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Introduction

The prime aim of this chapter is to argue that social science’s understandings of values and reason are deficient, both with regard to its own methodology, and to understanding their place in social life in general. In particular, I wish to attack the common assumptions that values are beyond the scope of reason, and that consequently making evaluative judgements about what is good or bad, or about well-being and ill-being, is antithetical to the project of social science, and potentially dogmatic and authoritarian. In everyday life we regularly engage in reasoning about how to value things, including how to value behaviour and people. Evaluation, judgement and reasoning overlap, and, I shall argue, sometimes we have to evaluate behaviour or persons in order to be able to understand and describe them adequately.

Although social science values positive (descriptive and explanatory) questions over normative ones, in our everyday lives normative questions are more important. Because of our psychological and physical vulnerability, our dependence on others, and our capacity for diverse actions, and because of contingency, we are necessarily evaluative beings, continually having to monitor and evaluate how we, and others and other things we care about, are faring, often wondering ‘what to do for the best’. Some of this evaluation is done ‘on automatic’ through the intelligent dispositions of the habitus and our ‘feel for the game’, but some involves reflection or ‘internal conversations’ (Bourdieu, 2000; Archer, 2003). Following Nussbaum and others, I shall argue that moral emotions and ethical judgements are related to well-being - where well-being is not merely a matter of subjective opinion or convention but of objective forms of being, albeit ones that include dimensions that we struggle to discover, create and balance (Nussbaum, 2000, 2001). Failure to acknowledge and explore well-being, flourishing, suffering, and the valuation of social life, whether for fear of being ‘subjective’, ‘unscientific’, ‘judgemental’, ‘essentialist’ or ‘ethnocentric’ gives much of social science an alienated and alienating character (Sayer, 2005).

Despite the now common recognition of the unavoidably value-laden character of social science, sociology and other social sciences have still not adequately come to terms with the reason-laden- or reasonable - character of values, partly because they tend to reduce reason, as a process of attending to the object, to rationality, for which the hallmarks are logical, consistent, instrumental action. Instead, conceptions of values as merely emotive and subjective or conventional - as merely derived from social norms – rather than as valuations of well-being, continue to dominate, so that there is still an aversion to normativity, that is to proposing how social phenomena should be valued. In the last two decades, this aversion has come to be based not only on the view that values are beyond the scope of reason, and on fear of illiberalism, but fear of ethnocentrism and essentialism. For some, the value-laden character of social science is understood to imply a regrettable but unavoidable compromising of objectivity which we can do no more than attempt to minimise. For others, it is taken as a reason for rejecting the very idea of objectivity. I shall argue that such responses involve unnoticed slides between quite different meanings of ‘objectivity’ and ‘subjectivity’. However, if we distinguish these, and recognise the ‘reasonable’ character of values and valuation, we can find a third way here. This treats valuation and objectivity as compatible, and that understanding their compatibility is, in turn, necessary for understanding the difficulty and fallibility of reason and valuation.

While emotivist conceptions of values are prominent in Weberian approaches, and conventionalist conceptions in Durkheimian ones, I shall argue that emotivism and conventionalism are not merely academic theories but aspects of modernity itself. What generates these problems is a set of modernist dualisms of fact and value, reason and emotion, and positive and normative inquiry. Although a process of deconstruction of these dualisms has begun, I argue that it is one-sided and incomplete, so that social science is still in their grip, and hence it struggles to treat values as involving a kind of reasoning about things and circumstances. This tends to produce a social science that is poor at understanding and conveying why anything matters to actors, why values and norms have normative force, or why both actors or researchers see anything as good or bad (Archer, 2000).

There are important exceptions to these tendencies, particularly in some feminist writing and in other literature which deals with various forms of oppression and avoidable suffering, insofar as, through reasoning about values and well-being, it illuminates why they matter to people, and explains what suffering and flourishing involve, hence avoiding alienated accounts. I use the term ‘writing’ here deliberately to include literature which might not be counted as typically social scientific, and which is less inhibited by social scientific aversions to value-laden description.
 Indeed, one might argue that while social science has told us much about what causes suffering and flourishing, it has been decidedly coy about saying what they are. ‘Literature’, understood as part of ‘the arts’, often does better in this latter respect (Haines, 1998; Nussbaum, 1998).

At some points, the critique and the alternatives proposed here converge with those of critical theory, but my own position has a different provenance, namely a broadly Aristotelian and realist approach to ethics and well-being, which I shall outline and defend in the course of the critique.

I shall begin with the ‘fact-value family of dualisms’, which have become dominant over the last two centuries, suggesting that they are not merely an academic development but reflect certain characteristics of modernity, and attempt to show how they cannot comprehend valuation, emotional reason, needs and desire or normative force. This argument includes critiques of: the emotivist and conventionalist views of values that have dominated sociology and economics and which have the effect of negating the reasonable character of values; the treatment of the positive-normative distinction as a dichotomy; and confusions about the multiple meanings of objectivity and subjectivity. Next I argue that the concept of ‘norms’ as used in sociology tends to have the unfortunate effect of rendering their normative force unintelligible. I then argue that in sociology, as in modernity, reason is frequently reduced to rationality, which then has the effect of preventing us understand in what ways values can be within the scope of reason. Finally I draw out the implications of the argument for models of social explanation and being, calling for a ‘needs-based’ model as necessary for a non-alienated conception of social being, and conclude.

Values beyond reason: the fact-value family of dualisms

Up to about the end of the eighteenth century, positive and normative thought – that is, analysis (description and explanation) and evaluation - were often seamlessly fused in early social science, but since that time they have been progressively separated, and come to be seen as antithetical - typically in the form of an assumption that ‘values’ are beyond the scope of reason, and a threat to science. There has not only been an attempted expulsion of values from science, but a less-noticed expulsion of science or reason from values
 (Bhaskar, 1979), so that the latter have widely come to be regarded as ‘merely subjective’. This divorce has become institutionalised in the academic division of labour between social sciences and philosophy. Consequently now, unless they happen to have studied moral and political philosophy, social scientists lack training in normative thought and tend to be dismissive of it, regarding it as ‘merely subjective’, a threat to objectivity, and unnecessary for understanding social life, and/or as not appropriate for reasoning precisely because it is ‘subjective’.
The divorce reflects changes in society, particularly the rise of liberal individualism and the related rise of markets (Poole, 1991). Liberalism argues that individuals should be free to decide on their conception of the good, and while this does not preclude public discussion of such matters, it prioritises the rights of individuals to pursue their own conceptions regardless of what others think, provided that they do not harm others. One of the distinctive features of markets is that they do not generally require actors to justify their decisions and valuations; as long as buyers have the money to buy the goods, that is all that matters. If you want to buy a SUV and have the money, you can have one: your money does the talking, not your reasons. Questions of the good are replaced by what will sell or can be afforded. Not surprisingly, with the development of capitalism and the extension of markets, the language of political economy has become less moralistic, so that instead of the rich moral economic vocabulary of ‘self-interest’, ‘greed’, ‘envy’, ‘vanity’, ‘benevolence’, ‘pity’, ‘profligacy’, ‘prudence’ and ‘virtue’, we have bland, vague and uninformative concepts such as individuals’ ‘interest’ and ‘utility’ (O’Neill, 2004). Instead of studying how economic relations fit into the wider order of society and of the ethical implications of such relations, political economy developed a narrow ‘engineering’ focus which unreflexively reproduced this capitalist ‘de-valuation’ of economic behaviour (Sen, 1992). Capitalism frees us not only from ‘feudal bonds’ but from the need to justify much of what we do. So while capitalism has involved an explosion of rationalisation, as Weber showed, it also liberates individuals from the need to provide reasoned justifications for many of their actions. Hence also the rise of ‘subjective’ theories of value, and the treatment of actors’ values – including their valuations of and commitments to particular ways of life - as mere individual preferences, which is exactly how they appear in markets.

By ‘values’ we generally mean ‘sedimented’ valuations that have become attitudes or dispositions. If we reflect on and confirm them, we may come to regard them as ‘principles’, though they need not necessarily be articulated much at all. They merge into emotional dispositions and inform the evaluations we make of particular things, as part of our conceptual and affective apparatus. They represent both products and determinants of particular valuations of particular things, that is both guiding and being confirmed, and occasionally modified, by particular valuations. These values are not merely subjective or a priori, but are themselves to some extent the product of interactions, and discursively and culturally mediated. In turn, our evaluations are not necessarily solely a function of our values, indeed they would be problematic if they were before they would then be indifferent to what was being evaluated and put us at risk. Values themselves may sometimes be weakened and changed by having to evaluate novel situations, though this does not generally happen easily. Again, just as theory-laden observations need not be theory-determined and can encounter anomalies, so value-laden evaluation need not be indifferent to the qualities of the thing or situation being evaluated. Values form complex networks of difference and generally include tensions and contradictions and sometimes we may find ourselves challenged by situations which expose these.
The expulsion of normative reasoning from social science and reason from values has produced not only generations of social scientists who are both ill-practised in normative reasoning and dismissive of the very idea, but who tend unknowingly to project their ‘de-normativized’ orientation to the world onto those they study, thus producing an alienated and alienating social science which struggles to relate to everyday experience and why anything matters to people (Manent, 1998; Sayer, 2005).
 Thus much of recent social theory assumes action to be merely interest-driven, which implies a narrow form of normativity, or else merely habitual or a product of wider discourses and institutions, in which case any clue as to why some discourses or conventions should have any normative force and hence matter to people is lost altogether. As Axel Honneth puts it, ‘(W)ithout a categorical opening to the normative standpoint from which subjects themselves evaluate the social order, theory remains completely cut off from a dimension of social discontent that it should always be able to call upon’ (Honneth, 2003, p. 134).

