations or needs are not taken into consid-
eration, the universality of the principle means that it is applied to all in a uni-
form manner: everyone's needs have the same weight, it is just that someone's
needs are more vital than someone else's. It is therefore more correct to speak of
a "degree of uniformity at a level of abstraction". The more uniform a principle

                                                
19 See Richardson 1994.
20 I take it that the claim that there are such non-uniform reasons requires no justifica-

tion. The argumentative role of non-uniform and stance-sensitive reasons is that of a
potential challenge to cultural moral realism, and I hope to show that the challenge
can be met. I take it that any adequate theory of values and reasons must explain the
nature of considerations, which at least seem to be non-uniform and stance-sensitive. I
defend the view that they seem so, because they are.

21 They are "thicker" in the sense of thick and thin given by Walzer 1997.
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is, the less abstract level still gives the result that "one size fits all". Basic rights
to life and liberty are perhaps examples of fully uniform principles, they are
fully equal even at the most concrete level of full details. They can be called
thoroughly uniform principles. The only relevant difference is whether some-
one is a rights-bearer or not, and to each rights-bearer the same rights are
granted.

The answer to what is good for one to do in general is uniform at some
level of abstraction: there are general goods, which feature in the recommenda-
tions of what is good for anyone to do.22 Yet, we feel that what it is good for me
to do in this kind of situation differs not only from what it is good for me to do
in some other kind of situation, but also from what it is good for you to do in this
kind of situation. The formal universality of values and reasons means that the
question of what is it good for me to do in this situation cannot be specified with
the empty fact that I am me (that as such adds no info), or with the substantive
fact that I am A.L. The latter adds info, but is evaluatively neutral: reference to
individuals carries no normative or evaluative weight. The relevant difference
must be some relevant features, backgrounds, life histories, commitments or
special relationships23. These are relevant differences between you and me, and
therefore the reasons are not uniform.

There are differences between you and me, which make a difference in
how values and reasons apply or are instantiated. Now clearly many relevant
differences are stance-neutral factual features of agents (needs, capacities, spe-
cial relations like parenthood, group-memberships etc.) or situations (Mary
happens to see someone drowning, Paul does not). But are there also "stance-
sensitive" subjective differences, which make a difference? If there are, the
question is not only: what affective-conative-cognitive responses ought someone
like me have in this kind of situation, but further, given the actual affective-
conative-cognitive responses that I do have towards some evaluative features,
what should I do? Are there legitimate stance-sensitive differences, based on the
actual shape of our responses?

Stance-sensitive and stance-neutral reasons

For purposes of definition, we can divide normative reasons into two classes:
every reason is either essentially stance-sensitive or essentially stance-neutral. A
normative reason is essentially stance-sensitive if it has to have a special relation to
the subject's own evaluative stance towards this reason, in order to be a valid

                                                
22 It is good to pursue good life with others under just institutions, under the impasse

of moral norms (see Ricoeur 1992). And the constituents of good life are general as
well: trying to do one's best in various practices, fostering relationships to one's
friends, advocating good causes and trying to become sensitive to the needs of others
and demands of situations. Further, any practice is valid in a potentially universal
manner.

23 For example, to say that I am T.L.'s son is relevant in determining the special rights
and responsibilities that I and T.L. have in relation to one another.
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normative reason.24 (There may be also reasons, which are sensitive to the atti-
tudes of others, but I ignore them here.) With "stance-sensitive" I mean sensi-
tivity to the person's own affective-cognitive-conative responses, i.e. one's emo-
tions, imagination, cognition, volition or one's identifications with groups. Of
course, these too can be taken as facts but they are facts of a very specific type,
they are stance-sensitive, or personal facts. (Note that it is a fact that I believe
that p, even when p is not true. The belief is a fact even when its content is not).

For example, if I have an extra reason to become a poet or vegetarian or a
parent, because and insofar as I take these to be good and appealing options for
me, then this reason is essentially stance-sensitive. If I would not care about
being a poet myself, the mere value of poetry alone would not give me an
equally strong reason to become a poet. The same holds of continuing to write
poems: if one is alienated from the goal, one has no longer a reason to con-
tinue.25

Four points of clarification to the definition: First, essentially stance-
neutral reasons may have a relation to the subject's evaluative stance, but they
need not have it in order to be reasons. For example, I may think human rights
are significant, but the validity of human rights is not dependent on my so
thinking. That's why the distinction is between essentially stance-sensitive and
essentially stance-neutral. Essentially stance-neutral reasons may be contingently
stance-sensitive.

Second, in another sense it may be essential to who I am that I respect hu-
man rights, but it is not necessary for the validity of the human rights. There-
fore my evaluative stance may be essential to my identity, but not essential for
something's being a reason. The "essentiality" in question here concerns the va-
lidity of the reason. Essentially stance-sensitive reason would not be a reason
for me if my evaluative stance would be sufficiently different.

Third, the definition is vague on purpose. We may have various sugges-
tions as to what exactly the special relation to one's stances is like (is it emo-
tional, volitional, cognitive, social, imaginative etc.). I will take a closer look at
these below (12.4).

Fourth, we may also have various suggestions as to what difference the
special relation can make. If it cannot actually generate reasons, it can at least
select, specify or order stance-neutral reasons. I will take a closer look at selec-
tion below (also in 12.4).

What if there were no stance-sensitive reasons? That would mean that in
making and sustaining a commitment, all the relevant reasons would be inde-
pendent of what goods appeal to us. Even if some career would be something
that we have dreamt of all our life, the only reasons for making the commitment

                                                
24 To simplify things I add "towards this reason". This condition may need to be broad-

ened.
25 Possibly the same is true of being a parent as well: if one's feelings towards a child

are sufficiently inappropriate (to the extent of harming the child's development) one
has a reason to give the child away. But here it is the child's best that matters most,
instead of the parent's attitudes.
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would be stance-neutral: most importantly, the value of the career in question,
the general value of making any commitments at all and some stance-
insensitive features which make precisely some careers suitable to one (like
one's talents). And further, some philosophers have tried to show that one's
stances may make a legitimate difference even if our subjective stances like de-
sires are not themselves reasons. It is rather that choosing against what one de-
sires would be a sign a self-hatred or some other negative attitude, and there is
a (stance-neutral) reason for everyone to avoid self-hatred (Raz, interview, cf.
Raz 1990, 203).26 It may therefore be that even without stance-sensitive reasons
we can preserve our central intuitions concerning the relevance of "personal
resonance", if it makes personal resonance relevant in this indirect way. For ex-
ample, if someone feels interest in becoming a poet, the good reasons for doing
so would consist in stance-neutral reasons like the value of poetry, the value of
committing oneself to something, one's possible talents and prospects of success
and the disvalue of self-hatred and other negative attitudes that not committing
oneself to poetry might cause. This way of explaining why there seem to be
stance-sensitive reasons is consistent with cultural moral realism. Cultural
moral realism can nevertheless allow that some reasons (under some descrip-
tions) are stance-sensitive, which makes personal resonance relevant in a direct
way: if I am personally interested in becoming a poet, that is directly an extra
reason for me to try to become one. Let us end with a closer look at the nature
of 'personal resonance' and the difference it makes.

12.4 The nature of personal resonance

Selection

Personal resonance may make a difference in the process of selecting between
optional goods. Not only are many goods eligible, but personal likings and
aversions may make a difference in what one should commit oneself to.
Habermas's view of the hermeneutical self-clarification (see chapter one) fits
this kind of deliberation or self-interpretation.27

                                                
26 Raz points out: "failure to do what one desires to do raises the same problems and

can be criticized on the same grounds as failure to do what one knows one has rea-
son to do."(1990, 203). Further, some moral norms (like the ban of hypocrisy) refer to
our beliefs. Jonathan Dancy (2000, 54) discusses the norm that we should avoid hy-
pocrisy. This norm tells us we should aim at not criticizing others for doing X if we
believe that X is okay for us, and we should avoid doing X ourselves if we believe it is
not okay for other. Whether or not someone is hypocritical depends on what he be-
lieves is right (not on whether it in fact is right). The norm to avoid hypocrisy will
necessarily include mention of our stances, namely beliefs. If I believe that X-ing is
wrong, but it in fact it is not, my doing it can nevertheless be hypocritical, while oth-
erwise okay. X-ing, while wrong to do it while criticizing others, is not wrong be-
cause I believe it is wrong (my belief is not the reason why it is wrong).

27 See also Wiggins "A Sensible Subjectivism?" in 1998, and Helm 2001.
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When there are stance-neutral reasons for one to become a poet, a phi-
losopher, a ploughman or a police, my personal resonances can give me reasons
for selecting between these. There may be situations of explicit choice, but also
(more often) situations where we find that we are already living one option,
there is something we have become (perhaps through our parent's choices or
without an explicit choice by anyone) and then we can reflect ex post facto that
this is merely one option among many. Here, too, when the selection merely
"happens" to oneself instead of being voluntarily chosen, we are interested in
the justifiability or adequacy of the selection.28

Sexual orientation is a clear-cut example of the role of personal resonance.
Arguably, having an intimate sexual relationship with another person is valu-
able. Some people feel they cannot help being heterosexual, and some others
feel they cannot help being homosexual. Yet, both heterosexual and homosex-
ual intimate relations are valuable stance-neutrally speaking. (Unlike intimate
relations to frogs, which would be demeaning. See Raz 2001). This shows how
people are not even capable of enjoying some possible stance-neutral goods or
specifications of goods, because of their affective-conative responses. Many
goods can be enjoyed only with the correct attitude, so it is impossible to realize
the goods at all with a wrong attitude. So clearly here the subjective affective-
conative response, or evaluative stance, makes a difference.

Sometimes I have a reason to aim at something because it appeals to me,
or appears significant to me. When I face two options, one of which I have
dreamt of all my life, the other one being an equally decent option but without
personal resonance, I have a reason to opt for the former. In situations like this,
we normally say things like "I would be a fool not to". This suggests that I harm
myself, or do not do what is best for me, if I do not listen to my own reactions,
and do what I really value, or pursue what has more personal importance to
me. This suggests that Paul has a reason to become a poet and a vegetarian, if
these have special importance to him.29 Paul can construe his identity, his
evaluative outlook, his orientation in life and commitments to goods, in a dif-
ferent way than Mary, and these are not merely arbitrary choices, or based on
prudential stance-neutral reasons. There is an element of passivity, or "attentive
openness" here as well. There is a reason for Paul to become a poet or vegetar-
ian, if these options appeal to Paul. "Personal resonance" may be morally rele-
vant, it may make a difference to one's practical reasons.

Further, commitments are not incorrigible. There is a difference between
being a successful player of chess who has committed oneself to this career and
still enjoys playing chess, and being a successful player who has lost all interest

                                                
28 Charles Taylor seems to hold that there is to some extent some "division of labour"

between different cultures and different religions as well, not only between indi-
viduals. This culture can fulfill these aspects of human flourishing, while that culture
concentrates on those. (This was also Isaiah Berlin's view). Therefore, many options
are 'chosen' and ruled out through one's socialization to one culture rather than an-
other. It clearly is a valid tie-breaker that one is familiar with some goods and not
with others.

29 This is close to what Scanlon (1998) calls desire in the directed attention sense.
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in chess or even hates it. Subjective stances make a difference over and above
the public facts. Alienation from one's goal, even while believing it is a worth-
while goal as such, may give one a reason to drop the goal. Of course, a com-
mitment is more stable than one's fleeting desires and reactions, and part of the
point of commitments is based on one's keeping on being committed even when
one temporally would not feel like it. Nevertheless, long-term alienation from
one's commitment is a reason to change it.

Thus, the role that one's stances or personal resonance have in selecting
one's goals is naturally put in terms of stance-sensitive reasons. It seems that
there are stance-sensitive reasons. A phenomenologically oriented theory
should accept that there are stance-sensitive reasons, especially if this creates no
paradoxes or theoretical difficulties. It might seem to be a difficulty, that one's
affective-conative-cognitive responses play a double role in one's ethical life:
they reveal stance-neutral goods and try to "get them right" (i.e. they try to re-
spond to the worthwhileness of goods, which is not determined by one's own
actual responses), but they also give one personal reasons to specify and select
among them (i.e. they constitute the stance-sensitive reasons, which are consti-
tuted by the objective worthwhileness together with one's responses). But there
is no paradox, because the two roles that one's responses have, concern two dif-
ferent things: objective worthwhileness of goods (and "the moral map") and
one's stance-sensitive reasons (and "one's orientation").

Affective-conative-cognitive responses: a closer look

One's affective-conative-cognitive responses play a double role in one's ethical
life: they reveal stance-neutral goods, but they also give one reasons to specify
and select among them. These responses are of different kinds, ranging from
emotional and cognitive to volitional ones.

Consider, first, the way we have emotional reactions and attachments to
values, goals and ends. We are moved by some goods more than by others.
Some ideals and prospects appeal to us or are closer to us. Or to use a friend-
ship metaphor, we are friends of some values, and while not possibly enemies
of any values, nevertheless we have a special attachment only to some. The spe-
cial relation can be a valid principle of selecting and ordering. While a feminist
and an environmentalist may agree on the prima facie worthwhileness of goals,
they give these goals a different role in their own life. While both may do what
gender-equality and environmental values require from everyone, they are in-
volved in their own causes to a much greater extent, possibly in a supereroga-
tory way.

Our emotions reveal aspects of situations, and thus are related to stance-
neutral goods as well. Indeed, the traditional view concerning the self and the
good is that one's character is important, because one ought to have the right
emotions in the right situations, get pleasure from right kinds of goals etc.
Stance-neutral goods make demands to one's character and sensibilities, which
must be such that one can enjoy the good and dislike the bad. This is one aspect
of the "responsibility for self" that Taylor talks about. Much of what is relevant
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in the ideal of being in touch with one's inner life is related to the idea that one's
inner life, when one is properly brought up, resonates in a correct way with
stance-neutrally valid goods.

But further, as we have seen, our emotions reveal our personal stances and
orientations, which make a further difference in selecting, specifying, ordering
and silencing goods. The relevant ideal here is to be in touch with one's inner
life, with one's emotions, to find one's own path. This ideal can be called emo-
tional authenticity. Emotional authenticity concerning stance-neutral goods is
simply the ideal that it is good that one's emotions are responsive to values
(which are there independently of one's emotions), whereas emotional authen-
ticity concerning stance-sensitive goods is a more constitutive ideal: some
goods, some specifications are relevant or have the weight they do because of
one's emotional relation to them.

Secondly, the same thing can be said of one's habits and practical know-
how: they contain implicit 'routine wisdom' concerning stance-neutral goods,
but they may make a difference in determining which goods I am and should
be attached to. Therefore one ought to be in touch with one's tacit knowledge.
This ideal can be called for instance 'habitual authenticity'.

Thirdly, we live with significant others, and we have a sense of belonging
to some communities, which have more or less traditional ways and customs.
Here it is not the goods themselves directly that we love, but we are attached to
the people and through pursuing these goods we can promote our shared way
of life. This counts as a special relation as well, although it is more communal
than individual. These traditions contain wisdom concerning stance-neutral
goods, but they also may make a legitimate difference in selecting between
them. This ideal related to belonging to living traditions can be called for exam-
ple 'traditional authenticity'.

Fourthly, as an individualistic antidote to the previous suggestion, we can
point out that we are creative, imaginative and expressive beings. We get ideas
and create visions, and suggestions as it were emerge through us. We do not
merely discover, but we invent patterns of good life. In innovative ways we fig-
ure out what would be a good life for me. While there are models of human
flourishing which we use as guidelines, we also simply 'get ideas' what to do,
and indeed everyday life consists of quite creative puzzle-solving. Imagination
in this sense differs from emotional reactions, but is also another variant of 'be-
ing in touch with one's inner life'. This can perhaps be called expressive
authenticity (whereas emotional authenticity is in a sense more 'impressive', it
concerns the 'impressions' that various situations make). Our inner life should
be in tune with requirements of value, but again it makes a legitimate difference
between the values.

Fifthly, the special relation could be a cognitive matter, the relation could
be simply one of literally seeing, hearing, grasping, perceiving, or accepting
upon reflection and deliberation some goods and not some others. Again, one's
cognition ought to be checked by stance-neutral goods, but there exists a related
meta-ideal (we can call it 'cognitive autonomy') suggesting that people not only
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do, but also should orientate by their own lights. That people orientate by their
own lights is not only necessary in practice, but it makes a legitimate normative
difference to what specifications one should follow.

Finally, as we have seen, the special relation could be a volitional matter,
based on a bare choice or decision or commitment (call it 'volitional autonomy').
For example, once one has decided to stay by one's mother and not to join the
resistance movement, one does not lose the stance-neutral reasons to join the
resistance, but one has generated personal reasons not to join and not to leave
one's mother. One's commitment has created exclusionary reasons. Again, one's
decisions should be guided by stance-neutral reasons, but they also create
stance-sensitive reasons.

The ideal of doing what one has most reason to do, when all undefeated
reasons are taken into account, must respect these various aspects of authentic-
ity and autonomy. Authenticity and autonomy are values, which give a name to
the idea that the actual shape of our affective-conative-cognitive responses
makes a legitimate difference in the way we should leave our lives.

12.5 Conclusion

One's own affective-conative responses generate special relations to values, and
thus can help in selecting (and ordering and specifying) between stance-neutral
normative reasons. This special relation can be cognitive, volitional, emotional,
imaginative, habitual or traditional.

The relation to the evaluative stances of subjects is not what generates rea-
sons ex nihilo. 30 It can merely order, select or specify. Any good is potentially a
good for everyone, personal resonance merely makes a difference in orienting
and committing oneself to some goods instead of others. And as we saw, the
difference between commitments and orientations is in the role they play as
reasons: orientations are not reasons but commitments are.

It is noteworthy that we need not suggest that personal reasons deal with
good life and stance-neutral reasons deal with justice or morality in the narrow
sense. Quite the contrary: any good-for-me is potentially a good-for-anyone
under some other description. Instead, it is the distinction between categorical
and optional goods that makes a crucial difference.

In the context of categorical moral reasons, where selection between op-
tional goods plays no role, one's personal resonance makes no legitimate differ-
ence. Nevertheless, it is better (given the value of autonomy) if one sees the
bindingness of the moral reasons oneself. In the context of categorical reasons,
one's personal resonances do not have a constitutive role.

                                                
30 If some individual or culture seems to create a new personal reason ex nihilo, which is

not a specification of any impersonal reasons, they in fact create at the same time an
impersonal reason. Such creation of new values and reasons is possible, but given the
universality of value, once created they apply to everything relevant.
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In the context of leading one's life and determining one's identity, one
should have a stereoscopic vision balancing the demands of stance-neutral
worthwhileness on the one hand, and the demands of autonomy and authen-
ticity on the other, as both aspects are important. In this study I have
approached the meta-ethical relation of these two from the viewpoint of stance-
neutral worthwhileness, and I have asked whether it leaves room for personal
reasons. This may have given the impression that I fail to the stress the rele-
vance of such a stereoscopic vision. This has not been my intention. In the con-
text of one's own life and identity, the demands of autonomy and authenticity
are equally relevant as the demands of worthwhileness of the goals one pur-
sues. This gives one's affective-cognitive-conative responses the double task of
tracking worthwhileness and constituting stance-sensitive personal reasons.



13 CONCLUSION

This study has been built around two general goals and a number of more spe-
cific ones. The general goals are to examine the role and relevance of strong
evaluation in philosophical anthropology, and to formulate and defend 'cultural
moral realism without sources'. My success in realizing these general goals de-
pends on whether or not I have been successful in defending the numerous
more specific claims, on which my general views are based (although some
readers might in principle agree with my general claims while considering that
I have got some of the details wrong). In this conclusion I will focus on some of
the more important specific conclusions arrived at above.

What exactly is strong evaluation?

In the first chapter the central features of the concept of strong evaluation were
discussed, namely qualitative distinctions concerning worth and the role of strong
evaluation for identity. The nature of strong evaluations both as background
understandings, processes of evaluation and individual convictions was clari-
fied. It was also claimed that literally strong evaluation is not a matter of second
order desire, but of evaluative beliefs.

Further, the additional characterizations that Taylor gives to strong
evaluation were scrutinized. Some of them capture the difference between
strong and weak evaluation (discriminacy and the metaphor of depth), while
some do not (linguistic articulacy, breadth of one's vocabulary, reflection on
one's evaluations, the presence of non-contingent conflicts). There are more and
less articulate, sophisticated and reflected-on strong evaluations. Further, S-
reflectivity always holds true of strong evaluation in the strict sense of self-
evaluation, but not necessarily of strong evaluation in the loose sense of 'world-
evaluation' and value-orientation.

I defended Taylor against three aspects of a Kantian criticism that the no-
tion of strong evaluation is too broad in overlooking crucial distinctions. Should
one distinguish between moral and other values more clearly? Should one dis-
tinguish between categorical and optional goods more sharply? Should one
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distinguish between the whole 'moral map' and one's own orientation more
clearly? I think these are indeed crucial questions, but they are to be answered
within the realm of qualitative distinctions. The attempts made by Kantians to
segregate one type of issue as involving strong evaluation and another type of
issue as not involving them are misguided.

I also put forward three critical claims, hoping to show that the notion of
strong evaluation as Taylor has defined it may be too narrow (or at least am-
bivalent as to how narrow it is) to serve as a central concept of ethics. First,
Taylor's original formulations gave the impression that strong and weak
evaluations are strictly speaking two kinds of self-evaluation. But in the loose
sense later used by Taylor himself, and defended here, strong evaluations in-
clude "first-order" judgements in situations, or background commitments to
goods. Second, strong evaluation should include all judgements concerning
worth, including small values. Third, as self-evaluation does not succeed with-
out taking into account the deontic layer of reasons and norms, the concept of
strong evaluation should explicitly cover those as well (or at least the relation of
the concept of strong evaluation to the deontic layer ought to be clarified). The
suggested view of "strong evaluation" which takes small values, deontic consid-
erations and both self-evaluations and world-evaluations into consideration
was called "the extended conception" to distinguish it from Taylor's own con-
ception. It is the extended sense of strong evaluation that can serve as the cen-
tral concept of an ethical theory. 1

Chapter one tried to do three things: first, it tried to answer a 'what ex-
actly' question concerning strong evaluation. Many chapters in this dissertation
started from something that contemporary debates take to be relevant (for ex-
ample strong evaluation, identity, personhood, recognition, universal validity,
sources of normativity), but which is usually left vague, or characterized in in-
compatible ways in these debates. Answers to such 'what exactly' questions are
not innocent and neutral as between different substantive views, but on the
other hand substantive views cannot be defended in terms of conceptual stipu-
lation only. The point of conceptual analysis is to provide clarity and sharpness
of focus, whereas the resulting philosophically-favoured substantive views
have to be backed up by further substantive considerations. Often this led to
differentiated answers to what were undifferentiated questions to begin with (Is
strong evaluation reflective? Are strong evaluations inevitable? Do strong
evaluations constitute identity? etc.).

As the opening chapter of this study, chapter one tried, secondly, to point
towards an analysis of 'strong evaluation in the extended sense', which would
be discussed in part two. The third aim was to provide the background for the

                                                
1 Whether the ethical theory does this by extending the notion of strong evaluation or

by proceeding straightaway with the notions of values and norms does not matter
much. What matters is that one notices that the un-extended sense of strong evalua-
tion does not cover the whole field of ethics, and that one does not confuse small val-
ues and weak evaluations with one another, and that one accepts that strong self-
evaluation (one's praiseworthiness or blameworthiness) often depends on how one
responds to deontic norms.
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questions dealt with in chapters two to five: what is the role of strong evalua-
tion in human agency, personhood, identity and interpersonal recognition?

The engaged and disengaged views, human constants and philosophy

The first half of chapter two provided a general overview concerning the en-
gaged perspective, its role in philosophical anthropology, and Taylor's views
about philosophical argumentation. It was not exactly a close reading of any
single text, but a rather sweeping and schematic interpretation of Taylor's basic
approach to ontology and philosophical anthropology in terms of engaged and
disengaged perspectives, and a summary presentation of Taylor's transcen-
dental arguments.

In presenting the distinction between engaged and disengaged perspec-
tives, I also made use of Ricoeur's and Sellars's views, and added to my foot-
notes quotations from philosophers who arguably defend disengaged views
(Descartes, Hume, Sartre etc.), to give a sense of the relevance of the distinction.

In contrasting transcendental argumentation with ordinary language phi-
losophy and phenomenology, I followed N. Smith, but I added a characteriza-
tion of what I think are the differences between transcendental argumentation
and Hegelian dialectics, hermeneutical interpretations, and comparative argu-
mentation.

There are two kinds of arguments against the inevitability of strong
evaluation, or the reality of values. First, someone may agree with the phe-
nomenological support, but have general doubts against the relevance of the
'unscientific' engaged perspective. I discussed such doubts about values in
chapter seven. Second, some real and motivated doubts are based on certain
intuitions about and interpretations of human life; possibly on certain putative
counter-examples (like Groucho Marx or A. J. Ayer). I tried to respond to objec-
tions of this kind in chapter two, defending strong evaluation as a human con-
stant.

Strong evaluation as a human constant

In (the rest of) chapter two Taylor's transcendental claim that human agents are
necessarily strong evaluators was defended. I suggested that it pays to distin-
guish the inevitability of strong evaluation for personhood, for human agency,
selfhood, identity, and subjecthood. Amidst this variety, there is a core claim
that strong evaluations are necessary for 'specifically human' subjects, selves or
agents. Functioning human agents need goals, and unlike other animals, human
agents need to set their goals themselves (instead of having instinctual natural
purposes). To be able to do this, human agents need frameworks of strong
evaluation. If, while lacking natural purposes, they also lack strongly valued
goals, they are in a state of crisis which Taylor calls "identity crisis". I distin-
guished several meanings of "identity crisis"; hoping to show that while Tay-
lor's choice of this term may be misleading, there is a genuine sense in which
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the lack of a framework of strong evaluation constitutes a crisis for human
agents.

While the argument concerning human agency starts from the necessity to
set oneself ends, the argument concerning human subjects of experience starts
from the need for coherence and structure in one's experience. It points out the
way in which strong evaluation structures our perceptions and emotions, in
that what is significant stands out against the background. Whereas animal per-
ception is structured in terms of the natural significance that food, mates, prey
and predators have, human perception is structured in terms of cultural and
experiental meanings.

I take myself to be defending Taylor's views in chapter two, and my main
contribution is to characterize more clearly the claim in question, and defend
Taylor against some counter-arguments. Again, I posed a 'what exactly' ques-
tion (what exactly is it that strong evaluation is inevitable for) and gave a differ-
entiated defence to what was initially a more undifferentiated claim.

If it was successful, chapter two clarified the sense in which strong
evaluation is indeed a human constant and an inevitable feature of human
agency and human subjecthood.

The basic moral status of persons

The third chapter turned to the ethical status of strong evaluators, the dignity of
persons as ends in themselves. I asked whether strong evaluators deserve a
special moral status, and whether such a special status belongs to all humans.
The question was whether we can defend the intuition that all humans are per-
sons in a way that avoids speciesism.

Although the theme of the dignity of persons receives its paradigmatic ex-
pression in Kant's philosophy, it can be preserved in the non-dualist, more Ar-
istotelian or Hegelian approach of the engaged view. In the engaged view, per-
sonhood is literally an end. The discussion turned on the relation between per-
sonhood in the descriptive sense and in the moral sense. I drew from the dis-
tinctions and arguments made in contemporary discussions of the concept of a
person (for example by Wiggins, Wilkes, Lowe) to characterize Taylor's view
and defend it against certain misunderstandings, and some standard criticisms
that views like his usually encounter. I defended (against Feinberg) the view
that not only actual descriptive persons (such as human adults) ought to have
the moral status of persons, but also infants and other fellow-members of the
same species.

The ground for the value of personhood and dignity of persons lies in the
special characteristics and capacities that persons have, among them the capac-
ity for strong evaluation. Thus in the case of actual persons, speciesism can be
avoided. In trying to grasp the nature of potential persons, I drew from Taylor's
Aristotelian-Hegelian insights concerning potentials and the necessity of social
mediation in the actualization of these potentials. The personhood of every ac-
tual person is a common achievement; no one could come to be a person alone.
Potential persons have certain basic rights precisely because they are potential
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persons, while some other rights (like the right to self-determination) belong
only to actual persons.

I pointed out a tension in Taylor's confident view that all humans are per-
sons: possibly the view that all humans deserve the moral status of persons is
not justified on the basis of his arguments. If so, I put forward the tentative
suggestion that rather than flatly give up the intuition (if we share it to begin
with) that all humans have the basic rights of persons, we could name the moral
status of those humans who are in fact not potential persons as an anomaly. I
also discussed Kathleen Wilkes's "Aristotelian principle" as providing a basis on
which our ethical intuitions might be grounded.

The role of chapter three was twofold: as a chapter of this study it tried to
further our understanding of the relevance of strong evaluation, this time in
relation to the concept of personhood. In so doing it drew from contemporary
debates on personhood. The second goal was to contribute to this ongoing de-
bate by showing the relevance of the Taylorian approach.

From universal human personhood to particular self-interpretations: identity

Chapter four focussed on another of the widely-debated concepts of practical
philosophy and philosophical anthropology; namely 'identity'.  Thus there was
a shift from universalist concerns about human constants and personhood to
the role of the particular self-interpretations of concrete individuals.