This polarisation is distilled in the fact-value family
 of dualisms:

fact - value

    is – ought

reason - emotion

science – ideology

 science- ethics

 positive - normative

objectivity – subjectivity

mind - body

The Fact-Value Family of Dualisms

This is a modernist set of dualisms, and while many, perhaps most, social scientists today regard them as problematic, I wish to argue that understanding of just why they are so is limited and inadequate. Consequently, many who imagine they have escaped these dualisms, are, in fact, still trapped by them, and indeed inadvertently reinforce them. They might legitimately be called dualisms or dichotomies rather then merely ‘distinctions’ because the terms have come to be understood as mutually exclusive (Putnam, 2002). At the same time the terms are interrelated vertically, since associations of each term ‘leak’ into the terms above and below them. Thus, in combination, this vertical mutual reinforcement and horizontal mutual polarization and exclusion encourages us to assume that, for example, values are emotional, and that neither values nor emotions has anything to do with facts or reasons or objectivity.
 As feminist authors have pointed out, the dualisms also tend to be gendered (masculine-left, feminine-right), and there are further alignments with other gendered dualisms, particularly those of mind and body, thought and feeling, public and private (for example, Haraway, 1985; Le Doeuff, 1989).
 

I wish to argue that while the process of deconstructing these dualisms has been going on for decades, it is far from complete, although it would be hard to imagine dispensing with such distinctions altogether, but then deconstruction is not destruction and some kind of reconstruction is required. What has mainly happened in the last 40 or 50 years is that characteristics associated with the terms on the right side have come to be identified as applying on the left too, so that factual statements are argued to be ‘value-laden’, science is held to be in some sense ‘subjective’, and so on. Arguments about this ‘seepage’ from the right to the left, concerning in which respects it is legitimate, and what follows from this, have formed a large part of the literatures on the philosophy and sociology of social science in this period, whether written by philosophers or other social scientists. 

What is striking is that there have been few seepages in the opposite direction, that is, arguments for attributing some of the characteristics associated with the terms on the left to the terms on the right. This is the key point. Thus, while it is now widely acknowledged that extended descriptions of social phenomena can hardly avoid some kind of value content, it is hardly ever argued – at least outside philosophy - that values have anything to do with facts in the sense of having truth content, or are in any sense matters of reason. In other words, while much has been written on how values enter social scientific reasoning, little has been said about how values themselves involve a kind of reasoning. Consequently, values remain counterposed to reason, and on the whole, the limitation of the deconstruction of the dualisms to the leftward seepage has meant that the dualisms have primarily been challenged by a form of subjectivism. Insofar as the fact-value family of dualisms has ‘collapsed’, to use Putnam’s term, the value side has collapsed leftwards into the fact side, but scarcely any features of the fact side have collapsed rightwards into the value side (Putnam, 2002). Hence the value content of social scientific or popular descriptions and analyses is not seen as itself possibly reason-able or objective.

The view of values as beyond the scope of reason tends to take either ‘emotivist’
 or conventionalist forms in social science. In the former case – sometimes ridiculed as ‘the boo-hooray theory of values’ (e.g. ‘inequality – boo, community – hooray!’) they have no apparent rational content but merely represent individuals’ personal preferences.
 In conventionalism, on the other hand, values are merely arbitrary cultural conventions – ‘what people do round here’ – or in a more recent version, merely ‘culturally constituted’. Like emotivism, conventionalism can be seen as a product of wider trends in society, specifically the growth of awareness of the existence of different cultures and value-systems as they have become increasingly interlinked, and liberalism’s attempted agnosticism about the good, for which the idea of values as mere norms or conventions is congenial. Of course, values are indeed culturally variable, but they are not completely arbitrary; they have something to do with well-being and ill-being and they refer to something which is not merely their product. When those who are subjectivists or conventionalists in the seminar room experience some bad treatment by someone else in their everyday lives, they are unlikely to remonstrate with the perpetrator by saying ‘look, personally, I just don’t happen to like that’, or ‘don’t you know that’s culturally constituted as bad round here?’; rather they are likely to draw attention in some way to the harm and suffering that has been caused. This implies that values are not just conventions about what we should do and think but about matters to do with well-being, where well-being is not simply anything we care to define it as or just an experience, but a state which can exist even if it is not noticed, and which we can try to understand. To refer to harm is to identify objective consequences. To be sure, our sensitivity to and awareness of harm is mediated by available ways of seeing and convention, and our beliefs about harm are fallible, but that fallibility presupposes there is something objective in the sense of independent of our beliefs about which we can be mistaken (Collier, 2003). At the same time, if we could never successfully identify harm, we wouldn’t survive for long. We tell our children to be careful in crossing the road not because in our culture it is culturally constructed as dangerous, but because it is dangerous whatever our culture, and the costs of our fallibility in making judgements about it are extremely high. 

Both emotivist and conventionalist views of values are subjectivist in the sense that they treat values and valuations wholly as emanations of subjects and discourse, being no more than experiences of subjects or discursive effects, with emotivism implying a more individual kind of subjectivism, conventionalism, a more collective kind.
 Both present a demeaning, reductionist account of actors’ valuations, as beyond reason – either because they are purely subjective and have nothing to do with states of the world or because actors simply internalise them as cultural dopes, or if they do think about them, they conform to them simply because of the sanctions against not doing so. However, in everyday life, we often do reflect upon them and evaluate them.
 Moreover, we tend to be objectivists about values and valuations, that is, acting in ways that imply that they are about something that goes beyond our subjective experience; we think that some things (including certain kinds of identities, practices, relationships, institutions) are more (less) conducive to well-being than others, and that they are so even if we sometimes do not notice that they are. At the same time, we tend to assume that the ‘subjective’ beliefs about and experiences of well-being are metaphysically real in the sense that people do actually have them. 

A common radical sociological idea is that we don’t say that things are good or bad because they are good or bad, but that they are good or bad because we believe them to be so.
 The latter view is a subjectivist inversion of the former, mundane objectivist view. On the subjectivist view, the Holocaust was evil only because it is thought to be evil. Someone who seriously and consistently believed in the subjectivist view who was harmed by anyone would have to respond to the perpetrator by saying that what they did was only wrong because people think it’s wrong. Not surprisingly, it’s strictly an ‘academic’ viewpoint.

This is not to deny that values have a conventional aspect to them, evident when we compare the values of cultures at different times and places. We can still acknowledge that our awareness of harm or indeed flourishing is strongly culturally mediated and often inconsistent, as in the case of attitudes to alcohol as compared to other drugs in contemporary western culture. We can also accept that different cultures may provide different forms of flourishing through their characteristic practices.
 However, it does not follow from this that our valuations of phenomena are not about anything independent of such judgements, and that our dependence on prevailing discourses means that we cannot do anything but accept their valuations, as if collective wishful thinking could render anything harmful or beneficial. Indeed if it were, it is hard to see why evaluative judgements should be so contested. Discourses are also usually sufficiently internally inconsistent, permeable and overlapping to allow internal dissent, and they cannot be completely indifferent to the way the world happens to be. Thus, Betty Friedan and other feminists were able to identify many restrictions on women’s flourishing in 1950s United States, even though it was then a ‘problem that had no name’, that is, precisely not something acknowledged in the dominant discourses of that time (Friedan, 1997). Actors make sense of themselves and their well-being in terms of their cultural values and norms, just as scientists can only observe the world in theory-laden ways. But just as in science, theory-laden observation is not necessarily theory-determined but can still register certain mistakes and failed expectations, so actors may find some of their own cultural interpretations unsatisfactory without going beyond the interpretive resources offered by their own culture. Even in their constructive aspects - that is, in constructing practices and ways of life and thinking - cultures and discourses are fallible, because they have to use materials, both physical and ideational, that have properties that are not merely their voluntaristic construction. We should also remember the capacity of discourses to proliferate new meanings out of old ones through the play of difference: particular discourses limit and enable our thinking in specific ways, but they do not imprison our thinking altogether. 

Emotional reason

Perhaps the main exception regarding rightward seepage concerns emotions. Modernist thought tends to divorce reason from emotion or what used to be called the ‘passions’, so that emotion becomes unreasonable, irrational, ‘blind’, or ‘merely subjective’, simply expressive of drives, preferences and aversions for which there is no rational basis, and conversely reason becomes unemotional, detached from anything we might care about. Particularly in recent years, a number of philosophers and social scientists have challenged this by proposing a broadly cognitivist view of emotions as a form of evaluative judgement (‘emotional reason’) of matters affecting or believed to affect our well-being and that of others and other things that we care about (Nussbaum, 2001; see also Archer, 2000; Barbalet, 2001; Helm, 2001; Oakley, 1992; Williams, 2001).
  Emotions are about something: we are proud or ashamed of something, angry about something, grateful to someone for doing something, and so on. The judgements may be felt rather than articulated, but they can provide highly discriminating and valuable responses to the flow of experience, indeed without that continual monitoring of our well-being that they provide our lives would go disastrously. Thus, for example, we might struggle to express in words the subtle but important differences between guilt, shame and embarrassment, but we can often readily feel the differences and how they occur in different circumstances. 

In addition to these dimensions of cognition and affect or feeling, emotions also involve desire and concern to produce or prevent change in some way (Oakley, 1992). Emotions are not merely an irrelevant accompaniment to what we are doing, like muzak in a supermarket, but a kind of bodily commentary on how we, and others and things we care about, are faring. They are worth listening to because they can tell us much about what is happening to people and why it is significant. Keeping feelings separate from thoughts, echoing the body-mind dualism, is absurd for they are both responses to the world. Emotions have complex normative structures that are responsive to particular kinds of social situation, and moral philosophy attempts to identify these (e.g. Nussbaum, 2001; 2004; Williams, 1993). On this view, then, it is disastrous to dissociate moral thought and judgement from moral feeling, and indeed Nussbaum argues that normative ethics must begin from moral emotions like compassion, shame and sense of injustice. To be sure, emotional reason is fallible – we can be falsely proud or mistakenly angry, for example - but then unemotional kinds of reason are fallible too.
 Fallibility is to be found on both sides of the dualisms. 

As Barbalet (2001) has shown, Weber, like Kant, saw emotion as opposed to rationality: 

“we associate the highest measure of an empirical "feeling of freedom" with those actions which we are conscious of performing rationally—i.e., in the absence of physical and psychic "coercion," emotional "affects" and "accidental" disturbances of the clarity of judgment, in which we pursue a clearly perceived end by "means" which are the most adequate in accordance with the extent of our knowledge, i.e., in accordance with empirical rules.” 

(Weber, ‘Critical Studies in the Logic of the Cultural Sciences,’ in The Methodology of the Social Sciences, pp. 124-5.)

Weber counterposes not only reason and emotion but reason and values, so that values are represented as a threat to objectivity and science, as is evident in his bizarre association of values with ‘demons’, and ‘demagogues and prophets’. Consequently, he famously saw the value content and the scientific content of research as only capable of being inversely related. As Elizabeth Anderson comments: 

“Weber represents the clash of values as a matter of arbitrarily joining forces in the titanic clash of competing gods, where the intellectually honest courageously recognise both that the battle must be joined and that there are no grounds for choosing one side or the other. The need to reconcile two competing thoughts – that the choice must be regarded as of momentuous importance, even though nothing objectively matters – leaves one wondering whether the feeling of profundity generated from viewing life from Weber’s elevated perspective is merely a symptom of hypoxia [too much oxygen]. Strip out Weber’s hyperbolic rhetoric, and what remains is the instrumentalist theory of practical reason. According to instrumentalism, reason can only inform us about means to our ends.” (Anderson, 2004, p. 6).

Further, as Alasdair MacIntyre observes, Weber’s treatment of values as beyond the scope of reason and just as things one must assert (‘überreden’ rather than überzeugen’
) invites a manipulative attitude to debate over values and politics (MacIntyre, 1981).

Again, I do not wish to lay the blame for these problems solely at the feet of Weber here, or indeed the many other modernist theorists who have propagated similar conceptions of reason and value as opposed, for as I indicated earlier, they are symptomatic of the nature of modernity, liberalism and capitalism, which have produced societies which are organized, as well as understood, as if these ideas were true.

The positive-normative distinction

Now let us move on to the positive/normative distinction or dualism. A positive
, i.e. descriptive or explanatory, judgement is ‘world-guided’, involving an attempt to adjust our ideas to correspond to the way the world is, for example, estimating how many students there are in a university. A normative judgement is ‘action-guiding’ or ‘world-guiding’; it implies that certain actions or features of the world should be changed in some respect to correspond to our ideas. Initially it would seem that the difference could hardly be clearer. However, two important considerations imply that sometimes the two are fused. 

First, consider phenomena such as needs, desire, flourishing, suffering, and well-being. When we identify these we are simultaneously noting a state of the world – for example, a homeless person needing a home, or a lonely person needing friendship - and implying that (other things being equal
) that some aspects of the world should be changed. Concern, desire, longing and sense of lack, do not merely passively register a difference between two states, one that is given, and one that does not exist, but involve an impulse, drive or pressure to move towards the latter.
 They are thus both world-guided in responding to the difference and action-guiding in seeking to resolve it. (Recall that emotions involve not only cognitions and feelings but the pursuit or avoidance of change of some sort.) Thus, when we say something like ‘unemployment tends to cause suffering’, we are not merely ‘emoting’ or expressing ourselves, or offering a ‘subjective’ opinion about a purely normative matter, but making a claim (fallible, like any other, of course) about what objectively happens. Nor are we simply providing a purely positive description, for in identifying suffering we can hardly avoid the normative implication that the situation is bad and, other things being equal, in need of remedying. As Iain Wilkinson argues, a key characteristic of pain and suffering is that they are not merely states of being, but of frustrated becoming, of continuous yearning for relief and escape (Wilkinson, 2005).

If we think about the ‘flourishing’ or ‘suffering’ of humans or other species, then although these are vague terms, covering wide ranges of conditions, they seem to be both descriptive (positive) and evaluative (normative). If we reflect on more specific adjectives like ‘oppressive’, ‘humiliating’, ‘abusive’, ‘cruel’, ‘kind’, or ‘generous’, which involve what philosophers term ‘thick ethical concepts’, we can see more clearly that they are both descriptive and evaluative, and one cannot separate the two components from one another (Putnam, 2002, p.35ff; Taylor, 1967; Williams, 1985; see also Haines, 1998). Thus, when we decide to accept a description of some practice, say, as ‘oppressive’ or ‘racist’, we simultaneously accept the implicit valuation. Such valuations are not merely descriptive, but imply desire or need for change. By comparison, thin ethical concepts such as ‘good’,’ bad’, ‘duty’, ‘virtue’, ‘obligation’, ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ can seem more like arbitrary assertions than reasonable descriptions and evaluations. This is precisely because as abstractions and summarising terms, they are removed from the range of concrete situations and behaviours to which they might be applied and in terms of which they can be justified (Putnam, 2002, p.60).

Novelists and scholars in the humanities, and people in everyday life, have few inhibitions about using thick ethical concepts, indeed our ability to interpret and respond to the world and to communicate with others would be impoverished without them. Of course, their usage needs care, precisely because they are not merely boo-hooray terms but descriptions of their objects; the choice of such terms is as critical as that for any more straightforwardly positive description. Just as a good novelist like George Eliot chooses her thick ethical terms with great care, so social scientists need to do so too, for if they do not they will also mis-describe their objects. Such concepts are typically fuzzy, so that one shades into another – compassion into pity, embarrassment into shame, pride into vanity, for example - but the differences may be critical for understanding what is going on. Refusing such terms for fear of ‘being judgemental’ or ‘value-laden’ is likely to leave us with inferior descriptions.

Social scientists may feel they should try to find more neutral or less value-laden words to describe such matters, but if they do, one of two things will happen: either they will mislead by euphemising, so that they allow others to fail to understand that flourishing or suffering are involved (in which case the description will be deficient descriptively as well as evaluatively – hence ‘crypto-positive’ as well as ‘crypto-normative’), or the new words will come to take on a similar evaluative load to that of the old ones. As needy, vulnerable, evaluative beings we can hardly suspend all evaluation. Giving something a new name does not always change our evaluation of it, and when it does it may (be designed to) deceive, as in the euphemism ‘collateral damage’.

Secondly, if we notice that normative thinking includes not only imperatives (‘oughts’), and simple assertions (‘x is bad’), but evaluations, including judgements of persons, behaviour, practices, institutions and situations as good or bad, (or, more specifically, using thick ethical terms such as kind, callous, courageous, intimidating, abusive, cowardly, fair, corrupt, oppressive, etc.) the positive-normative distinction becomes more blurred, for whereas ‘is’ and ‘ought’ seem radically different (though, as we have seen, not with regard to needs, etc.), judgements of what something is like and evaluations of it may in many cases be fused. Whereas simple ought statements and de-contextualised assertions using thin ethical concepts such as ‘x is bad’ often seem to brook no debate, ‘evaluations’ only weakly imply particular actions and are more open to debate on their merits (Walzer, 1994). The more that moral values are divorced from descriptions or understandings of states of affairs, the more arbitrary, irrational, moralistic (or in some cases the more hysterical), they seem, appearing as empty exhortations or denunciations (Putnam, 2002). While some valuations may be dogmatic, some may be open to empirical evidence bearing upon whether well-being or ill-being is involved, particularly if their context is made clear. Again, dogmatism is not the preserve of normative beliefs; it can be found in more straightforwardly positive judgements too. As Elizabeth Anderson argues, it is not values as such that pose a problem for social science, but dogmatically held values (Anderson, 2004).