Again, I gave a differentiated defence of an initially more undifferentiated
claim: the individual's strong evaluations are central for that individual's iden-
tity. In what sense of 'identity' is strong evaluation constitutive of it? I defended
the view that 'practical identity' is directly constituted through the contents of
one's strong evaluations, whereas 'biographical' and 'qualitative identity' are
indirectly formed against the background of the contents of one's strong
evaluation. Taylor - or the debate concerning 'identity' in general - does not suf-
ficiently distinguish these forms of self-identity; overlooking important differ-
ences in the roles that strong evaluation has. Idem-identity is not related to
strong evaluation at all, and collective identity and species identity may be re-
lated to strong evaluation in different ways.

I claimed, further, that it would be a mistake to think that because self-
identity is formed through self-interpretation (and because there is no pre-given
substantive essence of self-identity merely waiting to be found), then it cannot
be criticized (because there is no pre-given model to serve as the standard for
one's self-interpretations). There are many standards on which criticism can be
based; related to authenticity, ethical and existential worth, self-knowledge and
coherence.

I think these clarificatory distinctions and arguments are on their own
quite relevant to the ongoing debates about 'identity'. In the context of this
study they serve to remind us of an important point: what is relevant to human
agency and personhood is the fact that we are strong evaluators. What is con-
stitutive of our practical identity (and indirectly relevant for biographical and
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qualitative identity) are the particular contents; the question is what our strong
evaluations contain.

Self-relations and relations to others: interpersonal recognition

The fifth chapter focussed on a conceptual clarification of yet another inten-
sively discussed concept of practical philosophy and philosophical anthropol-
ogy, namely 'recognition'. Thus the focus turned from interpretive self-relations
to relations to others. Again I asked 'what exactly is recognition', and further,
what is its role for identity and personhood.

The question of the role of strong evaluation in interpersonal recognition
was built into my analysis of recognition. Misrecognition is not merely a matter
of disappointed expectations, it is a matter of legitimate and normatively justi-
fied expectations: misrecognition is an inadequate response to the norms and
evaluative features governing how people ought to be treated. Interpersonal
recognition is thus a value- and norm-laden activity through and through. Yet a
person's relations to values and to norms differ from the person's relations to
other people in important ways: for example, normative entities do not feel in-
sulted when misrecognized; but other people do.

My suggestions focused on interpersonal recognition, leaving open the
role of 'intercommunal' or 'intercultural' recognition, which are central for Tay-
lor.  (Perhaps I can add here that one should be careful to distinguish between
'cultures' and 'cultural communities' when discussing such types of recogni-
tion).

A central reference point of my conceptual suggestions here was Axel
Honneth's theory, but my discussion drew from two central insights by Taylor:
first, recognizers and recognizees are strong evaluators, and recognition is a
matter of genuine evaluative or normative judgements. Second, we can distin-
guish between different 'logics' or 'grammars' of recognition, as instantiated in
the politics of universality and the politics of difference. I added here a third
one to Taylor's two types of recognition, namely recognition based on 'singu-
larity'.

I suggested, first, that the concept of interpersonal recognition should be
understood in a multidimensional (as opposed to one-dimensional), practical
(as opposed to symbolic or status-granting), and strict (as opposed to broad)
way. Second, I argued that due recognition should be seen as a reason-
governed response to evaluative features, rather than all normativity and all
reasons being seen as generated by recognition. This was called a response-
model, or more precisely a value-based model of due recognition. A further
suggestion was that there is a systematic basis for distinguishing three dimen-
sions of recognition, depending on whether recognition is given to someone
qua a person, qua a certain kind of person, or qua a certain person. Finally, it
was argued that recognition is a necessary condition of personhood, but
whether it is of direct or indirect relevance depends on our theories of person-
hood (social versus capacity-theory) and practical identity (dialogical definition
model versus feature-model). Despite the apparent opposition, it was shown
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that interpersonal recognition is both a matter of responses to value and a pre-
condition of personhood.

On their own, the theses of this chapter, which derive from a joint project
with Heikki Ikäheimo, aim at clarifying the ongoing debates concerning recog-
nition. In this study, the point of this chapter was to add explicitly the dimen-
sion of intersubjectivity to the earlier discussions of human agency, personhood
and identity. It was meant to show that while social or intersubjective media-
tion, and cultural or evaluational mediation of identity or personhood are ana-
lytically different things, they are nonetheless closely intertwined. Strong
evaluation is not a solitary matter, and intersubjectivity is not a value-neutral
matter. And as a value-based theory of recognition is only as plausible as the
theory of values one defends, the chapter also pointed towards the second part
of this study, which focusses on the nature of values and norms.

Ethical theory and phenomenological support

The second part of the study, from the sixth chapter onwards, was concerned
with ethical theory.

As we saw, the inevitability of strong evaluation in human life can be ar-
gued for transcendentally, it is a condition of specifically human agency. The
next step, the defence of a cognitivist, pluralist, non-internalist conception of
strong evaluation and ethics is a theory supported "merely" by phenomenology
and comparative arguments: it can answer central criticisms and can further
avoid some of the embarrassments of its rivals. It is argumentatively at least on
a par with other theories, but should be favoured because of the phenomenol-
ogical priority it enjoys.

The phenomenological priority of cognitivism to non-cognitivism must be
understood in the right way. It is not that common sense or enlightened opinion
would find it obvious that all intuitions favour cognitivism and no intituitions
favour non-cognitivism (as is the case concerning, say, the question of the exis-
tence of human beings: everyone agrees that human subjects exist.). There are
intuitions favouring cognitivism: although we are aware of diversity of valua-
tions, in the first person perspective we do not see our own values as self-
chosen, or as matters of taste, or as matters of indoctrination. We expect and
often find our evaluative beliefs to stand the test of intersubjective criticism, ex-
perience, reflection. Or if they do not, we think we ought to change our views.
The very existence of moral debates, disagreements and transitions presupposes
the idea of better and worse answers. But there are intuitions that at a first look
seem to favour non-cognitivism. There clearly are non-cognitive elements to
real ethical practice: emotions, contingencies of upbringing, practical habits,
voluntary commitments and semi-voluntary orientations clearly have a role in
shaping our ethical life. What matters to a person is dependent on the person's
'total experience', his or her emotional reactions and patterns of desire; and
clearly, what different people see as significant is different. Chapters six to
twelve tried to show, step by step, that these phenomena are better treated as an
aspect of a cognitivist theory: emotions, views inherited in one's upbringing,
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habits, commitments incorporate claims which can be better or worse, and
stand open to criticism. The version of cognitivism that was defended was
'cultural moral realism without sources'.

'Without sources'

I argued that cultural moral realism does not need moral sources or constitutive
goods. In Charles Taylor's moral theory there are two levels: the level of ordi-
nary life-goods and the level of constitutive goods. The latter are "features of the
universe, or God, or human beings, (i) on which the life goods depend, (ii) which
command our moral awe or allegiance, and (iii) the contemplation of or contact
with which empowers us to be good." Taylor also calls constitutive goods "moral
sources" when they have an empowering or motivating role. I argued that the
first level stands on its own, and needs no second-level constitutive sources.
The important point was to distinguish the so-called "ontological background
pictures" from the ontologized sources of value. Once this distinction has been
made, the ideas of constitutive goods and moral sources lose their credibility.
They became either superfluous or arbitrary in their supposed role as consti-
tuting the goodness of goods.

I claimed further, that the other interesting roles that moral sources may
have (related to moral motivation, theism, modernity etc) are better served
when the idea of constitutive goods constituting goods has been thoroughly re-
jected. Thus, my rejection of "moral sources" is qualified and differentiated, just
as my defence of "strong evaluation" or "cultural realism" is.

This criticism of Taylor's theory locates a quite widely felt unease with his
way of combining theism and moral theory in a new way, leaving the engaged
realism intact but criticizing all constitutive goods and moral sources equally,
not only theistic sources.

The negative argument against sources was located as the tenth chapter of
this study, because in that way it had the possibility of gaining support from the
constructive work done in chapters six to nine. Yet it is worth pointing out that
even if one rejects the details about what I say about 'cultural moral realism',
one can agree that the notion of constitutive goods is a superfluous construc-
tion.

Cultural moral realism and the nature of goods and norms

Although many kinds of moral realism may be compatible with the claim that
we need no moral sources, there are many specific reasons for the specific solu-
tions to the detailed questions of moral theory that I defended. Here is a sum-
mary of cultural moral realism, as developed from chapter six onwards.

According to cultural moral realism, cognitivism is the correct view of our
ordinary moral and evaluative reactions and responses to situations. In the
realm of evaluative judgements, genuinely correct and incorrect (and better and
worse) judgements are possible. These judgements can be implicit in our moral
emotions and tacit agent's knowledge, or more explicit in different articulations.
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What makes evaluative judgements correct are the evaluative properties or 'im-
ports' of the situation, and both the evaluative features of situations and our
correct responses to them can be further understood in terms of a plurality of
(conflicting and incommensurable) goods, ideals or values. The evaluative
realm is not accessible from a disengaged perspective, but only from within an
engaged, lifeworldly perspective. Evaluative properties are neither a matter of
subjective projection nor a matter of objective properties existing independent
of valuers. Evaluative properties are relational, and neither the objective nor the
subjective pole has priority. The evaluative realm is in some sense dependent
on social forms (concepts and practices) which are historically subject to change.
Yet the validity of goods is (potentially) universal, goods that are valid in our
culture would be valid in other cultures as well and vice versa. The correctness
of evaluative judgements is not restricted by one's own (or one's culture's)
evaluations, framework or orientation (i.e. internalism does not hold). One's
own orientation makes a difference but presupposes independently valid
strong values.

Of course, so many claims invite an equal number of counter-proposals,
and chapters from seven onwards tried to address some of them.

Chapter seven clarified the way in which cultural moral realism differs
from non-cognitivism, and argued that it does not presuppose any "queer" on-
tology of values. The position defended was that values are accessible from the
engaged perspective: it is the manifest worldview that has an evaluative layer.
Evaluative features are ontologically dependent on valuers and cultures, they
are subject-dependent properties. Further, at least some things that are accessi-
ble from the engaged perspective are real, they are not mere 'projections': sub-
jects, persons, knowings, institutions etc. So why not values as well? The issue
turned on the comparative strengths of projectivism and relational realism
about values, and the latter was argued for.

In chapter eight, I discussed the nature of goods and reasons. Pluralist
generalism was defended against more uniform principles and value monism
on the one hand, and more radical particularisms on the other. Further, the
"lumpy" character of the evaluative realm was discussed, in relation to the in-
compatibility, incommensurability and conflicting nature of goods. In these re-
spects (as in chapter seven) I take myself to be defending broadly Taylorian
views.

I followed Ricoeur and others in claiming that a detour through the ex-
plicit analysis of norms is indeed needed in an ethical theory. If one's theory is
based on strong evaluation, the concept needs to be extended or connected to
an analysis of norms and reasons. Yet the analysis of the evaluative and deontic
realm provided here differs from the more Kantian suggestions of Ricoeur,
Habermas or Tugendhat (and is closer to Taylor's views). I thematized the na-
ture of the deontic level in terms of reasons for action, and took them to be
value-based (following Raz and Dancy). Some reasons and norms have their
origin in decisions, promises, or legislation. Yet some other reasons are gener-



339

ated directly by the evaluative shapes or features of situations: they give us rea-
sons to engage with, or respect, what is of value.

Varieties of culture-ladenness

In chapter eight I took a closer look at the cultural or natural origin of values.
Although human agents differ from other animals in having culturally medi-
ated goals, the claim that values are purely culturally created must be qualified:
only some values are purely cultural and historical creations, for example goods
internal to socially created practices. Some values are purely natural and need
no specific cultural forms to be disclosed (for example sensuous pleasure), and
some values can even be realized without human valuers (animal welfare).
Some values are related to human universals (the dignity of persons) and some
are related to the human ethical and aesthetic relation to the natural environ-
ment. Human welfare forms a specific class of its own in being dependent on
the existence of culturally or historically created goods, but not any specific
ones.

Such a differentiated strategy is better than simply arguing for or against
the view that values are culturally created. Some values are and some are not.
Also, whatever one ultimately thinks of Taylor's interesting suggestion that
human cultural creations 'manifest' something deeper, that suggestion too can
be qualified with the help of the fivefold division.

Universal validity

In chapters six and nine I defended J. Raz's 'reversal argument' which tries to
show that the cultural diversity of evaluative views is no threat if values are
equally plural and culture-dependent. Because not all values are equally cul-
ture-dependent, the reversal argument had to be qualified. But taking into ac-
count the possibilities of fallibility, error, and progress, the skeptical argument
from diversity can be answered.

In chapter nine the claim was defended, that although the reality of many
values is dependent on culturally diverse social forms, yet the validity of those
values is universal (or then the value is not valid in any culture). The argument
was directed against B. Williams's views in particular. I distinguished various
meanings of universality and validity, for example the questions of empirical
universality (whether something is actually practiced everywhere) or accessi-
bility (is something accessible somewhere) from questions of validity (whether
it would be good or bad, right or wrong, required, forbidden or permitted, to
practice something). The universal validity of goods was defended in a more
uncompromizing manner than in Taylor's work, and the suggested defence of
the universality of goods was different from the garden-variety alternatives in
defending thick universality.

Even if we do not (as we should not) accept any internalist restrictions on
the validity of reasons or goods, I nevertheless suggested that internal criticism
has a priority for pragmatic, epistemic and motivational reasons. Conversely,
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one should not accept internalist restrictions of validity merely because one fa-
vours internal criticism to external.

The aim of chapters six to nine was to make explicit the basics of a theory
of cultural moral realism without sources. While the major plot ("without
sources") thickened only in chapter ten, there were several subplots: how to
steer between projectivism and Platonism, between formal or monistic general-
isms on the one hand and particularism on the other, between culture and na-
ture as putative origins of values, between teleological ethics bypassing the
deontic realm and deontological ethics bypassing the evaluative realm, and fi-
nally between internalism/relativism/non-objectivism on the one hand and a
thin universalism on the other.

Inchoate intuitions, mastered concepts and debated convictions

Chapter eleven began by distinguishing between five issues. These were belief-
acquisition, truth, epistemological justification or warrant, moral entitlement of
autonomous agents to act on their beliefs (even when they are not true or war-
ranted) and the question of the constitutive role of one's own evaluative views
in determining what is the best option in a situation (and I tried to show in
chapter twelve that there is indeed such a constitutive role).

One needs to distinguish these questions to unpack Habermasian views
on justification, which seem to rely on substantive intuitions concerning moral
entitlements and the constitutive role of reasons of one's own. Taylor's Hegelian
criticism is that if one builds such substantive intuitions into the deep structure
of one's theory, they can be neither justified nor criticized with such a theory. So
we need another kind of theory of evaluative beliefs, justification and truth.

I tried to show that evaluative understanding is a matter of practical experi-
ence and habituation, practical know-how, emotional sensitivity, and personal
experiences rather than the kind of cognitive knowledge that one can acquire by
detached reasoning or by learning theories. We acquire the relevant beliefs
through our socialization, and in participating in the cultural praxis of our life-
world. In particular, no "sixth sense" or "moral antennas" are needed, ordinary af-
fective-conative-cognitive responses will do.

The normal case of belief-acquisition yields true evaluative beliefs: we gain
moral knowledge by learning to master the social forms and evaluative concepts
that these values depend on. In all cases where knowledge is lacking, what is
lacking is precisely such insight or understanding. (Whether it is a case of the 'in-
dividual lacking moral sensitivity' or a 'collective vacuum in moral knowledge').
In the various cases of moral disagreement (Platonic, Aristotelian, Hegelian,
Rawlsian, Berlinian) pointing to such patterns of belief-acquisition is not enough,
because what is at stake are disagreements concerning the validity of the claims so
understood. In these cases, both rival views may have equal warrants: justifica-
tion, or warrant, is dependent on how the belief stands in the tribunal of experi-
ence, and how it stands up to those real challenges. Here, a comparative model
of reasoning was defended. A belief need not be proved, or self-evident, to be
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justified, but it must be reasonably capable of answering the challenges, which
may be made to it.

Individual orientations and general goods

While chapters six to eleven were mostly occupied with the attempt to show
that one can be realist, objectivist and universalist about goods and reasons
without assuming moral sources, the final chapter brought the theme of indi-
vidual orientation back into focus.

I stressed the difference between what is objectively good and what is
one's orientation. I tried to articulate the exact nature of the difference more
clearly than Taylor does, thus answering J. Anderson's and MacIntyre's criti-
cisms. I tried to show that one's affective-conative-cognitive responses are rele-
vant both in revealing objective goods and in constituting reasons for one's own
orientations. Different people with different affective-conative-cognitive re-
sponses have reasons for different orientations and commitments. Thus differ-
ent people have not only non-uniform, but also more precisely, stance-sensitive
reasons for their different commitments.

Further, drawing on the idea of exclusionary reasons, discussed in chapter
eight, I suggested that the main difference between 'an orientation to the good'
and 'a commitment to a good' is the role they have as reasons for action. Com-
mitments play a stronger role in practical reasoning because they are exclusion-
ary reasons themselves.

In chapter eight I referred to individuals' orientations and commitments to
goods in arguing against particularism: I claimed that particularism about
goods cannot really make sense of orientations or commitments. Particularism
may be a strong theory about judgements in situations, but identity-constituting
orientations and commitments are arguably to general goods. It would be
awkward to claim that individual judgements in fleeting situations constitute a
stable practical identity. Further, judgements in situations partly depend on
what one's orientations and commitments are. That means that if orientations
and commitments presuppose general goods, so do judgements in situations.

That perhaps merely serves to reinforce a central conclusion of chapter
twelve. In the context of leading one's life and determining one's identity, one
should have a stereoscopic vision; balancing the demands of stance-neutral
worthwhileness on the one hand and the demands of autonomy and authentic-
ity on the other.

I suspect that it is one secret of the appeal of Charles Taylor's notion of
strong evaluation that it manages to thematize both these aspects at a single
stroke: strong evaluations are identity-constituting, and they are based on
qualitative distinctions concerning worth. The self and the good are interre-
lated.
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A concluding remark

The characteristic philosophical procedure adopted in this study has been to
clarify and differentiate claims, which were initially less determinate but philo-
sophically interesting, and then to defend or criticize the differentiated claims. I
have not done much to highlight the importance of the questions, to which
strong evaluation or cultural moral realism may provide answers of some kind.
I have often simply taken for granted that the topics discussed are relevant, and
that it matters whether the claims discussed are true or not, or plausible or not. I
think this is quite excusable, even if it may not literally be true that the first part,
discussing as it does the questions of philosophical anthropology, concerns "the
most central question in philosophy"; or that "the most important book an indi-
vidual could write" would be on the topic of the second part, which further-
more may be said to touch "the greatest intellectual problem of human cul-
ture".2

I realize that it is not easy to shed new light on such much debated ques-
tions. At this point I may only hope that the answers given here to the more
specific questions have also attested to the general relevance of strong evalua-
tion in philosophical anthropology and to the plausibility of 'cultural moral re-
alism without sources'.

                                                
2 Kant (1974, 29) famously argued that philosophical anthropology, the question "what

is man?" is the most central question of philosophy, because it implies or contains
answers to the three other questions that all philosophy boils down to: What can I
know? (metaphysics), What ought I to do? (morality), What may I hope? (religion).
Paul Johnston (1999, 169) has stated that "A book entitled 'Why I believe [or do not
believe] in right and wrong' ought to be the most important book an individual could
write." Charles Taylor (1989, 112) has called the problem of distinguishing between
universal constants and historical particularities the "greatest intellectual problem of
human culture".



YHTEENVETO

Tämä väitöskirja koostuu kahdesta osasta, joista ensimmäinen käsittelee filoso-
fista ihmistutkimusta ja toinen etiikkaa. Keskeisenä lähtökohtana on kanadalai-
sen Charles Taylorin (s. 1931) filosofia, erityisesti hänen "vahvojen arvostusten"
(strong evaluations) käsitteensä. Työn ensimmäisessä osassa analysoin tätä käsi-
tettä sekä tarkastelen sen näkökulmasta inhimillistä toimintaa, persoonuutta,
identiteettiä sekä persoonien välisiä tunnustussuhteita. Toisessa osassa pyrin
kehittämään "kulturalistista" ja realistista teoriaa arvoista, arvostuksista ja mo-
raalista sekä osoittamaan, että k.o. teoria ei vaadi ajatusta "moraalin lähteistä".

Työn jäsentävänä ajatuksena on kolmen askeleen erottaminen Taylorin ar-
gumentaatiossa: 1) väite vahvojen arvostusten välttämättömyydestä inhimilli-
sen toiminnan, persoonuuden ja/tai identiteetin kannalta, 2) pluralistinen, kul-
turalistinen ja realistinen tulkinta arvoista ja vahvoista arvostuksista, 3) plura-
listisen ja kulturalistisen realismin puolustaminen "konstitutiivisten hyvien"
"moraalin lähteiden" käsitteen avulla. Tässä työssä puolustan näistä kahta en-
simmäistä askelta, ja kritisoin kolmatta. Kyseessä on siis nimensä mukaisesti
tutkimus "Charles Taylorin filosofisesta antropologiasta ja kulturalistisesta mo-
raalirealismista", jossa Taylorin näkemyksistä poiketen puolustetaan "vahvoja
arvostuksia ilman lähteitä".

Filosofisen antropologian perinteinen kysymys on "mikä tai mitä on ihminen?".
Filosofinen analyysi etenee ihmistä tutkivien tieteiden, arkiymmärrysten sekä
filosofisen tarkastelun paljastamien ilmiöiden varassa, pyrkien erityisesti hah-
mottamaan ristiriitaisten näkökulmien suhteita ja kilpailevien lähestymistapo-
jen pätevyysaloja. Onko ihminen vain luonnontieteiden paljastamien luonnon-
lakien ohjaama olento, vai myös vapaa, rationaalinen, moraalinen, itsetietoinen
toimija? Jos ihminen on molempia, niin ovatko luonnollisuus ja vapaus yhteen-
sovittamattoman dualismin aspekteja, vai ovatko nämä aspektit sovitettavissa
yhteen? Tarkoittaako yhteensovittaminen yhden aspektin redusoimista toiseen
vai ovatko ne toisiinsa palautumattomia?

Hieman erilaisen näkökulman ihmisyyteen avaavat kysymykset "mitä on
persoonuus? " ja "mikä tai kuka minä olen?". Puhe persoonuudesta ja identitee-
tistä korostaa yhtäältä ihmisten universaalisti jakamia keskeisiä kykyjä ja kai-
kille persoonille kuuluvaa moraalista statusta, ja toisaalta heidän omakohtaisten
kokemustensa ja itsetulkintojensa keskeistä roolia. Sekä universaalien kykyjen
aktualisaation että omakohtaisten tulkintojen kehittymisen kannalta toisten ih-
misten suhtautuminen, toisilta saatu tunnustus, on oleellista.

Tässä työssä lähestyn filosofisen antropologian kysymyksiä inhimillisestä
toimijuudesta, persoonuudesta, identiteetistä sekä tunnustussuhteista "vahvo-
jen arvostusten" käsitteen näkökulmasta.  Ajatus ihmisestä "vahvana arvostaja-
na" on eräs variaatio ajatuksesta, että inhimillinen toiminta perustuu toimijoi-
den itselleen asettamiin päämääriin, ja on redusoitumatonta luonnon lainalai-
suuksiin. Vahvat arvostukset ovat uskomuksia, vakaumuksia tai tulkintoja kos-
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kien päämäärien mielekkyyttä ja itseisarvoisuutta. Päämäärät voivat olla hyviä,
tekemisen arvoisia, koska niihin liittyy joitain 'hyväksi tekeviä' ominaisuuksia:
teko x voi olla tekemisen arvoinen, koska se on mitä oikeudenmukaisuus, hy-
vinvointi, rehellisyys jne. vaatii. Vahvat arvostukset ovat arvoarvostelmia, joita
ihmiset enemmän tai vähemmän rutiininomaisesti tai reflektoidusti tekevät.

Luvussa yksi kysyn mitä vahvat arvostukset tarkemmin ottaen ovat, ero-
tettuina 'heikoista arvostuksista'. Keskeisintä on, että vahvat arvostukset pe-
rustuvat laadullisiin, asioiden arvoa koskeviin erotteluihin, ja ne voivat olla
keskeisiä yksilön identiteetille: eräässä mielessä en olisi oma itseni, jos toimisin
vastoin vahvoja arvostuksiani. Englanninkielinen termi 'strong evaluation' voi
viitata yhtäältä arvo-arvostelmien tekemiseen, toisaalta arvostusten taustake-
hikkoon, ja kolmanneksi yksittäisiin arvostelmiin ja käsityksiin hyvästä. Puo-
lustan Tayloriin verrattuna 'laajennettua' käsitystä vahvoista arvostuksista, jon-
ka mukaan myös 'pieniä arvoja' koskevat arvostelmat eroavat pelkistä prefe-
rensseistä tai heikoista arvostuksista. Pyrin myös ottamaan Tayloria eksplisiitti-
semmin deontologisen näkökulman huomioon. Puolustan kuitenkin Taylorin
näkemystä kantilaisia kriitikoita vastaan, jotka pyrkivät jyrkästi erottamaan
yhtäältä identiteettiä konstituoivat, valinnanvaraiset vahvat arvostukset ja toi-
saalta kategorisen, toisten kunnioittamiseen keskittyvän moraalin kapeassa
mielessä. Puolustan Taylorin näkemystä, että arvot ja vahvat arvostukset kos-
kevat myös jälkimmäisiä.

Luvussa kaksi selkeytän Taylorin transsendentaalisia argumentteja, joiden
mukaan vahvat arvostukset ovat välttämättömiä inhimilliselle toiminnalle, per-
soonuudelle, itseydelle, subjektiudelle ja/tai identiteetille; ja että ilman vahvoja
arvostuksia toimijat olisivat 'kriisissä'. Taylorin muotoilut jättävät runsaasti va-
raa tulkinnoille, ja joissain muodoissaan hänen väitteensä eivät ole puolustetta-
vissa. Puolustan kuitenkin Taylorin väitteistä eräissä erottelemistani merkityk-
sistä. Luvussa kolme tarkastelen vahvoja arvostajia persoonien moraalisen sta-
tuksen omaajina eli Kantin termein 'päämäärinä sinänsä', sekä näkemystä, että
persoonien moraalinen status kuuluu kaikille ihmisille.

Luvussa neljä tutkin Taylorin näkemystä, että henkilön 'identiteetti'
koostuu vahvoista arvostuksista. Ihmistoiminnan ja persoonuuden kannalta
oleellista on se, että henkilö ylipäätään on vahva arvostaja, kun taas identiteetin
kannalta oleellista on kunkin henkilökohtaisten vahvojen arvostusten sisältö.
Erotan neljä identiteetin merkitystä (laji-identiteetti, 'idem-identiteetti', 'ipse-
identiteetti', kollektiivinen identiteetti) sekä edelleen neljä ipse-identiteeetin
merkitystä (praktinen, biografinen, 'kvalitatiivinen', singulaarinen). Tarkastelun
keskeinen johtopäätös on, että vain praktinen identiteetti määrittyy suoranai-
sesti vahvojen arvostusten sisällön kautta, vaikka myös biografista ja 'kvalitatii-
vista' identiteettiä konstituoivat tulkinnat edellyttävät vahvojen arvostusten
taustahorisonttia.

Viidennessä luvussa tarkastelen persoonien välisten tunnustussuhteiden
(kunnioituksen, arvostuksen, rakkauden) teemaa Hegelin, Honnethin ja Taylo-
rin teorioiden näkökulmasta ja kehitän uudenlaista teoriaa tunnustuksesta
(Anerkennung, recognition). Oleellista on erottaa adekvaatti ja epäadekvaatti
tunnustus ja nähdä jälkimmäinen (misrecognition) pätevien arvojen  ja normien
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rikkomisena. Tunnustuksen adekvaattisuuden kannalta tulee erottaa kolme
tunnustuksen lajia. Persoonana kunnioittamisen tulisi olla riippumatonta siitä
kuka tai millainen persoona on kyseessä. Erityisyyksien (saavutusten, kykyjen
jne) arvostamisen puolestaan tulisi perustua siihen millainen persoona on ky-
seessä, riippumatta siitä kuka tämä on. Sen sijana rakkaudessa ja muissa erityis-
sidoksissa toisiin ihmisiin oleelliseksi muodostuu se, että kyseessä on juuri ky-
seinen ihminen.

Etiikan oleellisin kysymys on ovatko hyvää ja oikeaa koskevat käsitykset vain
mielipiteiden ja subjektiivisten tuntemusten ilmauksia tai toimintakehoituksia,
vai voivatko käsitykset (huolimatta siitä että ovat samalla hyvin henkilökohtai-
sia tuntemuksia ja toimintaa ohjaavia) olla kirjaimellisesti oikeassa ja väärässä.
Onko jokin 'oikeasti' tai 'todella' hyvää tai oikein? Jos oletetaan, että on, joudu-
taanko olettamaan arvostajista ja inhimillisestä elämänmuodosta ja kulttuu-
reista täysin riippumaton arvojen ja normien todellisuus, vai ovatko arvot ja
normit vain yksilöiden tai yhteisöjen 'projektioita' arvoneutraalin todellisuuden
päälle? Vai onko muotoiltavissa, kuten Taylor ehdottaa, 'relationaalinen' käsitys
jonka mukaan arvot ovat olemassa vain suhteessa arvostajiin, mutta ne eivät
silti ole arvostajien 'projektiota'?

Tämän työn toisessa osassa kehittelen moraaliteoriaa, jonka puolustaa ar-
vojen relationaalisuutta mutta ei niiden pätevyyden relatiivisuutta. Arvoja kos-
kevat uskomukset voivat olla kirjaimellisesti oikeassa tai väärässä, vaikka arvot
ovatkin luonteeltaan relationaalisia, suhteessa arvostajiin. Pyrin puolustamaan
'kulturalistisen' realismin mahdollisuutta, eli välttämään toisaalta 'a-
kulturalismia' ja toisaalta relativismia: arvot ja normit eivät ole arvostajista,
kulttuureista ja elämänmuodoista riippumattomia, mutta silti niiden pätevyys
ei ole rajattu vain johonkin tiettyyn kulttuuriin.