This argument conflicts with the common assumption that the positive and normative content of discourses must be inversely related, typified by Weber’s view that “Whenever the person of science introduces his personal value judgment
, a full understanding of the facts ceases” (Weber, Science as a Vocation, 1946, p.146). Consider the following famous example, comparing two statements about the Holocaust: ‘thousands died in the Nazi concentration camps’ and ‘thousands were systematically exterminated in the Nazi concentration camps’.
 The second is both more value-laden and more factually accurate than the first: the prisoners did not just die naturally, nor were they killed randomly and individually, but in planned mass executions. Therefore, refraining from using evaluative terms may weaken rather than strengthen the descriptive adequacy or truth status of our accounts. The common assumption in social science, that the truth - or if you prefer, the descriptive and explanatory adequacy - of any account of the world must be inversely related to its value-content, is fallacious. 

As Anderson shows, there is a hidden contradiction between Weber’s view of values as beyond reason, and his advice, in Sociology as a Vocation, to lecturers to present students with facts that are ‘inconvenient’ in relation to their values, for it is only if values or value-judgements are susceptible to empirical evidence that any facts could be inconvenient or unsettling. It is precisely because they are susceptible to empirical evidence that values are things about which we can reason rather than merely assert (Anderson, 2004).

As Weber’s claim shows, the fact-value dualisms have the effect of subjectivising and de-rationalising values so that they become ‘personal’ rather than open to intersubjective deliberation. Moreover, as a result of the accompanying predominantly instrumentalist view of reason, “ethics of social justice [are] relegated to the status of personal convictions” (Ray, 1993, p.19). However, again, my target here is not just Weber, for his views are merely a particularly striking expression of wider tendencies in modernity, in which, as we have seen, conceptions of the good are treated as matters of personal preference.

Objectivity, Subjectivity and Well-being

In a sense, what I am arguing for is an ‘objectivist’ theory of value and ethics. Although this is a perfectly common kind of argument in philosophy, in social science, anyone advocating such an approach to values and ethics immediately invites a hail of criticisms and rejections. How can anything value-laden be objective? From what standpoint can one claim objectivity? Is it not a recipe for dogmatism and ethnocentrism? Is it even ethical to criticise others’ values? To respond to such points we need to disentangle what are perennially conflated and confused – the several different meanings of ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’. This confusion has blocked an adequate deconstruction of the fact-value dualisms and undermined decades of commentary on values in social life and in social research.

Let us take objectivity first. The most important sense for the present discussion, is objective in the sense of ‘pertaining to objects’, acknowledging that regardless of whether we have a good understanding of them, they have particular properties. Objects are not just what an observer would like to think; they are whatever they are regardless of what an observer cares to think; they are ‘other’ – indeed often intractable and resistant. This goes for discourses, social constructions and subjects too – whatever their properties are, they do not depend on my understanding of them, although obviously others have influenced them at some time. Neoconservatism is a social construction, but it is not my social construction, and my attempts to construe it and influence it seem to have made absolutely no difference to it. Moreover, like all social constructions, neoconservatism was constructed with materials, both physical and ideational that are not merely the product of the wishful thinking of its constructors, and hence its constructors’ construals of their product are fallible; no doubt neoconservatism has developed partly in ways they did not intend. Even where our interpretations influence what is interpreted, as in so-called ‘observer-induced bias’ in interviews, this presupposes that there is something independent of us (objective) to influence. The opposite of this sense of objective, is subjective in the sense of pertaining to subjects, though of course, other subjects stand as objects to us, just as we do to them.

This first ontological sense of ‘objective’is radically different from a second epistemological sense, which concerns the truth status, or, if you prefer, practical adequacy, of statements and claims. We do not have to presuppose some notion of absolute truth to adopt this usage; it is difficult to make sense of what absolute truth would be, but it is often possible to distinguish between more and less true statements. Thus, the statement ‘6 million were killed in the Holocaust’ is more true than the statement ‘600 were killed in the Holocaust’. We do not believe the former merely because we find it ‘useful’ to do so, but because we believe it to be true or as adequate an estimate as we are likely to get. To be sure, such claims presuppose concepts like ‘Holocaust’, as do all empirical claims, but while such concepts are a necessary condition for answering empirical questions, they are not usually sufficient, so empirical investigation is needed, and this may throw up surprises. Thus, although the weapons inspectors in Iraq in 2002-3 had to have concepts of weapons of mass destruction and other kinds of weapon in order to do their work, they still had to go and look, and the answer was widely unexpected, though not of course infallible. 

Objectivity is often associated with infallibility, as if, for example, demonstrating the socially-produced, fallible and revisable character of knowledge, including science, meant that any concept of objectivity had to be abandoned. As Andrew Collier and other realists argues, this is completely the wrong way round, for objectivity entails and is entailed by fallibility (Collier, 2003). For our knowledge to be fallible, it must be capable of being mistaken, and for it to be mistaken there must be something independent of any particular claim, such that there is something it can be mistaken about. Of course, the object might be another form of knowledge, but in finding ourselves mistaken about it, we realise that whatever it is, it is and has been so regardless of what we cared to think about it. It also presupposes that the state of affairs which is now claimed to exist might have existed even before it was identified as doing so, for example, that women were oppressed even before they were identified as such, just as the world was round, even when people thought it was flat. Objective in the ontological sense of concerning ‘properties or characteristics of objects’ therefore entails that objectivity in the epistemological sense of the achievement of true or adequate understandings of the world is contingent, and hence we must be fallibilists. Conversely, to be a fallibilist about knowledge is to presuppose the basic claim of realism, that objects can exist independently of particular knowledges or claims about them (Collier, 2003; Sayer, 2000; Trigg, 1988). If knowledge were infallible, such that in using it, we were never caught out, taken by surprise, then it would be hard to see any reason for supposing that there was an objective realm, in the sense of things capable of existing independently of our knowledge of them, for the world would appear as so perfect a product of our knowledge that it would be indistinguishable from it. In arguing that values and valuation in social life and in social research are about something objective, I am using the first (ontological) sense, though, as I have indicated, the second sense presupposes it. I am not claiming some privileged access to the truth, but rather getting at what fallibility presupposes – the existence of something about which we can be mistaken. The opposite of this second epistemological sense of objective is  subjective understood as ‘probably not true or not having to do with claims about the existence and nature of objects’, or, in a sense we shall explore shortly, irrational or beyond reason.

In the third main usage, ‘objective’ is often used as a synonym for ‘value-free’, and ‘subjective’ as value-laden. This is also a disastrous mistake where it is confused with the second, epistemological sense of objective. Having strong feelings about some state of affairs might make us misrepresent it, but that is not inevitable, and indeed it might help us understand it better (Anderson, 2004). Thus the strong value-orientation of feminism has helped us to see things which others could not, and hence has given us more objective (second sense) understandings of the social world. Objectivity in this second sense does not require value-neutrality.

Of course, values and valuations are also in several senses ‘subjective’. They are made by subjects, and only by subjects. Insofar as we become committed to them, so that they are part of our character, our very being, they are also subjective in the sense of ‘personal’, such that challenges to them can feel threatening and upsetting. Emotions and other evaluative feelings, and the practice of making judgements are clearly subjective in the sense of being features of subjects and in the sense of existing only as long as the subject experiences them. They also seem to be objective features of human functioning in our first sense, though the claim that they are is of course fallible. 

It is also common to view values and emotions as subjective in the sense of not being about any object (practice, person, relationship, institution, etc.) beyond the subject herself and hence as not being susceptible to evidence and evaluation in terms of the characteristics of that object. It is this last kind of subjectivism that I want to reject. On this view, it would be a mistake, for example, to think that racist values could be challenged by any empirical evidence about what people with different racialised characteristics are like or are capable of, that is, could be challenged as falsely-based; racist values would simply be a product of racist subjects and would be immune to any evidence regarding the objects. Any attempt at anti-racist education would be arbitrary moralising. Similarly, we could never come to think that we have mistakenly valued something in the past. More fundamentally, it would make nonsense of many of our valuations. If I said of two identical copies of this issue of this book that one of them was good and the other bad, I would be challenged: how can one be good and the other bad if they are identical? For my valuation to make any sense, there must be at least some difference between the two objects. Thus, valuations make sense in terms of what they are about, as well as in terms of the characteristics of the valuer. They are objective in the sense of being about something independent of the act of valuation. To be sure, we can evaluate ourselves, which might seem to imply no difference between the subjective and the objective, but clearly, if we come to the conclusion that we have been doing something wrong, then we do so because we think that we really have done something wrong, and that it was wrong even when we didn’t notice it was. So again, even here, what we value or evaluate is something different from the valuation itself.

When we distinguish the different senses of objective and subjective, we can come to appreciate that they are not always mutually exclusive – so your feelings are subjective in the sense that they only exist as long as you experience them and do not exist apart from them, but they exist objectively in relation to my observation, regardless of whether I experience them, just as the Himalayas exist regardless of whether I experience them. When we tell our doctors that we have a headache, or tell a friend that we are depressed, we expect them to accept that these actually exist as a states of being, rather than merely as something we have imagined, though of course, they could be. Even though the headaches and depression are metaphysically subjective, in the sense that they only exist as long as we experience them, claims about them can be epistemologically objective, or true (LaFave, 2006). 

It is in the first, ontological sense that I also want to argue that well-being (or ill-being) is objective. Again, precisely because it is not subjective in the sense of being whatever we choose to define it as, but something which we try to discover and create, our understandings are fallible, though it is hard to imagine how we would survive, let alone flourish, if our understandings were invariably seriously mistaken.
 We have to develop some kind of understanding, feel for, or assessment of well-being, fallible though these are. What I or others venture as claims about what well-being consists in are therefore put forward in the same spirit as any social scientific claims are put, that is, not as dogmatic claims but as conjectures for others to improve upon in the usual way, pointing out contradictions and contrary evidence. That we sometimes come to look back on our own past assumptions about the elements of well-being and how we evaluate their worth as mistaken suggests that we can be deluded about well-being, though our attempts to improve on our understanding and practice of what it involves is of course capable of regressing as well as progressing. 

As the debates on the capabilities approach, pioneered by Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum show, just what well-being consists in is a complex and difficult matter, for it’s not simply a matter of meeting bodily needs for food, warmth or needs for care, respect, approval and sociability, but of the nature of the particular contingent culturally-emergent practices in which people live (Sen, 1999; Nussbaum, 2000). Thus simply as human beings we don’t need to pray in order to flourish, or watch television, but because we necessarily always live within, are shaped by, and become attached to particular contingent cultural forms, such as religions and modern media, our well-being is affected by their nature and our place within them. To be denied access to the particular set of cultural practices to which we have become attached, through which we make sense of ourselves and construct our narratives, and without which we cannot earn the respect of our peers, is likely to cause suffering. However, the particular cultural practices and forms of association that shape us and our commitments are not necessarily themselves conducive to well-being, and some may be based on exploitation or oppression or refusal of responsibility for the public good. To be sure, different cultures may assess well-being in different ways, indeed one of the chief characteristics of cultures is that they provide conceptions of the good, albeit often apologetic and disingenuous ones that naturalise or conceal oppression, but bearing in mind our earlier comments about the openness of discourses, it is often possible for members of such cultures to realise this and challenge them.

Moreover, it is not only that there are many different forms of flourishing (and suffering) in different cultures, but that we may become different beings as new cultures develop, such that what would be most conducive to future generations’ well-being may differ from our own. While this suggests an ‘ethics of creativity’, as Foucault termed it, it cannot be divorced from an ethics of authenticity in which new forms of flourishing or suffering are emergent from - i.e. irreducible to but nevertheless dependent on - our existing nature (Foucault, 2000).
 To disregard claims about our capacities for flourishing and suffering now on the grounds that we could become different beings, could of course, licence the most horrific kinds of repression. However, at the same time, we have to acknowledge the possibility.

Finally, while evaluations of well-being in relation to other cultures run the risk of being ill-informed and ethnocentric, this is hardly a good reason for refusing to evaluate them, though it is a good reason for caution, humility, and careful study. Would we want to reject out of hand as necessarily ethnocentric criticisms of our own culture by members of other cultures?
 It is presumably important not to allow fear of ethnocentrism to become another thought-stopper in social science. Moreover, given the ever-increasing entanglement of cultures, there is less and less justification for regarding particular cultures as simply external.

Is and Ought, and the ‘naturalistic fallacy’

“It is hard to think of any other widely used phrase in the history of philosophy that is such a spectacular misnomer” (Bernard Williams, 1985, p.121, on the naturalistic fallacy).

It is common in social science to frame any discussion of values in terms of the ‘is – ought distinction’ and the so-called ‘naturalistic fallacy’. The usual argument is that ‘is’ statements, that is, factual, world-guided statements, do not logically entail ‘ought’ statements, that is, action- or world-guiding statements. Thus from any given factual statement about what is the case, one cannot logically deduce any conclusions about what one ought to do. To imagine that one can do so allegedly involves ‘the naturalistic fallacy’. In social science it is common to regard the naturalistic fallacy as providing a knock-down argument against the inclusion of evaluative judgements or ‘values’ in social research, though in philosophy there is also considerable – and weighty – criticism of the idea that one cannot make value-judgements on the basis of factual accounts (Anderson, 2004; Bhaskar, 1979; Collier, 2003, MacIntyre, 1967; Putnam, 2002, Taylor, 1967; 1985; Williams, 1985).

The argument

At one level, on strictly its own terms, the argument seems persuasive. For example, if we accept a statement of fact as true, for example, that ‘unemployment numbers have doubled in the last year’, it doesn’t logically follow that we should see this as good or bad or that we ought to respond in any particular way.
 One might even argue that a statement like ‘x hasn’t eaten for two weeks and is starving’ does not logically entail the statement ‘x should be given food’. This looks less persuasive, though not devastatingly so. It might still be argued that even though someone who is starving has a need for food, it doesn’t logically follow that they should be given it. However, unless there are some rather unusual overriding circumstances
 (perhaps a severe food shortage and the presence of even more needy people, or some kind of Malthusian argument), it wouldn’t make much sense to say that x is starving but that x should not be given food (Collier, 1994). In the absence of such circumstances, one might wonder not only about the ethics but about the sanity of someone said that x is starving but should not be given food.

But less us be charitable to those for whom the naturalistic fallacy is important and accept that logically, ought does not follow deductively from is.

The confusion of logic with relations of need, want, etc.

The naturalistic fallacy, if it is one, involves a faulty kind of logic. But note that logic is concerned with the relations between statements. If I am starving, I don’t need a logical argument for getting some food; I just need some. The force of the ‘ought’ here is not a matter of the logical relations between statements, but of bodily needs or compulsions – states of being or becoming, not statements. Likewise, when someone says they have reason to be angry about the way they have been treated, they don’t mean they have a logically deductive argument which entails that they should be angry. Rather, as Nussbaum puts it, paraphrasing Aristotle, “in order to have anger, I must have . . . [a] . . . set of beliefs: that some damage
 has occurred to me or to something or someone close to me; that the damage is not trivial but significant; that it was done by someone; probably, that it was done willingly.”
 The treatment of the naturalistic fallacy as applicable to such cases, to such ‘responses’ or ‘inferences’ involves a kind of linguistic or epistemic fallacy, that is mistaking questions of being for questions of the internal logical structure of knowledge or discourse. It assumes that ‘the force of the ought’ (for example, in “I’m starving – I ought to get some food”) should come from logic, rather from need or lack.

Possibly, of course, we might be mistaken: maybe in some cases, someone might be mistakenly angry, or even mistaken in thinking that their health will be endangered by not having food at a particular time. The sense of hurt, lack, like any kind of sense, is fallible, though it would be hard to explain how we managed to survive if our senses, responses and inferences were invariably faulty.

Is the absence of a deductive relationship between factual and normative statements a problem?

Deductive relations are, as Charles Taylor notes, just one among many forms of inference or relations among statements, and in practice we have to use others (Taylor, 1967). If we were to refrain from making judgements in everyday life because we were unable logically to deduce how to evaluate things on the basis of our beliefs about their nature, it is hard to imagine how we would survive, let alone flourish. Elizabeth Anderson draws our attention to the fact that in science, theories are ‘underdetermined’ by evidence, that is, they do not follow deductively from observation statements (Anderson, 2004). Yet while scarcely anyone would argue that theorising is therefore impermissible or unreasonable in science, many people believe that making non-deductive evaluative inferences from descriptions is neither permissible nor reasonable. If the only inferences that we could allow were deductive ones, not only scientific but everyday reasoning would be stunted. 

‘Valuey facts’

The specification of the is-ought problem and the naturalistic fallacy already prejudices the conclusion, for it assumes that descriptions are always value-neutral or at least can always be expressed in a value-neutral form. However, when we are dealing with descriptions of needy, vulnerable beings - beings also capable of suffering and inflicting harm - then the descriptions are inevitably already ‘valuey’, as Collier puts it (Collier, 1994).
 As vulnerable, needy subjects, operating in an open world and unable to predetermine much of what will happen, we are necessarily evaluative beings. Even if the words are neutral, if they are understood to refer to something of importance to us, then the thoughts that they awaken – the way they are understood - will already be ‘valuey’. Re-describing actions and social situations in ‘neutral’ terms, either merely makes us evaluate the new account in similar ways - for example, we can continue to imagine and evaluate what ‘collateral damage’ refers to in terms of the images and ideas it is intended to avoid - or misleads us as to what is happening. As we have seen, crypto-normative descriptions are also crypto-positive.

Ought-is

While the arguments about the naturalistic fallacy draw our attention to the issue of whether ought might follow from is, what tends to worry social scientists most about values, is the ought > is relationship, that is the fear that evaluative judgements will distort understanding of what is the case. However, as Anderson’s excellent discussion of research on divorce shows, values can illuminate as well as obscure, prompting hitherto unnoticed facts to be revealed. Further, remembering that reasoning about values is susceptible to evidence, as Weber’s emphasis on ‘inconvenient facts’ implies, they need not be held dogmatically. As long as they are not dogmatically held, but are openly debated, then far from being a contaminant threatening the objectivity of social research, they are an important part of reasoning about society.