Usein kulttuurirelativismia kritisoidaan (nähdäkseni oikeutetusti) osoit-
tamalla, että monet arvot ja normit, kuten perusoikeudet, perustuvat kulttuurin
rajat ylittäville yhteisille tekijöille. Näin ollen on olemassa arvoja ja normeja
joita tulisi kunnioittaa kaikissa kulttuureissa, ja jos jossain kulttuurissa näin ei
tapahdu, niin kyseistä kulttuuria voi vastaavasti kritisoida. Tällainen kritiikki
pyrkii nojaamaan 'ohuisiin', kulttuurien sisällöistä riippumattomiin tekijöihin.

Tässä työssä kehiteltävä kulturalistinen realismi korostaa lisäksi, että
myös spesifimmät, eri kulttuureissa toisistaan eroavat arvostukset ja käytännöt
ovat universaalisti päteviä, huolimatta siitä, että niitä ei universaalisti harjoiteta.
Se, että eri spesifikaatiot ovat keskenään vaihtoehtoisia ja eräässä (ei-
kirjaimellisessa) mielessä 'yhtä hyviä', ei johda relativismiin vaan pikemminkin
pluralismiin. Se, että jotain päämäärää ei tavoitella minun kultuurissani, ei tee
siitä epäpätevää. Konfliktit yhteismitattomien 'hyvien' kesken ovat periaattees-
sa samanlaisia kulttuurien sisällä ja kulttuurien välillä. Mikä tahansa aidosti
hyvä päämäärä on pätevä missä tahansa kulttuurissa (tai ei missään). Tämän
periaatteellisen pätevyyden kannalta on epäoleellista, että kaikki päämäärät
eivät tietenkään sovellu kaikkiin olosuhteisiin, tai kaikkia 'arvoja' ei de facto
tunneta, tavoitella tai kunnioiteta kaikissa kulttuureissa. Arvoja voikin kutsua
'potentiaalisesti universaaleiksi'. Vastaavasti, vaikka jonkin päämäärän arvo
perustuisi kaikkia kulttuureja yhdistäville 'ohuille' piirteille, se ei välttämättä
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olisi tärkeämpi kuin jokin hyvin kulttuurispesifi tai henkilökohtainen asia.
Kulturalistisen realismin keskeiset argumentit vastustavat yhtäältä a-
kulturalismiin taipuvaisia näkemyksiä, joiden mukaan universalismi ja 'ohuus'
liittyvät välttämättä toisiinsa, sekä toisaalta relativismia, erityisesti Bernard
Williamsin sofistikoitunutta internalismia. Kulttuurisesti 'tiheiden' arvojen ja
normien pätevyyden potentiaalinen universaalisuus, jota tässä työssä puolus-
tan, on melko uusi ja vähän tunnettu kanta. Tarkasteluni nojaa erityisesti John
McDowellin sekä Joseph Razin ja myös Jonathan Dancyn näkemyksiin. He
vastustavat relativismia vahvemmin kuin Taylor, joka lopulta jättää relativis-
min mahdollisuuden avoimeksi epätyydyttävällä tavalla.

Kaikkien kulttuurien jakamien 'ohuiden' arvojen ja kategoristen normien
pätevyyden, sekä kulttuurisesti 'tiheiden' arvojen ja normien potentiaalisesti
universaalin pätevyyden lisäksi kolmas seikka, joka puhuu relativismia vastaan
on kulttuurien välisen vertailun mahdollisuus: eri kulttuurisista taustoista ole-
vat voivat vertailla käsityksiään ja todeta että ne ovat keskenään kilpailevia (ja
joskus päätyä yhteisymmärrykseen yhden näkemyksen paremmuudesta).
Puhtaan relativismin mukaan eri kulttuurien käsitykset eivät voisi olla kilpaile-
via, ne olisivat vain 'eri' käsityksiä.

Kulturalistisen realismin perusajatuksen kehittely vaatii lukuisten erityis-
kysymysten tarkastelua: mitä on 'realismi' etiikassa ja millaista on 'kulturalisti-
nen' realismi? Ovatko kaikki arvot ja normit yhtä lailla kulttuurisesti synnytet-
tyjä? Mitä ovat 'arvot' tai 'hyvät' sekä 'normit' ja toiminnan perusteet? Millaista
on arvojen ja normien universaalisuus, partikulaarisuus ja pätevyys? Mistä on
kyse hyvien pluraalisuudessa ja yhteismitattomuudessa? Miten moraalinen
tieto, moraaliset erimielisyydet ja mahdolliset "arvotyhjiöt" tulisi käsittää? Jät-
tääkö moraalirealismi tilaa henkilökohtaisille orientaatioille? Näitä ja muita ky-
symyksiä käsittelen luvuissa 6-12, pyrkien kehittämään kulturalistista moraali-
realismia eettisenä teoriana.

Pyrin myös osoittamaan, että kysymys 'mistä lähteestä arvot ja normit
ovat peräisin?' ei ole sellaisenaan mielekäs. Argumenttiani on hankala tiivistää,
koska se etenee erottamalla lukuisia oleellisia käsitteitä 'moraalin lähteiden' kä-
sitteestä pyrkien osoittamaan, ettei jäljelle jää aiotun kaltaista kysymystä arvo-
jen lähteestä. Argumentti on esitetty työn luvussa kymmenen. (Laitinen 2001b
on suomenkielinen, aiempi versio argumentista, ks. kirjallisuusluettelo). 'Mo-
raalin lähteiden' kritiikki kohdistuu ennen kaikkea Taylorin teoriaan, mutta
soveltuvin osin myös muihin teorioihin normatiivisuuden 'lähteistä'.
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1963.

 4 JUURMAA, JYRKI, On the ability structure of the
deaf. 114 p. 1963.

 5 HEINONEN, VEIKKO, Lyhennetty faktori-analyysi. –
A short method for factor analysis. 76 p.
Summary 5 p. 1963.

 6 PITKÄNEN, PENTTI, Fyysisen kunnon rakenne ja
kehittyminen. – The structure and development
of physical fitness. 163 p. Summary 10 p. 1964.

 7 NURMI, VELI, Maamme seminaarien varsinaisen
opettajakoulutuksen synty ja kehittyminen
viime vuosisadalla I. – Die Entehung und
Entwicklung der praktischen Lehrer-bildung
unserer Lehrerseminare im vorigen Jahrhundert
I. 270 p. Zusammenfassung 15 p. 1964.

 8 NURMI, VELI, Maamme seminaarien varsinaisen
opettajakoulutuksen synty ja kehittyminen
viime vuosisadalla II. – Die Entstehung und
Entwicklung der praktischen Lehrer-bildung
unserer Lehrerseminare im vorigen Jahrhundert
II. 123 p. Zusammenfassung 10 p. 1964.

 9 NUMMENMAA, TAPIO, The language of the face. 66
p. 1964.

10 ISOSAARI, JUSSI, Bruno Boxström ja Sortavalan
seminaarin kasvatusaineiden opetus 1882-
1917. – Bruno Boxström und der Unterricht in
den pädagogischen Fächern am Seminar von
Sortavala 1882-1917. 167 p. Zusammen-fassung
II p. 1964.

11 NUMMENMAA, TAPIO & TAKALA, MARTTI, Parental
behavior and sources of information in different
social groups. 53 p. 1965.

12 WECKROTH, JOHAN, Studies in brain pathology
and human performance I. – On the
relationship between severity of brain injury
and the level and structure of intellectual
performance. 105 p. 1965.

13 PITKÄNEN, PENTTI, Ärsyke- ja reaktioanalyyttis-ten
faktorointitulosten vastaavuudesta. – On the
congruence and coincidence between stimulus
analytical and response analytical factor
results. 223 p. Summary 14 p. 1967.

14 TENKKU, JUSSI, Are single moral rules absolute in
Kant’s ethics? 31 p. 1967.

15 RUOPPILA, ISTO, Nuorten ja varttuneiden opiskeli-
joiden väliset asenne-erot eräissä ylioppilas-
pohjaisissa oppilaitoksissa. – Attitude
differences between young and advanced
university and college students. 182 p.
Summary 14 p. 1967.

16 KARVONEN, JUHANI, The structure, arousal and
change of the attitudes of teacher education
students. 118 p. 1967.

17 ELONEN, ANNA S., Performance scale patterns in
various diagnostic groups. 53 p. 1968.

18 TUOMOLA, UUNO, Kansakouluntarkastajaan
kohdistuvista rooliodotuksista. – On role-
expectations applied to school inspectors. 173
p. Summary 8 p. 1968.

19 PITKÄNEN, LEA, A descriptive model of
aggression and nonaggression with
applications to childrens behaviour. 208 p.
1969.

20 KOSKIAHO, BRIITTA, Level of living and
industrialisation. 102 p. 1970.

21 KUUSINEN, JORMA, The meaning of another
person’s personality. 28 p. 1970.

22 VILJANEN, ERKKI, Pohjakoulutustaso ja kansa-
koulunopettajan kehitysympäristöjen muo-
dostuminen. – The level of basic education in
relation to the formation of the development
milieus of primary school teachers. 280 s.
Summary 13 p. 1970.

23 HAGFORS, CARL, The galvanic skin response
and its application to the group registration of
psychophysiological processes. 128 p. 1970.

24 KARVONEN, JUHANI, The enrichment of
vocabulary and the basic skills of verbal
communication. 47 p. 1971.

25 SEPPO, SIMO, Abiturienttien asenteet uskonnon-
opetukseen. – The attitudes of students toward
religious education in secondary school. 137
p. Summary 5 p. 1971.

26 RENKO MANU, Opettajan tehokkuus oppilaiden
koulusaavutusten ja persoonallisuuden
kehittämisessä. – Teacher’s effectiveness in
improving pupils’ school achievements and
developing their personality. 144 p. Summary
4 p. 1971.

27 VAHERVA, TAPIO, Koulutustulokset peruskoulun
ala-asteella yhteisömuuttujien selittäminä. –
Educational outcomes at the lower level of the
comprehensive school in the light of ecological
variables. 158 p. Summary 3 p. 1974.

28 OLKINUORA, ERKKI, Norm socialization. The
formation of personal norms. 186 p.
Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1974.

29 LIIKANEN, PIRKKO,  Increasing creativity through
art education among pre-school children. 44 p.
Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1975.

30 ELONEN, ANNA S., & GUYER, MELVIN, Comparison
of qualitative characteristics of human figure
drawings of Finnish children in various
diagnostic categories. 46 p. Tiivistelmä 3 p.
1975.

31 KÄÄRIÄINEN, RISTO,  Physical, intellectual, and
personal characteristics of Down’s syndrome.
114 p. Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1975.

32 MÄÄTTÄ, PAULA, Images of a young drug user.
112 p. Tiivistelmä 11 p. 1976.

33 ALANEN, PENTTI, Tieto ja demokratia. – Episte-
mology and democracy. 140 p. Summary 4 p.
1976.

34 NUPPONEN, RIITTA, Vahvistajaroolit aikuisten ja
lapsen vuorovaikutuksessa. – The experi-
mental roles of reinforcing agent in adult-child
interaction. 209 p. Summary 11 p. 1977.
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35 TEIKARI, VEIKKO, Vigilanssi-ilmiön mittaamises-
ta ja selitysmahdollisuuksista. – On mea-
suring and explanation of vigilance. 163 p.
Summary 2 p. 1977.

36 VOLANEN, RISTO, On conditions of decision
making. A study of the conceptual found-
ations of administration. – Päätöksenteon
edellytyksistä. Tutkimus hallinnon käsitteel-
lisistä perusteista. 171 p. Tiivistelmä 7 p. 1977.

37 LYYTINEN, PAULA, The acquisition of Finnish
morphology in early childhood. – Suomen
kielen morfologisten säännönmukaisuuksien
omaksuminen varhaislapsuudessa. 143 p.
Tiivistelmä 6 p. 1978.

38 HAKAMÄKI, SIMO, Maaseudulle muutto muutto-
liikkeen osana. – Migration on rural areas as
one element of migration as a whole. 175 p.
Summary 5 p. 1978.

39 MOBERG, SAKARI, Leimautuminen erityispedago-
giikassa. Nimikkeisiin apukoululainen ja
tarkkailuluokkalainen liittyvät käsitykset ja
niiden vaikutus hypoteettista oppilasta koske-
viin havaintoihin. – Labelling in special
education. 177 p.  Summary 10 p. 1979.

40 AHVENAINEN, OSSI, Lukemis- ja kirjoittamis-
häiriöinen erityisopetuksessa. – The child
with reading and writing disabilities in
special education. 246 p. Summary 14 p. 1980.

41 HURME, HELENA, Life changes during child-
hood. – Lasten elämänmuutokset. 229 p.
Tiivistelmä 3 p. 1981.

42 TUTKIMUS YHTEISKUNTAPOLITIIKAN VIITOITTAJANA.
Professori Leo Paukkuselle omistettu juhlakir-
ja. 175 p. 1981.

43 HIRSJÄRVI, SIRKKA, Aspects of consciousness in
child rearing. – Tietoisuuden ongelma koti-
kasvatuksessa. 259 p. 1981.

44 LASONEN, KARI, Siirtolaisoppilas Ruotsin
kouluyhteisössä. Sosiometrinen tutkimus. – A
sosio-metric study of immigrant pupils in the
Swedish comprehensive school. 269 p.
Summary 7 p. 1981.

45 AJATUKSEN JA TOIMINNAN TIET. Matti Juntusen
muistokirja. 274 p. 1982.

46 MÄKINEN, RAIMO, Teachers’ work, wellbeing,
and health. – Opettajan työ, hyvinvointi ja
terveys. 232 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p. 1982.

47 KANKAINEN, MIKKO, Suomalaisen peruskoulun
eriyttämisratkaisun yhteiskunnallisen taustan
ja siirtymävaiheen toteutuksen arviointi. 257
p. Summary 11 p. 1982.

48 WALLS, GEORG, Health care and social welfare
in, cooperation. 99 p. Tiivistelmä 9 p. 1982.

49 KOIVUKARI, MIRJAMI, Rote learning compreh-
ension and participation by the learnes in
Zairian classrooms. – Mekaaninen oppimi-
nen, ymmärtäminen ja oppilaiden osallistumi-
nen opetukseen zairelaisissa koululuokissa.
286 p. Tiivistelmä 11p. 1982.

50 KOPONEN, RITVA,  An item analysis of tests in
mathematics applying logistic test models. –
Matematiikan kokeiden osioanalyysi logistisia
testimalleja käyttäen. 187 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p.
1983.