There is lastly an irony: arguing that the (fact of the) non-deducibility of value statements from factual statements means we ought not to make value statements in social research involves a performative contradiction: the naturalistic fallacy would be used as a premise of an argument which itself committed the fallacy! Further, if values had nothing to do with matters of fact, then that would imply that social scientific discourse which included value statements was merely heterogeneous – consisting of both factual and evaluative statements; it would not imply that the inclusion of the latter in some way subverted or contaminated the former. If we consider this contradiction, we can see that the more likely source of concern is not to do with is>ought and deductive logic (which, as we have seen, mistakes the normative force of needs and lack for the force of logical necessity) but to do with ought>is relationships, but with the belief that values are beyond the scope of reason and always liable to distort our understanding of the world. As I have shown, while dogmatically-held values - that is values treated as immune to argument and empirical evidence (usually regarding well-being) - are a threat, we can make a case for evaluations and discuss them. This is what we do already to some extent. 

Those who invoke the is-ought problem against evaluative judgements in social research misunderstand the issue; most importantly they fail to consider what values are, and what they are about, imagining them to be beyond the scope of evidence and reason; they attach a priority to logical deduction that is impossible to respect without hobbling our ability to make sense of the world; they fail to note the fusion of evaluative judgements with descriptions and explanations in thick ethical concepts, and they fail to take account of the characteristics which make us evaluative beings. The standard argument about the relationship between is and ought statements is neither particularly persuasive nor particularly relevant to social science.

The problem with ‘norms’
Sociology, particularly in the Durkheimian tradition, tends to represent morality in terms of social norms which govern the way in which people act, indeed their very values are seen as internalisations of social norms. Although this provides some useful correctives to ‘undersocialised’ philosophical treatments of morality and values and helps us acknowledge the diversity of norms and values across different societies, there are several problems with this. Firstly, ‘norms’ tend to be at least as much the products or ex-post rationalisations of practices as their determinants.
 Practices are guided by actors’ ‘feel for the game’ - by dispositions and skills and habits that are acquired over time through repeated practice in response to the pressures and opportunities that are common in the situations in which the practices occur. ‘Norms’ may codify these and sometimes attempt to steer them, but they tend to have limited effects in this respect, and tend to have to adapt to changing practice. Hence much of what is attributed to social norms is actually the product of actors’ acquired dispositions, including ethical and unethical dispositions – or virtues and vices. Thus, on getting a job in a new organisation, we don’t learn or simply follow its norms but rather gradually acquire ‘a feel for the game’ as our dispositions and expectations adjust and develop in response to the new context. We learn more by doing than by learning norms.

Secondly, and more importantly, Durkheim’s account of moral norms fails to distinguish moral from non-moral normative matters. Non-moral normative matters concern forms of coordination of behaviour which have no serious implications for well-being, but just happen to be particular ways of doing things, particular understandings of how to go on. The norms of grammar or table settings or the layout of products in a supermarket would be examples of this. As Mary Midgley argues, morality is distinguished by its seriousness for actors’ well-being. It is not immoral to speak ungrammatically but it is to torture someone (Midgley, 1972). The conventionalist treatment cuts off moral values and morality from their fundamental (but complex and fallible) relation to well-being or flourishing.
 Morality – in the old, broad sense, rather than as distinct from ethics – presupposes some conception of, or feel for, the good. If we ignore this relationship to well- or ill-being, we rid moral norms of their normative force; for example, without it arguments against torture would have to resort to mere emotivist or conventionalist appeals. There is no apparent reason for caring about moral norms or principles – or for following them -except to avoid sanctions. They’re no more than the custom. Not surprisingly, sociological descriptions of people as norm-following have a bland and alienated character. The very concept of norms thus tends ironically to have a de-normativizing effect, removing or ignoring the force of moral beliefs – the force of the ought – as if it were no more than a result of a sanctions and habit. 

When we experience the moral emotion of guilt, it is usually because we feel we have harmed somebody who we think didn’t deserve to be harmed. It is not merely because we have contravened a ‘norm’ and might be punished that we feel guilty, but because we have hurt someone or something. The guilt is both a subjective feeling and an often reliable indicator of what has actually happened. Yes, we can be mistakenly guilty - for example, where we weren’t actually responsible for the harm - but again, this fallibility presupposes there is something independent of the feeling about which it may be mistaken.

The reduction of reason to rationality

I now wish to argue that not only have values been rid of their descriptive, evaluative and reason-able content by being divorced from what they are about, but that to some extent reason has been attenuated by being divorced from what it is about too. Thus, while much of modernist thought counterposes reason to values they have both come to be understood in ways which weaken their relationship to their objects, the things reasoned about and valued. The partial loss of sight of this relationship has made it harder to understand the ways in which reasoning and valuation overlap. As we shall see, ironically, despite his extensive, critical analysis of rationalisation, Max Weber fell prey not only to an emotivist and subjectivist conception of values but a tendency to reduce reason to the narrower form of rationality, in which reason is abstracted from its object and is characterized by logic and consistency - by certain kinds of logical relations among concepts or statements (Walsh, 1996). To be rational is then to be skilled in applying an abstract and formal kind of reasoning, or merely to be consistent. These qualities are exemplified in formal and instrumental rationality. Weber’s definitions of substantive rationality and value rationality gesture beyond this but in neither case are they concerned with reasoning about ends themselves, but merely in accordance with those values or ends. Neither leaves space for practical reason, in the Aristotelian sense of reasoning about particulars, including valuing and balancing incommensurable goods or ends (O’Neill, 1998). As we shall see, this reduction is not a universal tendency in modernity, but practical and other kinds of reason are not adequately acknowledged. We can appreciate the significance of this reduction if we compare these modern meanings of reason and rationality with practical reason and the meanings of ‘reasonable’, which suggests another characteristic of reason, namely, attentiveness to the object. This latter concept of reason was proposed by the Scottish philosopher John Macmurray, and has recently been developed by Andrew Collier (Collier, 2003).

Practical reason requires experience of past cases, and attentiveness to the specificities of present cases and contexts, though it is not merely intuitive but involves rules of thumb or loose guidelines. People may deliberate on how to value and balance different incommensurable activities, like work, socialising, and providing care; governments have to decide on what goals to pursue, and how to balance their responsibilities; appointment committees have to assess and balance the different qualities of job applicants. To some extent they do so by reference to assessments of well-being - whether of individuals, institutions or other things (the environment, for example) - recognising that the conditions for well-being are plural and cannot be reduced to some kind of single, hedonic index, such as ‘utility’. When we feel that our well-being is restricted by a lack of balance among our different needs and wants, for example, as is popularly though inadequately exemplified in concern with ‘work-life balance’, and reflect upon that, we are engaging in practical reason. This is not some kind of inscrutable, a-rational intuition, but a reflection on our plural and incommensurable needs and concerns – a form of reflection which is reasonable in the sense of being responsive to the object in its diversity and specificity. It is context-sensitive, but also guided by rules of thumb – not formulae or algorithms - based on experience, whether personal or shared (O’Neill, 1998). The rules of thumb come from folk wisdom and personal experience – like ‘your kids need you to be there for them’, and of course they are fallible, but they are not necessarily therefore unintelligent, indifferent to evidence and hence unreasonable.

It is tempting to dismiss these practices as ‘subjective’ rather than rational or even reasonable. For example, in assessing the diverse qualities of job applicants, appointment committees may be swayed by irrelevant considerations, such as attractiveness or race, and by competition and empire-building among the committee members, but there can also be a process where the members offer arguments for and against particular judgements in terms of criteria that are relevant for the post in question, and we demean ourselves if we discount our activities in doing this as not involving reason. For example, on academic appointments committees, diverse incommensurable qualities such as research skills and originality, teaching and communication skills, administrative skills, leadership qualities and collegiality, have to be balanced against perceived research needs, teaching needs, etc. The fact that different, incommensurable ends are being assessed puts this kind of reasoning beyond the scope of the concepts of rational choice theory and Weberian concepts of rationality (e.g. Goldthorpe, 1998), but it belongs to what philosophers, particularly in the Aristotelian tradition, call ‘practical reason’ (Salkever, 1990; O’Neill, 1994; 1998).

Although the terms ‘rational’ and ‘reasonable’ are sometimes used as synonyms, they are also often used in different ways. Firstly, people are usually said to be rational or irrational on account of the way in which they pursue their ends, even where we do not know what their ends are, whereas people are said to be reasonable or unreasonable in terms of their evaluation of ends.
 In the former, rationality is instrumental, whereas the latter involves practical judgement about diverse goods as ends in themselves, for which there may be quite different criteria and standards. There are also interesting parallels with the difference between rationality and wisdom, in which the former is associated with amoral cleverness, for example in solving given problems, and the latter with a more moral and second order or ‘strong’ evaluation, in which we assess the goals or ends themselves, and the nature and significance of the problems posed (Archer, 2000a and b; Taylor, 1985). 

Secondly, we use ‘reasonable’ more often in describing people’s actions and character with reference to other people, and ‘rational’ more often in describing their actions with respect to things. A reasonable person is someone who takes account of the specificities of the context when acting, particularly the specificities of the people they interact with, their particular capacities, needs and vulnerabilities. For example, a manager who expects a new recruit to a job immediately to be able to do it as well as workers who have done it for years, might be described as an ‘unreasonable’ person, precisely because they have not been attentive to the specificities of the situation, particularly the specific attributes of others. When we talk about having ‘reasonable expectations’ of people, we mean expectations that take into account their particular characteristics, constraints and resources, including their vulnerability and fallibility, and ‘reasonable behaviour’ also suggests some degree of emotional sensitivity to others. Further, to be a reasonable person is to be able and willing to take the standpoint of the other.
 Indeed, emotional reason, and in particular fellow feeling and moral emotions - which, as we noted earlier provide an often highly discriminating commentary on situations - are crucial in reasonableness. The use of the adjective ‘reasonable’ in such contexts therefore implies an ethical judgement of a person. In addition, and more simply, an unreasonable person is someone who cannot be reasoned with, though such a person might be quite capable of instrumentally rational action. This indicates a relationship not only between reason and objects but reason and the social in terms of awareness and consideration of others (see Dean, 2003).
 

Thirdly, another sense of ‘reasonable’ implies moderation - for example, avoiding over-reacting to events. It is noteworthy that this was central to Aristotle’s analysis of practical reason and virtue: a virtuous person’s reactions to others’ actions are proportionate to those actions. And, as Aristotle famously noted, we cannot expect much precision about such matters, and hence cannot expect simply to use context-independent formulae. 

Thus, whereas rationality implies precision and logical, rule-following action, reasonableness is inevitably imprecise, resistant to formalisation and responsive to context and human capacities and frailties. Think of a university examination board: most of the candidates are awarded degree classes purely according to a formally rational procedure, which governs how candidates’ marks for various courses are to be aggregated. But sometimes, where such boards encounter a candidate whose circumstances are unusual in ways which are not anticipated and taken into account in the formal rules, the members of the board agree that it would be ‘unreasonable’ to give the candidate the degree class that the formal procedure indicates. They then set aside those formally rational procedures and come to a decision by paying close attention to relevant features of that candidate’s specific situation – the particular medical or personal circumstances that impaired their performance, and so on. As such examples indicate, to recognise the differences between practical reason and reasonableness on the one hand, and rationality in its dominant instrumental, formal meaning, is not, of course, to imply that there is anything irrational about practical reason or being reasonable; they are different but not opposed.

While rationality in the narrow formal sense is based on abstractions of general principles and features of concrete situations which are then formalised and codified into rules or theories can be tremendously powerful and economical, its insensitivity to context can be dangerous.
 Although Weber was well aware of this, he did not see that practical reason – not values beyond reason or charisma - provides a counter to the excesses of formal and instrumental rationality. However, once again, this tendency to overlook practical reason and demean it as merely ‘subjective’ is not only Weber’s mistake but a feature of modern liberal society, including the very processes of rationalisation which Weber emphasized.

Values and intelligent dispositions: Bauman, Smith, Aristotle and Bourdieu

We are now in a position to strengthen the critique of treatments of values as matters that lie beyond the scope of reason. In Modernity and the Holocaust and subsequent works, Zygmunt Bauman offers a hyper-Weberian view of modernity as almost completely dominated by rationalisation (Bauman, 1989; 1991; 1993). He reduces reason to formal and instrumental rationality, leaving no place for reason as attentiveness to the object or for reasonableness. Complementing this overwhelmingly rationalised view of modernity is a romanticised view of morality as the opposite of reason or rationality, and as pure conscience. This in turn complements a Weberian treatment of emotion as antithetical to reason, indeed as irrational (Barbalet, 2001; Fine and Hirsch, 2000). To support this conception of morality as conscience, he cites the reports of those Germans who helped to hide and protect Jews that they did so spontaneously rather than as a product of deliberation (Bauman, 1989).
 

By contrast, Adam Smith treats moral sentiments as intelligent dispositions, based on a capacity for fellow-feeling and responsiveness to others, to their circumstances, their vulnerabilities and capacities, their flourishing and suffering, yet susceptible to reflexive monitoring and modification - in effect as reasonable, as responsive to their objects (Smith, 1759; 1984). If we do not reduce reason to logical consistency and instrumentalism, but think of it as attentiveness to the object, including people and these qualities, we do not have to reduce ‘conscience’ to a romantic, a-rational status. Smith and other moral philosophers offer ‘rational reconstructions’ of the structure of reasoning involved in moral sentiments such as guilt or compassion, but of course, in everyday life, guilt and compassion are often experienced as emotions or feelings before they are shaped into thoughts (Nussbaum, 2001; Williams, 1993). As I have argued elsewhere, drawing upon Bourdieu’s analysis of practical logic, people’s ability to respond in these ways is a product of their acquisition and embodied learning, so that they often react spontaneously, without the need for deliberation, and yet in an appropriate, reasonable way – that is in accordance with the situation they face. They have a ‘feel for the game’, based on acquired intelligent dispositions.

Such an account is close to Aristotle’s view of virtues and vices as dispositions to act well or badly that are acquired primarily by repeated practice of embodied, situated actors.
 Teachers who repeatedly put on an authoritarian manner in order to maintain discipline in class, generally find that they gradually become authoritarian. Soldiers are trained to develop a disposition to kill by repeated bayonet and target practice and the like, which tends gradually to overcome their inhibitions, and when they do actually start to kill it tends to become easier (Glover, 2001). When we describe someone as ‘having a good nature’, we mean that acting well – considerately, benevolently, etc., - has become a habit, indeed the disposition of benevolence is part of their habitus. Equally, when we describe someone as selfish or spiteful, we mean that they have acquired these dispositions and that they have become embodied as part of their character. 

We can thus offer a different interpretation to Bauman’s of the behaviour of those German’s in the Nazi period who spontaneously protected Jews from persecution. They had acquired intelligent moral dispositions – or virtues – which made them act in this way, without the need to reflect and deliberate on what to do. Their dispositions were themselves not beyond reason, but reasonable and intelligent in that they were responsive to the specific situation – the suffering of the Jews they encountered. By contrast, those Germans who did not notice or disregarded the suffering of the Jews both lacked this attentiveness, and had not acquired a strong virtuous character.

Reason, intelligence and the body

Bourdieu uses the example of the competent tennis player’s ‘feel for the game’ as a model of practical logic or reason (Bourdieu, 1994). Such a player has acquired the practical ability to move around the court and adjust her body and actions to return the ball without having to think how to do this, at least, not in the way one might think, say, of how to undertake a long journey, calculating journey times, connections, and so on. The acquisition of the skill involves repeated practice - though note, not merely repetition, but repetition with concentrated monitoring, evaluation and effort; it is not entirely a process of osmosis through unmonitored repetition, as Bourdieu sometimes seems to imply (Sayer, 2005, p.27). This is a different sense of practical reason from the Aristotelean one, but it is compatible with Aristotle’s account of the development of virtues and vices. The skill of the player in responding to the ball, the court and the opponent, is analogous to our concept of reason as attentiveness to the specificities of the object. It also fits with a conception of knowledge as being primarily – though not of course exclusively – a way of coping with the world, before it is a way of representing it
. One might not want to call Roger Federer’s remarkable responsiveness to the ball a form of reason, because he almost certainly could not explain adequately how he does it - and indeed trying to convert his practical sense into a discursive representation about it might introduce a distracting self-consciousness into his responses - but if we reflect on it, we might think of it as a kind of intelligence and wonder if our usual concept of intelligence is too constrained by another member of the fact-value family of dualisms – the mind-body dualism. It’s interesting that when we are in a situation where we lack a practical feel for the game, and are clumsy and inept, not knowing what to say or do, we ‘feel stupid’.

Social ontologies and models of social action

All the above has major implications for broader conceptions of society and social scientific explanation. Consider the following approaches. 

The first, exemplified by behaviourism and positivism, has a material causal conception of society, focusing only on material states and processes, ignoring the constitutive character of meaning in social action, hence reducing action to behaviour. The second has a hermeneutic conception of society and focuses purely on understanding actors’ understandings, hence reducing action to meaning and ignoring the materiality of social processes (e.g. Winch, 1958). 

The third combines causal and hermeneutic approaches by regarding reasons and discourses as possible causes of change. While Weberian and critical realist approaches combine them consciously (Bhaskar, 1979; Collier, 1994; Sayer, 2000), in practice most social scientists do this, even if unknowingly. Some recent social research on ‘embodiment’ and ‘practical sense’ also fits this third approach, countering the tendencies of hermeneutics to view actors as disembodied meaning-makers or products of discourse (e.g. Bourdieu, 1998).