51 PEKONEN, KYÖSTI, Byrokratia politiikan näkökul-
masta. Politiikan ja byrokratian keskinäinen
yhteys valtio- ja yhteiskuntaprosessin kehityk-
sen valossa. – Bureaucracy from the viewpoint
of politics. 253 p. 1983.

52 LYYTINEN, HEIKKI, Psychophysiology of anti-
cipation and arousal. – Antisipaation ja viriä-
misen psykofysiologia. 190 p. Tiivistelmä 4 p.
1984.

53 KORKIAKANGAS, MIKKO,  Lastenneuvolan tervey-
denhoitajan arvioinnit viisivuotiaiden lasten
psyykkisestä kehityksestä. – The
psychological assessment of five-year-old
children by public health centres. 227 p.
Summary 14 p. 1984.

54 HUMAN ACTION AND PERSONALITY. Essays in
honour of Martti Takala. 272 p. 1984.

55 MATILAINEN, JOUKO, Maanpuolustus ja eduskun-
ta. Eduskuntaryhmien kannanotot ja koheesio
maanpuolustuskysymyksissä Paasikiven-
Kekkosen kaudella 1945-1978. – Defence and
Parliament. 264 p. Summary 7 p. 1984.

56 PUOLUE, VALTIO JA EDUSTUKSELLINEN DEMOKRATIA.
Pekka Nyholmille omistettu juhlakirja. – Party,
state and representational democracy. 145 p.
Summary 2 p. 1986.

57 SIISIÄINEN, MARTTI, Intressit, yhdistyslaitos ja
poliittisen järjestelmän vakaisuus. – Interests,
voluntary assiociations and the stability of the
political system. 367 p. Summary 6 p. 1986.

58 MATTLAR, CARL-ERIK, Finnish Rorschach
responses in cross-cultural context: A norma-
tive study. 166 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p. 1986.

59 ÄYSTÖ, SEIJA, Neuropsychological aspects of
simultaneous and successive cognitive pro-
cesses. – Rinnakkaisen ja peräkkäisen infor-
maation prosessoinnin neuropsykologiasta.
205 p. Tiivistelmä 10 p. 1987.

60 LINDH, RAIMO, Suggestiiviset mielikuvamallit
käyttäytymisen muokkaajina tarkkailuluokka-
laisilla. – Suggestive  covert modeling as a
method with disturbed pupils. 194 p.
Summary 8 p. 1987.

61 KORHONEN, TAPANI, Behavioral and neural
short-lateney and long-latency conditioned
responses in the cat. – Välittömät ja viivästetyt
hermostol-liset ja käyttäytymisvasteet klassi-
sen ehdollista-misen aikana kissalla. 198 p.
Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1987.

62 PAHKINEN, TUULA, Psykoterapian vaikutus
minäkäsitykseen. Psykoterapian
käynnistämän muutosprosessin vaikutus
korkeakouluopiskelijoiden minäkäsitykseen. –
Change in self-concept as a result of psycho-
therapy. 172 p. Summary 6 p. 1987.

63 KANGAS, ANITA, Keski-Suomen kulttuuri-
toimintakokeilu tutkimuksena ja politiikkana.
– The action research on cultural- activities in
the Province of Central Finland. 301 p.
Summary 8 p. 1988.

64 HURME, HELENA, Child, mother and
grandmother. Interegenerational interaction in
Finnish families. 187 p. 1988.

65 RASKU-PUTTONEN, HELENA, Communication
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between parents and children in experimental
situations. – Vanhempien ja lasten kommuni-
kointi strukturoiduissa tilanteissa. 71 p.
Tiivistelmä 5 p. 1988.

66 TOSKALA, ANTERO, Kahvikuppineurootikkojen ja
paniikkiagorafoobikkojen minäkuvat minä-
systeemin rakenteina ja kognitiivisen oppimis-
terapian perustana. – The self-images of coffee
cup neurotics and panic agoraphobics as
structures of a selfsystem and a basis for
learning therapy. 261 p. Summary 6 p. 1988.

67 HAKKARAINEN, LIISA, Kuurojen yläasteen oppi-
laiden kirjoitetun kielen hallinta. - Mastery of
written language by deaf pupils at the upper
level of Comprehensive school. 281 p.
Summary 11 p. 1988.

68 NÄTTI, JOUKO, Työmarkkinoiden
lohkoutuminen. Segmentaatioteoriat, Suomen
työmarkkinat ja yritysten työvoimastrategiat. -
Segmentation theories, Finnish labour markets
and the use of labour in retail trade. 189 p.
Summary 10 p. 1989.

69 AALTOLA, JUHANI, Merkitys opettamisen ja
oppimisen näkökulmasta Wittgensteinin
myöhäisfilo-sofian ja pragmatismin valossa. -
Meaning from the point of view of teaching
and learning in the light of Wittgenstein’s
later philosophy and pragmatism. 249 p.
Summary 6 p. 1989.

70 KINNUNEN, ULLA, Teacher stress over a school
year. - Opettajan työstressi lukuvuoden
aikana. 61 p. Tiivistelmä 3 p. 1989.

71 BREUER, HELMUT & RUOHO, KARI (Hrsg.),
Pädagogisch-psychologische Prophylaxe bei
4-8 jährigen Kindern. - Pedagogis-psykologi-
nen ennaltaehkäisy neljästä kahdeksaan
vuoden iässä. 185 S. Tiivistelmä 1 S. 1989.

72 LUMMELAHTI, LEENA, Kuusivuotiaiden sopeutu-
minen päiväkotiin. Yksilöllistetty mallioppi-
mis-ohjelma päiväkotiin heikosti sopeutuvien
kuusivuotiaiden ohjauksessa sekä vanhempi-
en kasvatuskäytännön yhtey-det lapsen
sopeutumiseen ja minäkäsitykseen. - The
adjustment of six-year-old children to day-
care-centres. 224 p. Summary 9 p. 1990.

73 SALOVIITA, TIMO, Adaptive behaviour of
institutionalized mentally retarded persons. -
Laitoksessa asuvien kehitysvammaisten
adaptiivinen käyttäytyminen. 167 p.
Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1990.

74 PALONEN, KARI et SUBRA, LEENA (Eds.), Jean-Paul
Sartre - un philosophe du politique. - Jean-
Paul Sartre - poliittisuuden filosofi. 107 p.
Tiivistelmä 2 p. 1990.

75 SINIVUO, JUHANI, Kuormitus ja voimavarat
upseerin uralla. - Work load and resources in
the career of officers. 373 p. Summary 4 p. 1990.

76 PÖLKKI, PIRJO, Self-concept and social skills of
school beginners. Summary and discussion. -
Koulutulokkaiden minäkäsitys ja sosiaaliset
taidot. 100 p. Tiivistelmä 6 p. 1990.

77 HUTTUNEN, JOUKO, Isän merkitys pojan sosiaali-
selle sukupuolelle. - Father’s impact on son’s

gender role identity. 246 p. Summary 9 p.1990.
78 AHONEN, TIMO, Lasten motoriset koordinaatio-

häiriöt. Kehitysneuropsykologinen seuranta-
tutkimus. - Developmental coordination
disorders in children. A developmental neuro-
psychological follow-up study. 188 p.
Summary 9 p. 1990.

79 MURTO, KARI, Towards the well functioning
community. The development of Anton
Makarenko and Maxwell Jones’ communities.
- Kohti toimivaa yhteisöä. Anton Makarenkon
ja Maxwell Jonesin yhteisöjen kehitys. 270 p.
Tiivistelmä 5 p. Cp2`<, 5 c. 1991.

80 SEIKKULA, JAAKKO, Perheen ja sairaalan raja-
systeemi potilaan sosiaalisessa verkostossa. -
The family-hospital boundary system in the
social network. 285 p. Summary 6 p. 1991.

81 ALANEN, ILKKA, Miten teoretisoida maa-talou-
den pientuotantoa. - On the conceptualization
of petty production in agriculture. 360 p.
Summary 9 p. 1991.

82 NIEMELÄ, EINO, Harjaantumisoppilas peruskou-
lun liikuntakasvatuksessa. - The trainable
mentally retarded pupil in comprehensive
school physical education. 210 p. Summary
7 p. 1991.

83 KARILA, IRMA, Lapsivuodeajan psyykkisten
vaikeuksien ennakointi. Kognitiivinen malli. -
Prediction of mental distress during puer-
perium. A cognitive model. 248 p. Summary
8 p. 1991.

84 HAAPASALO, JAANA, Psychopathy as a
descriptive construct of personality among
offenders. - Psykopatia rikoksentekijöiden
persoonallisuutta kuvaavana konstruktiona.
73 p. Tiivistelmä 3 p. 1992.

85 ARNKIL, ERIK, Sosiaalityön rajasysteemit ja
kehitysvyöhyke. - The systems of boundary
and the developmental zone of social work. 65
p. Summary 4 p. 1992.

86 NIKKI, MAIJA-LIISA, Suomalaisen koulutusjärjes-
telmän kielikoulutus ja sen relevanssi. Osa II. -
Foreign language education in the Finnish
educational system and its relevance. Part 2.
204 p. Summary 5 p. 1992.

87 NIKKI, MAIJA-LIISA, The implementation of the
Finnish national plan for foreign language
teaching. - Valtakunnallisen kielenopetuksen
yleissuunnitelman toimeenpano. 52 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 1992.

88 VASKILAMPI, TUULA, Vaihtoehtoinen terveyden-
huolto hyvinvointivaltion terveysmarkki-
noilla. - Alternative medicine on the health
market of welfare state. 120 p. Summary 8 p.
1992.

89 LAAKSO, KIRSTI, Kouluvaikeuksien ennustami-
nen. Käyttäytymishäiriöt ja kielelliset vaikeu-
det peruskoulun alku- ja päättövaiheessa. -
Prediction of difficulties in school. 145 p.
Summary 4 p. 1992.

90 SUUTARINEN, SAKARI, Herbartilainen pedagogi-
nen uudistus Suomen kansakoulussa vuosisa-
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dan alussa (1900-1935). - Die Herbart’sche
pädagogische Reform in den finnischen
Volksschulen zu Beginn dieses Jahrhunderts
(1900-1935). 273 p. Zusammenfassung 5 S. 1992.

91 AITTOLA, TAPIO, Uuden opiskelijatyypin synty.
Opiskelijoiden elämänvaiheet ja tieteenala-
spesifien habitusten muovautuminen 1980-
luvun yliopistossa. - Origins of the new student
type. 162 p. Summary  4 p. 1992

92 KORHONEN, PEKKA,  The origin of the idea of the
Pacific free trade area. - Tyynenmeren vapaa-
kauppa-alueen idean muotoutuminen. -
Taiheiyoo jiyuu booeki chi-iki koosoo no seisei.
220 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. Yooyaku 2 p. 1992.

93 KERÄNEN, JYRKI, Avohoitoon ja sairaalahoitoon
valikoituminen perhekeskeisessä psykiatrises-
sa hoitojärjestelmässä. - The choice between
outpatient and inpatient treatment in a family
centred psychiatric treatment system. 194 p.
Summary 6 p. 1992.

94 WAHLSTRÖM, JARL, Merkitysten muodostuminen
ja muuttuminen perheterapeuttisessa keskus-
telussa. Diskurssianalyyttinen tutkimus. -
Semantic change in family therapy. 195 p.
Summary 5 p. 1992.

95 RAHEEM, KOLAWOLE, Problems of social security
and development in a developing country. A
study of the indigenous systems and the
colonial influence on the conventional
schemes in Nigeria. - Sosiaaliturvan ja kehi-
tyksen ongelmia kehitysmaassa. 272 p.
Yhteenveto 3 p. 1993.

96 LAINE, TIMO, Aistisuus, kehollisuus ja dialo-
gisuus. Ludwig Feuerbachin filosofian lähtö-
kohtia ja niiden kehitysnäkymiä 1900-luvun
antropologisesti suuntautuneessa fenomeno-
logiassa. - Sensuousnes, bodiliness and
dialogue. Basic principles in Ludwig Feuer-
bach’s philosophy and their development in
the anthropologically oriented phenom-
enology of the 1900’s. 151 p. Zusammen-
fassung 5 S. 1993.

97 PENTTONEN, MARKKU, Classically conditioned
lateralized head movements and bilaterally
recorded cingulate cortex responses in cats. -
Klassisesti ehdollistetut sivuttaiset päänliik-
keet ja molemminpuoliset aivojen pihtipoimun
vasteet kissalla. 74 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. 1993.

98 KORO, JUKKA, Aikuinen oman oppimisensa
ohjaajana. Itseohjautuvuus, sen kehittyminen
ja yhteys opetustuloksiin kasvatustieteen
avoimen korkeakouluopetuksen monimuoto-
kokeilussa. - Adults as managers of their own
learning. Self-directiveness, its development
and connection with the gognitive learning
results of an experiment on distance education
for the teaching of educational science. 238 p.
Summary 7 p. 1993.

99 LAIHIALA-KANKAINEN, SIRKKA, Formaalinen ja
funktionaalinen traditio kieltenopetuksessa.
Kieltenopetuksen oppihistoriallinen tausta
antiikista valistukseen. - Formal and
functional traditions in language teaching.
The theory -historical background of language

teaching from the classical period to the age of
reason. 288 p. Summary 6 p. 1993.

100 MÄKINEN, TERTTU, Yksilön varhaiskehitys
koulunkäynnin perustana. - Early
development as a foundation for school
achievement. 273 p. Summary 16 p. 1993.

101 KOTKAVIRTA, JUSSI, Practical philosophy and
modernity. A study on the formation of
Hegel’s thought. - Käytännöllinen filosofia ja
modernisuus. Tutkielma Hegelin ajattelun
muotoutumisesta. 238 p. Zusammenfassung
3 S. Yhteenveto 3 p. 1993.

102 EISENHARDT, PETER L., PALONEN, KARI, SUBRA,
LEENA, ZIMMERMANN RAINER E.(Eds.), Modern
concepts of existentialism. Essays on Sartrean
problems in philosophy, political theory and
aesthetics. 168 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p. 1993.

103 KERÄNEN, MARJA, Modern political science and
gender. A debate between the deaf and the
mute. - Moderni valtio-oppi ja nainen.
Mykkien ja kuurojen välinen keskustelu.
252 p. Tiivistelmä 4 p. 1993.

104 MATIKAINEN,TUULA, Työtaitojenkehittyminen
erityisammattikouluvaiheen aikana. -
Development of working skills in special
vocational school. 205 p. Summary 4 p. 1994.

105 PIHLAJARINNE, MARJA-LEENA, Nuoren sairastumi-
nen skitsofreeniseen häiriöön. Perheterapeut-
tinen tarkastelutapa. - The onset of
schizophrenic disorder at young age. Family
therapeutic study. 174 p. Summary 5 p. 1994.

106 KUUSINEN, KIRSTI-LIISA, Psyykkinen itsesäätely
itsehoidon perustana. Itsehoito I-tyypin
diabetesta sairastavilla aikuisilla. - Self-care
based on self-regulation. Self-care in adult
type I diabetics. 260 p. Summary 17 p. 1994.

107 MENGISTU, LEGESSE GEBRESELLASSIE, Psychological
classification of students with and without
handicaps. A tests of Holland’s theory in
Ethiopia. 209 p. 1994.

108 LESKINEN, MARKKU (ED.), Family in focus. New
perspectives on early childhood special
education. 158 p. 1994.

109 LESKINEN, MARKKU, Parents’ causal attributions
and adjustment to their child’s disability. -
Vanhempien syytulkinnat ja sopeutuminen
lapsensa vammaisuuteen. 104 p. Tiivistelmä
1 p. 1994.

110 MATTHIES, AILA-LEENA, Epävirallisen sektorin ja
hyvinvointivaltion suhteiden modernisoitu-
minen. - The informal sector and the welfare
state. Contemporary relationships. 63 p.
Summary 12 p. 1994.

111 AITTOLA, HELENA, Tutkimustyön ohjaus ja
ohjaussuhteet tieteellisessä jatkokoulutuk-
sessa. - Mentoring in postgraduate education.
285 p. Summary 5 p. 1995.

112 LINDÉN, MIRJA, Muuttuva syövän kuva ja
kokeminen. Potilaiden ja ammattilaistentul-
kintoja. - The changing image and experience
of cancer. Accounts given by patients and
professionals. 234 p. Summary 5 p. 1995.

113 VÄLIMAA, JUSSI, Higher education cultural
approach. - Korkeakoulututkimuksen
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kulttuurinäkökulma. 94 p. Yhteenveto 5 p.
1995.

114 KAIPIO, KALEVI, Yhteisöllisyys kasvatuksessa.
yhteisökasvatuksen teoreettinen analyysi ja
käytäntöön soveltaminen. - The community as
an educator. Theoretical analysis and practice
of community education. 250 p. Summary 3 p.
1995.

115 HÄNNIKÄINEN, MARITTA, Nukesta vauvaksi ja
lapsesta lääkäriksi. Roolileikkiin siirtymisen
tarkastelua piagetilaisesta ja kulttuurihistori-
allisen toiminnan teorian näkökulmasta. 73 p.
Summary  6 p. 1995.

116 IKONEN, OIVA. Adaptiivinen opetus. Oppimis-
tutkimus harjaantumiskoulun opetussuunni-
telma- ja seurantajärjestelmän kehittämisen
tukena. - The adaptive teaching. 90 p.
Summary 5 p. 1995.

117 SUUTAMA, TIMO, Coping with life events in old
age. - Elämän muutos- ja ongelmatilanteiden
käsittely iäkkäillä ihmisillä. 110 p. Yhteenveto
3 p. 1995.

118 DERSEH, TIBEBU BOGALE, Meanings Attached to
Disability, Attitudes towards Disabled People,
and Attitudes towards Integration. 150 p.
1995.

119 SAHLBERG, PASI, Kuka auttaisi opettajaa. Post-
moderni näkökulma opetuksen muu-tokseen
yhden kehittämisprojektin valossa. - Who
would help a teacher. A post-modern
perspective on change in teaching in light of
a school improvement project. 255 p. Summary
4 p. 1996.

120 UHINKI, AILO, Distress of unemployed job-
seekers described by the Zulliger Test using
the Comprehensive System. - Työttömien
työntekijöiden ahdinko kuvattuna Compre-
hensive Systemin mukaisesti käytetyillä
Zulligerin testillä. 61 p. Yhteenveto 3p. 1996.

121 ANTIKAINEN, RISTO, Clinical course, outcome
and follow-up of inpatients with borderline
level disorders. - Rajatilapotilaiden osasto-
hoidon tuloksellisuus kolmen vuoden
seurantatutkimuksessa Kys:n psykiatrian
klinikassa. 102 p. Yhteenveto 4 p. 1996.

122 RUUSUVIRTA, TIMO, Brain responses to pitch
changes in an acoustic environment in cats
and rabbits. - Aivovasteet kuuloärsykemuu-
toksiin kissoilla ja kaneilla. 45 p. Yhteenveto 2
p. 1996.

123 VISTI, ANNALIISA, Työyhteisön ja työn tuottavuu-
den kehitys organisaation transformaa-tiossa.
- Dovelopment of the work communi-ty and
changes in the productivity of work during an
organizational transformation process. 201 p.
Summary 12 p. 1996.

124 SALLINEN, MIKAEL, Event-ralated brain potentials
to changes in the acustic environ-ment buring
sleep and sleepiness. - Aivojen herätevasteet
muutoksiin kuuloärsykesar-jassa unen ja
uneliaisuuden aikana. 104 p. Yhteenveto 3 p.
1997.

125 LAMMINMÄKI, TUIJA, Efficasy of a multi-faceted
treatment for children with learning

difficulties. - Oppimisvaikeuksien neuro-
kognitiivisen ryhmäkuntoutuksen tuloksel-
lisuus ja siihen vaikuttavia tekijöitä. 56 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 1997.

126 LUTTINEN, JAANA, Fragmentoituva kulttuuripoli-
tiikka. Paikallisen kulttuuripolitiikan tulkinta-
kehykset Ylä-Savossa. - Fragmenting-cultural
policy. The interpretative frames of local
cultural politics in Ylä-Savo. 178 p. Summary
9 p. 1997.

127 MARTTUNEN, MIIKA, Studying argumentation in
higher education by electronic mail. -
Argumentointia yliopisto-opinnoissa sähkö-
postilla. 60 p. (164 p.) Yhteenveto 3 p. 1997.

128 JAAKKOLA, HANNA, Kielitieto kielitaitoon pyrittä-
essä. Vieraiden kielten opettajien käsityksiä
kieliopin oppimisesta ja opetta-misesta. -
Language knowledge and language ability.
Teachers´ conceptions of the role of grammar
in foreign language learning and teaching.
227 p. Summary 7 p. 1997.

129 SUBRA, LEENA, A portrait of the political agent in
Jean-Paul Sartre. Views on playing, acting,
temporality and subjectivity. - Poliittisen
toimijan muotokuva Jean-Paul Sartrella.
Näkymiä pelaamiseen, toimintaan,
ajallisuuteen ja subjektiivisuuteen. 248 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 1997.

130 HAARAKANGAS, KAUKO, Hoitokokouksen äänet.
Dialoginen analyysi perhekeskeisen psykiatri-
sen hoitoprosessin hoitokokous-keskusteluis-
ta työryhmän toiminnan näkökulmasta. - The
voices in treatment meeting. A dialogical
analysis of the treatment meeting
conversations in family-centred psychiatric
treatment process in regard to the team
activity. 136 p. Summary 8 p. 1997.

131 MATINHEIKKI-KOKKO, KAIJA, Challenges of
working in a cross-cultural environment.
Principles and practice of refugee settlement in
Finland. - Kulttuurienvälisen työn haasteet.
Periaatteet ja käytäntö maahanmuuttajien
hyvinvoinnin turvaamiseksi Suomessa. 130 p.
Yhteenveto 3 p. 1997.

132 KIVINIEMI, KARI, Opettajuuden oppimisesta
harjoittelun harhautuksiin. Aikuisopiskeli-
joiden kokemuksia opetusharjoittelusta ja sen
ohjauksesta luokanopettajakoulutuksessa. -
From the learning of teacherhood to the
fabrications of practice. Adult students´ ex-
periences of teaching practice and its super-
vision in class teacher education. 267 p.
Summary 8 p. 1997.

133 KANTOLA, JOUKO, Cygnaeuksen jäljillä käsityön-
opetuksesta teknologiseen kasvatukseen. - In
the footsteps of Cygnaeus. From handicraft
teaching to technological education. 211 p.
Summary 7 p. 1997.

134 KAARTINEN, JUKKA, Nocturnal body movements
and sleep quality. - Yölliset kehon liikkeet ja
unen laatu. 85 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. 1997.

135 MUSTONEN, ANU, Media violence and its
audience. - Mediaväkivalta ja sen yleisö. 44 p.



JYVÄSKYLÄ STUDIES IN EDUCATION, PSYCHOLOGY AND SOCIAL RESEARCH

(131 p.). Yhteenveto 2 p. 1997.
136 PERTTULA, JUHA, The experienced life-fabrics of

young men. - Nuorten miesten koettu
elämänkudelma. 218 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. 1998.

137 TIKKANEN, TARJA, Learning and education of
older workers. Lifelong learning at the margin.
- Ikääntyvän työväestön oppiminen ja koulu-
tus. Elinikäisen oppimisen marginaalissa.
83 p. (154 p.). Yhteenveto 6 p. 1998.

138 LEINONEN, MARKKU, Johannes Gezelius vanhem-
pi luonnonmukaisen pedagogiikan
soveltajana. Comeniuslainen tulkinta. -
Johannes Gezelius the elder as implementer of
natural padagogy. A Comenian interpretation.
237 p. Summary 7 p. 1998.

139 KALLIO, EEVA, Training of students’ scientific
reasoning skills. - Korkeakouluopiskelijoiden
tieteellisen ajattelun kehittäminen. 90 p.
Yhteenveto 1 p. 1998.

140 NIEMI-VÄKEVÄINEN, LEENA, Koulutusjaksot ja
elämänpolitiikka. Kouluttautuminen yksilöl-
listymisen ja yhteisöllisyyden risteysasemana.
- Sequences of vocational education as life
politics. Perspectives of invidualization and
communality. 210 p. Summary 6 p. 1998.

141 PARIKKA, MATTI, Teknologiakompetenssi.
Teknologiakasvatuksen uudistamishaasteita
peruskoulussa ja lukiossa. - Technological
competence. Challenges of reforming techno-
logy education in the Finnish comprehensive
and upper secondary school. 207 p. Summary
13 p. 1998.

142 TA OPETTAJAN APUNA - EDUCATIONAL TA FOR

TEACHER. Professori Pirkko Liikaselle omistettu
juhlakirja. 207 p. Tiivistelmä - Abstract 14 p.
1998.

143 YLÖNEN, HILKKA, Taikahattu ja hopeakengät -
sadun maailmaa. Lapsi päiväkodissa sadun
kuulijana, näkijänä ja kokijana. - The world of
the colden cap and silver shoes. How kinder
garten children listen to, view, and experience
fairy tales. 189 p. Summary 8 p. 1998.

144 MOILANEN, PENTTI, Opettajan toiminnan perus-
teiden tulkinta ja tulkinnan totuudellisuuden
arviointi. - Interpreting reasons for teachers’
action and the verifying the interpretations.
226 p. Summary 3p. 1998.

145 VAURIO, LEENA,  Lexical inferencing in reading
in english on the secondary level. - Sana-
päättely englanninkielistä tekstiä luettaessa
lukioasteella. 147 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. 1998.

146 ETELÄPELTO, ANNELI, The development of
expertise in information systems design. -
Asiantuntijuuden kehittyminen tietojärjestel-
mien suunnittelussa. 132 p. (221p.).
Yhteenveto 12 p. 1998.

147 PIRHONEN, ANTTI, Redundancy as a criterion for
multimodal user-interfaces. - Käsitteistö luo
näkökulman käyttöliittymäanalyysiin. 141 p.
Yhteenveto 3 p. 1998.

148 RÖNKÄ, ANNA, The accumulation of problems of
social functioning: outer, inner, and

behavioral strands. - Sosiaalinen selviytymi-
nen lapsuudesta aikuisuuteen: ongelmien
kasautumisen kolme väylää. 44 p. (129 p.)
Yhteenveto 3 p. 1999.

149 NAUKKARINEN, AIMO, Tasapainoilua kurinalai-
suuden ja tarkoituksenmukaisuuden välillä.
Oppilaiden ei-toivottuun käyttäytymiseen
liittyvän ongelmanratkaisun kehittäminen
yhden peruskoulun yläasteen tarkastelun
pohjalta. - Balancing rigor and relevance.
Developing problem-solving  associated with
students’ challenging behavior in the light of a
study of an upper  comprehensive school.
296 p. Summary 5 p. 1999.

150 HOLMA, JUHA, The search for a narrative.
Investigating acute psychosis and the need-
adapted treatment model from the narrative
viewpoint. - Narratiivinen lähestymistapa
akuuttiin psykoosiin ja tarpeenmukaisen
hoidon malliin. 52 p. (105 p.) Yhteenveto 3 p. 1999.

151 LEPPÄNEN, PAAVO H.T., Brain responses to
changes in tone and speech stimuli in infants
with and without a risk for familial dyslexia. -
Aivovasteet ääni- ja puheärsykkeiden muu-
toksiin vauvoilla, joilla on riski suvussa esiin-
tyvään dysleksiaan ja vauvoilla ilman tätä
riskiä. 100 p. (197 p.) Yhteenveto 4 p. 1999.

152 SUOMALA, JYRKI, Students’ problem solving
in the LEGO/Logo learning environment. -
Oppilaiden ongelmanratkaisu LEGO/Logo
oppimisympäristössä. 146 p. Yhteenveto 3 p.
1999.

153 HUTTUNEN, RAUNO, Opettamisen filosofia ja
kritiikki. - Philosophy, teaching, and critique.
Towards a critical theory of the philosophy of
education. 201 p. Summary 3p. 1999.

154 KAREKIVI, LEENA, Ehkä en kokeilisikaan, jos ....
Tutkimus ylivieskalaisten nuorten tupakoin-
nista ja päihteidenkäytöstä ja niihin liittyvästä
terveyskasvatuksesta vuosina 1989-1998. -
Maybe I wouldn´t even experiment if .... A
study on youth smoking and use of  intoxi-
cants in Ylivieska and related health educat-
ion in 1989-1998. 256 p. Summary 4 p. 1999.

155 LAAKSO, MARJA-LEENA, Prelinguistic skills and
early interactional context as predictors of
children´s language development. - Esi-
kielellinen kommunikaatio ja sen vuorovaiku-
tuksellinen konteksti lapsen kielen kehityksen
ennustajana. 127 p. Yhteenveto 2 p. 1999.

156 MAUNO, SAIJA, Job insecurity as a psycho-social
job stressor in the context of the work-family
interface. - Työn epävarmuus työn psyko-
sosiaalisena stressitekijänä työn ja perheen
vuorovaikutuksen kontekstissa. 59 p. (147 p.)
Yhteenveto 3 p. 1999.

157 MÄENSIVU KIRSTI, Opettaja määrittelijänä,
oppilas määriteltävänä. Sanallisen oppilaan
arvioinnin sisällön analyysi. -  The teacher as
a determiner - the pupil to be determined -
content analysis of the written school reports.
215 p. Summary 5 p. 1999.

158 FELDT, TARU, Sense of coherence. Structure,
stability and health promoting role in working
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life. - Koherenssin rakenne, pysyvyys ja
terveyttä edistävä merkitys työelämässä. 60 p.
(150 p.) Yhteenveto 5 p. 2000.

159 MÄNTY, TARJA, Ammatillisista erityisoppilaitok-
sista elämään. - Life after vocational special
education. 235 p. Summary 3 p. 2000.

160 SARJA, ANNELI, Dialogioppiminen pienryhmäs-
sä. Opettajaksi opiskelevien harjoitteluproses-
si terveydenhuollon opettajankoulutuksessa. -
Dialogic learning in a small group. The
process of student teachers´ teaching practice
during health care education. 165 p. Summary
7 p. 2000.

161 JÄRVINEN, ANITTA, Taitajat iänikuiset. - Kotkan
ammattilukiosta valmiuksia elämään, työelä-
mään ja jatko-opintoihin. - Age-old
craftmasters -Kotka vocational senior
secondary school - giving skills for life, work
and further studies. 224 p. Summary 2 p. 2000.

162 KONTIO, MARJA-LIISA, Laitoksessa asuvan
kehitysvammaisen vanhuksen haastava
käyttäytyminen ja hoitajan käyttämiä vaiku-
tuskeinoja. - Challenging behaviour of
institutionalized mentally retarded elderly
people and measures taken by nurses to
control it. 175 p. Summary 3 p. 2000.

163 KILPELÄINEN, ARJA, Naiset paikkaansa etsimäs-
sä. Aikuiskoulutus naisen elämänkulun
rakentajana. - Adult education as determinant
of woman’s life-course. 155 p. Summary 6 p.
2000.

164 RIITESUO, ANNIKKI, A preterm child grows.
Focus on speech and language during the
first two years. - Keskonen kasvaa: puheen
ja kielen kehitys kahtena ensimmäisenä elin-
vuotena. 119 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p. 2000.

165 TAURIAINEN, LEENA, Kohti yhteistä laatua.  -
Henkilökunnan, vanhempien ja lasten laatu-
käsitykset päiväkodin integroidussa erityis-
ryhmässä. - Towards common quality: staff’s,
parents’ and children’s conseptions of quality
in an integration group at a daycare center.
256 p. Summary 6 p. 2000.

166 RAUDASKOSKI, LEENA, Ammattikorkeakoulun
toimintaperustaa etsimässä. Toimilupahake-
musten sisällönanalyyttinen tarkastelu. - In
search for the founding principles of the
Finnishpolytechnic institutes. A content
analysis of the licence applications. 193 p.
Summary 4 p. 2000.

167 TAKKINEN, SANNA, Meaning in life and its
relation to functioning in old age. - Elämän
tarkoituksellisuus ja sen yhteydet toiminta-
kykyyn vanhuudessa. 51 p. (130 p.)
Yhteenveto 2 p. 2000.

168 LAUNONEN, LEEVI, Eettinen kasvatusajattelu
suomalaisen koulun pedagogisissa teksteissä
1860-luvulta 1990-luvulle. - Ethical thinking
in Finnish school’s pedagogical texts from the
1860s to the 1990s. 366 p. Summary 3 p. 2000.

169 KUORELAHTI, MATTI, Sopeutumattomien luokka-
muotoisen erityisopetuksen tuloksellisuus. -

The educational outcomes of special classes
for emotionally/ behaviorally disordered
children and youth. 176 p. Summary 2p.
2000.

170 KURUNMÄKI, JUSSI, Representation, nation and
time. The political rhetoric of the 1866
parliamentary reform in Sweden. - Edustus,
kansakunta ja aika. Poliittinen retoriikka
Ruotsin vuoden 1866 valtiopäiväreformissa.
253 p. Tiivistelmä 4 p. 2000.

171 RASINEN, AKI, Developing technology
education. In search of curriculum elements
for Finnish general education schools. 158 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 2000.

172 SUNDHOLM, LARS, Itseohjautuvuus organisaatio-
muutoksessa. - Self-determination in
organisational change. 180 p. Summary 15 p.
2000.

173 AHONNISKA-ASSA, JAANA, Analyzing change in
repeated neuropsychological assessment. 68
p. (124 p.) Yhteenveto 2 p. 2000.

174 HOFFRÉN, JARI, Demokraattinen eetos – rajoista
mahdollisuuksiin. - The democratic ethos.
From limits to possibilities? 217 p. Summary
2 p. 2000.

175 HEIKKINEN, HANNU L. T.,  Toimintatutkimus,
tarinat ja opettajaksi tulemisen taito.
Narratiivisen identiteettityön kehittäminen
opettajankoulutuksessa toimintatutkimuksen
avulla. - Action research, narratives and the
art of becoming a teacher. Developing
narrative identity work in teacher education
through action research. 237 p. Summary 4 p.
2001.

176 VUORENMAA, MARITTA, Ikkunoita arvioin- nin
tuolle puolen. Uusia avauksia suoma-
laiseen koulutusta koskevaan evaluaatio-
keskusteluun. - Views across assessment:
New openings into the evaluation
discussion on Finnish education. 266 p.
Summary 4 p. 2001.

177 LITMANEN, TAPIO, The struggle over risk. The
spatial, temporal, and cultural dimensions of
protest against nuclear technology. - Kamp-
pailu riskistä. Ydinteknologian vastaisen
protestin tilalliset, ajalliset ja kulttuuriset
ulottuvuudet. 72 p. (153 p.) Yhteenveto 9 p.
2001.

178 AUNOLA, KAISA, Children’s and adolescents’
achievement strategies, school adjustment,
and family environment. -  Lasten ja nuorten
suoritusstrategiat koulu- ja perheympäristöis-
sä. 51 p. (153 p.) Yhteenveto 2 p. 2001.

179 OKSANEN, ELINA , Arvioinnin kehittäminen
erityisopetuksessa. Diagnosoinnista oppimi-
sen ohjaukseen laadullisena tapaustutkimuk-
sena. - Developing assessment practices in
special education. From a static approach to
dynamic approach applying qualitative case.
182 p. Summary 5 p. 2001.

180 VIITTALA, KAISU, “Kyllä se tommosellaki lapsel-
la on kovempi urakka”. Sikiöaikana alkoholil-
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le altistuneiden huostaanotettujen lasten
elämäntilanne, riskiprosessit ja suojaavat
prosessit. - “It’s harder for that kind of child to
get along”. The life situation of the children
exposed to alcohol in utero and taken care of
by society, their risk and protective processes.
316 p. Summary 4 p. 2001.

181 HANSSON, LEENI, Networks matter. The role of
informal social networks in the period of socio-
economic reforms of the 1990s in Estonia. -
Verkostoilla on merkitystä: infor-maalisten
sosiaalisten verkostojen asema Virossa
1990-luvun sosio-ekonomisten muutosten
aikana. 194 p. Yhteenveto 3 p. 2001.

182 BÖÖK, MARJA LEENA, Vanhemmuus ja vanhem-
muuden diskurssit työttömyystilanteessa . -
Parenthood and parenting discourses in a
situation of unemployment. 157 p. Summary
5 p. 2001.

183 KOKKO, KATJA, Antecedents and
consequences of long-term unemployment.
- Pitkäaikaistyöttömyyden ennakoijia ja seu-
rauksia. 53 p. (115 p.) Tiivistelmä 3 p. 2001.

184 KOKKONEN, MARJA, Emotion regulation
and physical health in adulthood: A
longitudinal, personality-oriented
approach. - Aikuisiän tunteiden säätely ja
fyysinen terveys: pitkittäistutkimuksellinen
ja persoonallisuuskeskeinen lähestymis-
tapa. 52 p. (137 p.) Tiivistelmä 3 p. 2001.

185 MÄNNIKKÖ, KAISA, Adult attachment styles:
A Person-oriented approach. - Aikuisten
kiintymystyylit. 142 p. Yhteenveto 5 p. 2001.

186 KATVALA, SATU, Missä äiti on? Äitejä ja äitiyden
uskomuksia sukupolvien saatossa. - Where's
mother? Mothers and maternal beliefs over
generations. 126 p. Summary 3 p. 2001.

187 KIISKINEN, ANNA-LIISA, Ympäristöhallinto
vastuullisen elämäntavan edistäjänä.
 - Environmental administration as
promoter of responsible living. 229 p.
Summary 8 p. 2001.

188 SIMOLA, AHTI, Työterveyshuolto-organi-
saation toiminta, sen henkilöstön henkinen
hyvinvointi ja toiminnan tuloksellisuus.-
Functioning of an occupational health
service organization and its relationship to
the mental well-being of its personnel, client
satisfaction, and economic profitability. 192 p.
Summary 12 p. 2001.

189 VESTERINEN, PIRKKO, Projektiopiskelu- ja oppimi-
nen ammattikorkeakoulussa. - Project -based
studying and learning in the polytechnic. 257
p. Summary 5 p. 2001.

190 KEMPPAINEN, JAANA, Kotikasvatus kolmessa
sukupolvessa. - Childrearing in three
generations. 183 p. Summary 3 p. 2001.

191 HOHENTHAL-ANTIN LEONIE, Luvan ottaminen –
Ikäihmiset teatterin tekijöinä. - Taking
permission– Elderly people as theatre makers.
183 p. Summary 5 p. 2001.

192 KAKKORI, LEENA, Heideggerin aukeama.
Tutkimuksia totuudesta ja taiteesta Martin

Heideggerin avaamassa horisontissa.
- Heidegger's clearing. Studies on truth and
art in the horizon opened by Martin Heideg-
ger. 156 p. Summary 2 p. 2001.

193 NÄRHI, VESA, The use of clinical neuro-
psychological data in learning disability
research. - Asiakastyön yhteydessä kerätyn
neuropsykologisen aineiston käyttö
oppimisvaikeustutkimuksessa. 103 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 2002.

194 SUOMI, ASTA, Ammattia etsimässä.
Aikuisopiskelijat kertovat sosiaaliohjaaja-
koulutuksesta ja narratiivisen pätevyyden
kehittymisestä. - Searching for professional
identity. Adult students' narratives on the
education of a social welfare supervisor and
the development of narrative competence.
183 p. Summary 2 p. 2002.

195 PERKKILÄ, PÄIVI, Opettajien matematiikka-
uskomukset ja matematiikan oppikirjan
merkitys alkuopetuksessa. 212 p.
- Teacher's mathematics beliefs and
meaning of mathematics textbooks in the
first and the second grade in primary
school. Summary 2 p. 2002.

196 VESTERINEN, MARJA-LIISA, Ammatillinen har-
joittelu osana asiantuntijuuden kehittymistä
ammattikorkeakoulussa. - Promoting
professional expertise by developing practical
learning at the polytechnic. 261 p. Summary
5 p. 2002.

197 POHJANEN, JORMA, Mitä kello on? Kello moder-
nissa yhteiskunnassa ja sen sosiologisessa
teoriassa. - What's the time. Clock on
modern society and in it's sociological
theory. 226 p. Summary 3 p. 2002.

198 RANTALA, ANJA, Perhekeskeisyys – puhetta vai
todellisuutta? Työntekijöiden käsitykset
yhteistyöstä erityistä tukea tarvitsevan lapsen
perheen kanssa. - Family-centeredness
rhetoric or reality? Summary 3 p. 2002.

199 VALANNE, EIJA, "Meidän lapsi on arvokas"
Henkilökohtainen opetuksen järjestämistä
koskeva suunnitelma (HOJKS) kunnallisessa
erityiskoulussa. - "Our child is precious" - The
individual educational plan in the context of
the special school. 219 p. Yhteenveto 2 p. 2002.

200 HOLOPAINEN, LEENA, Development in
reading and reading related skills; a follow-
up study from pre-school to the fourth
grade. 57 p. (138 p.) Yhteenveto 3 p. 2002.

201 HEIKKINEN, HANNU, Draaman maailmat
oppimisalueina. Draamakasvatuksen vakava
leikillisyys. - Drama worlds as learning areas -
the serious playfulness os drama education.
164 p. Summary 5 p. 2002.

202 HYTÖNEN, TUIJA, Exploring the practice of
human resource development as a field of
professional expertise. - Henkilöstön
kehittämistyön asiantuntijuuden rakentumi-
nen.  137 p. (300 p.) Yhteenveto 10 p. 2002.

203 RIPATTI, MIKKO, Arvid Järnefeldt kasvatus-
ajattelijana.  246 p. Summary 4 p. 2002.
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204 VIRMASALO, ILKKA, Perhe, työttömyys ja lama.
 - Families, unemployment and the economic
depression. 121 p. Summary 2 p. 2002.

205 WIKGREN, JAN, Diffuse and discrete associations
in aversive classical conditioning. - Täsmäl-
liset ja laaja-alaiset ehdollistumat klassisessa
aversiivisessa ehdollistumisessa. 40 p. (81 p.)
Yhteenveto 2 p. 2002.

206 JOKIVUORI, PERTTI, Sitoutuminen työorgani-
saatioon ja ammattijärjestöön. - Kilpailevia
vai täydentäviä?- Commitment to organisation
and trade union. Competing or
complementary? 132 p. Summary 8 p. 2002.

207 GONZÁLEZ VEGA, NARCISO, Factors affecting
simulator-training effectiveness. 162 p.
Yhteenveto 1 p. 2002.

208 SALO, KARI, Teacher Stress as a Longitudinal
Process - Opettajien stressiprosessi. 67 p.
Yhteenveto 2 p. 2002.

209 VAUHKONEN, JOUNI, A rhetoric of reduction.
Bertrand de Jouvenel’s pure theory of politics
as persuasion. 156 p. Tiivistelmä 2 p. 2002.

210 KONTONIEMI, MARITA,  ”Milloin sinä otat itseäsi
niskasta kiinni?” Opettajien kokemuksia
alisuoriutujista. - ”When will you pull your
socks up?” Teachers´ experiences of
underachievers. 218 p. Summary 3 p. 2003.

211 SAUKKONEN, SAKARI, Koulu ja yksilöllisyys;
Jännitteitä, haasteita ja mahdollisuuksia.
- School and individuality: Tensions,
challenges and possibilities. 125 p. Summary
3 p. 2003.

217 LOISA, RAIJA-LEENA, The polysemous
contemporary concept. The rhetoric of the
cultural industry. - Monimerkityksinen
nykykäsite. Kulttuuriteollisuuden retoriikka.
244 p. Yhteenveto 2 p. 2003.

218 HOLOPAINEN, ESKO, Kuullun ja luetun tekstin
ymmärtämisstrategiat ja -vaikeudet peruskou-
lun kolmannella ja yhdeksännellä luokalla. -
Strategies for listening and reading
comprehension and problematic listening and
reading comprehension of the text during the
third and ninth grades of primary school.
135 p. Summary 3 p. 2003.

219 PENTTINEN, SEPPO, Lähtökohdat liikuntaa
opettavaksi luokanopettajaksi. Nuoruuden
kasvuympäristöt ja opettajankoulutus
opettajuuden kehitystekijöinä.- Starting points
for a primary school physical education
teacher. The growth environment of
adolescence and teacher education as
developmental factors of teachership.
201 p. Summary 10 p. 2003.

220 IKÄHEIMO, HEIKKI, Tunnustus, subjektiviteetti ja
inhimillinen elämänmuoto: Tutkimuksia
Hegelistä ja persoonien välisistä tunnustus-
suhteista. - Recognition, subjectivity and the
human life form: studies on Hegel and
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