Although the third approach overcomes the problems of reductionism in the first and second models, it leaves the problem of the alienation of contemporary social science. To overcome this we require what might, for want of a better term, be called a ‘needs-based conception of social being’ and action, viewing actors not only as causal agents and as self-interpreting, meaning makers, but as needy, desiring beings (characterized by lack), dependent on others, having an orientation of care and concern
 about some things, and capable of flourishing or suffering. ‘Needs’ here is used as a shorthand that also covers lack, wants and desire, and includes what might be termed ‘culturally-acquired or emergent needs’ deriving from involvement in and commitment to cultural practices, such as the need of the religious to worship. Failure to acknowledge human neediness and vulnerability invites misattributions of causality or responsibility, so that, for example, discourses are treated as capable on their own of motivating people, which of course fails to explain why things like rocks or plants cannot be motivated thus. Hermeneutics enables us to view people as meaning-makers, but not to understand how they make anything happen or what it is about them that makes anything matter to them. Actors do not merely have causal powers, like other objects, or indeed understandings and capacity for reasoning, but are characterised by lack, needs, desire, care or concern, which in turn presuppose and follow from both their vulnerability and their autonomy in terms of ability to act. If this were not the case we would be indifferent to everything, but then if we were like that we could hardly live. Emotions, with their commentaries on well-being, are fundamental to understanding what makes us care about anything and want to do anything, and what makes anything matter. Remarkably, the literature on social ontology rarely gets beyond discussions of structure and agency and fails to recognise humans as needy and vulnerable social beings, capable of flourishing or suffering, and hence as necessarily evaluative beings.
 

Whatever kind of rationality or reason we are interested in – instrumental or substantive and practical – it is not merely a matter of logic or consistency or efficiency or goodness of fit to the world – for it presupposes an orientation to the world of care or concern, otherwise it is not clear why we should want to be rational or reasonable; instrumentally rational action and practical reason have to be driven by something. “ . . . if ‘instrumental rationality’ is devoid of emotionality, then what supplies the ‘shoving power’ which motivates the maximizer? It would be a very odd kind of ‘preference’ whose maximization leaves us ‘better off’, but whose attainment leaves us feeling we ‘couldn’t care less’” (Archer and Tritter, 2000, p. 6). Equally, quite why we might want to assess different goods or ends, as in practical reason, would be incomprehensible were we not needy beings, equipped with emotional as well unemotional reason or intelligence which monitors and evaluates such things.

Again, though, there are some common sources of reluctance to embrace such a conception. One is the fear – often driven by sociological imperialism - that acknowledging needs, drives and the like implies essentialism and psychologism.
 Yet a reference to needs and the like does not have to imply a reductionism to inborne bodily or psychological requirements, for even these are socially-cultivated and developed, and culturally understood and mediated. Further, as we have just noted, many needs and wants are effectively culturally autonomous and irreducible, though these too presuppose a capacity for enculturation not possessed by many other species. Nor does it entail determinism, which is what many anti-essentialists fear, for needs, lack and vulnerability presuppose precisely the openness of the world, and hence the possibility of failure to satisfy, fulfil and endure. If outcomes were predetermined such that for any given state, only one subsequent outcome were possible, we would hardly be evaluative beings, for we could not produce effects that would not otherwise have happened. Moreover, although lack is inescapable, we can to some extent shape what form our needs and desires take, though wishful thinking has limits. Again, our needs and desires are themselves both world-guided and action-guiding. Nor does it entail a homogenisation of human needs and wants, for to the extent that values and valuations are world-guided, they will differ according to differences among subjects and they can be responsive to diversity.

The treatment of meaning within the needs-based model goes beyond that of hermeneutic approaches in that it deals not only with understanding, signifiers and the signified, shared understandings and rule-following, but significance or import. This is what people refer to when they talk about ‘what something means to them’, such as what their friends mean to them or what it means to be an immigrant (Sayer, 2006). In such cases, they are not generally merely giving a definition of those things or necessarily a thick description, but an indication of their import or significance for them, how they value them, how such things impact on their well-being or something else that they care about (Taylor, 1985). Therefore the relationship to the world which is implied is one of care or concern and valuation, in which things are assessed for their implications for well-being, however defined. Thus an ethnographic study might explain, in a matter-of-fact way, how the members of a certain group understand and act towards each other in terms of meanings primarily as conventions or shared interpretations, but give little indication of just why some things have particular import or significance for actors, that is how they affect things they care about. Thus even a supposedly interpretative approach can still be somewhat alienated.
 Describing ‘what something means to me’ cannot reasonably be glossed merely as expressive of the author’s feelings; the evaluations and feelings are about something, including the well-being or ill-being of actors, and perhaps the flourishing or decline of particular practices and institutions, and they are explained in terms of the attributes of the things being valued. While they also tell us something about the valuer, they are justified by claims about the nature of their objects, and thus are descriptive as well as evaluative. 

Any account of social practices which gives no indication of their implications for well-being, if only in terms of correcting a misapprehension, invites responses like ‘so what?’; ‘what’s your point?’ The editing out of significance, perhaps because it is felt to be ‘unscientific’, is a central cause of the alienated character of so much contemporary social science.

It is in virtue of both our neediness and vulnerability, on the one hand, and our wide range of capacities – to do good or harm - on the other, and the multiplicity of possibilities, that we are evaluative beings. The most important questions and concerns people tend to face in their everyday lives are evaluative or normative ones of what is good or bad about what is happening, including how others are treating them and the things which they care about, and how to act, what to do for the best. The presence of this concern may be evident in fleeting encounters and conversations, in feelings about how things are going, as well as in momentous decisions such as whether to have children, or how to deal with a relationship which has gone bad. These are things which people care about deeply, and to which they may form commitments – so much so in some cases that they value them more than their own lives. If we ignore this lay normativity or reduce it to an effect of discourse or socialisation we produce an anodyne and alienated account of subjectivity which renders our evident concern about what we do and what happens to us incomprehensible. 

Conclusion

I have been attempting to counter deeply entrenched assumptions about the nature of values and reason, both in social scientific practice, and in social science’s view of the world, which deter social researchers from evaluating their objects of study. In Sociology as a Vocation, Weber wrote: “Consider the historical and cultural sciences. They teach us how to understand and interpret political, artistic, literary, and social phenomena in terms of their origins. But they give us no answer to the question, whether the existence of these cultural phenomena have been and are worth while.” (Weber, 1946). On the contrary, they already do to a limited extent, though their potential for assessing/evaluating social life has been held back precisely by the modernist misconceptions about reason and value that I have identified and which Weber and others propagated.

To be sure, Weber, like Hume before him, was worried that the incorporation of evaluation into social science would not only threaten objectivity, but lead to a kind of dogmatic scientific imperialism which would foreclose debate on normative matters by claiming a scientific warrant for some conceptions of the good over others. 

However, what I have been arguing is not that social scientists should prescribe and tell others what to do, but that they should evaluate, which involves careful analysis and attentiveness to the object, an orientation to what is, albeit one which includes needs, lack and becoming, rather than simply towards what ought to be. Indeed this evaluation is necessary for adequate description and explanation. As I noted, there are important differences between evaluation and imperatives. Firstly, evaluations are open to criticism and revision, in much the same way as more straightforwardly positive claims. However, they’re more difficult to assess than the latter precisely because they are implicitly or explicitly about possibilities – that suffering would be reduced if such and such were the case, and within limits people can become different and develop novel practices. This acknowledges that the world is open, that there are many forms of flourishing to consider for the future. Hence, evaluative reasoning need not close down alternatives as Weber and Hume feared. Secondly evaluations should not be taken as imperatives because even if we successfully identify a particular source of suffering and its causes, it only makes sense to argue for its removal if we are confident that this would not do more harm than good, and that there were alternative forms of social organisation or practice which were both less harmful and feasible; the common tendency for practices and forms of social organization to have interdependent goods and bads, creating intractable dilemmas, should make us cautious here (Sayer, 2000). That there are good grounds for caution in moving from evaluation to prescription is evident in the history of development studies, which is littered with cases of interventions which have done more harm than good, though often because they have relied upon various technologies and formal rationalities which have been applied in a way which is ignorant of and hence insensitive to the context; in our terms, they substitute formally rational procedures for practical reason. Thirdly, such interventions also pose a warning in terms of the need for inclusive democratic deliberation in deciding on prescriptions, both as a matter of principle and of prudence. I shall say more about the obstacles and dangers of moving from thick ethical concepts in evaluative description and explanation to proposals regarding what to do, and in moving from moral to political philosophy, in Part III.
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� Examples might include Carol Steedman’s Landscape for a Good Woman and bel hooks’ Where We Stand: Class Matters. These are books which are both ‘popular’ rather than constrained by an academic genre and highly perceptive and thoughtful.


� While the former expulsion can never be complete, the divorce of normative reasoning from positive reason has been more successful.


� This projection is a kind of ‘scholastic fallacy’, to use Bourdieu’s term, but he could be accused of falling into it himself in the treatment in much of his work of laypeople as basically unreflexive.


� I use ‘family’ rather than ‘set’ or ‘series’ to suggest there are ‘family resemblances’ (to borrow Wittgenstein’s terms) between the dualisms.


� The ‘strength’ of the polarizations varies within modernist thought, and most modernists do not go to the extreme of logical positivism in characterising values as meaningless.


� Jean Grimshaw shows that in philosophy itself, plenty of eminent male philosophers have prioritised the subjective, supposedly feminised side (Grimshaw, 1986). The more important issue, though, is what conclusions we draw from the gendered nature of the dualisms in assessing the various elements. The mind-body dualism’s orientation in the structure is unstable: sometimes mind aligns with reason and body with emotion, sometimes mind aligns with the subjective and body with the objective. Also association of the body with the feminine and the mind with the masculine can be reversed, as in the association of men with physical labour and violence and women with confinement and contemplation.


� “Emotivism� is the doctrine that all evaluative judgments and more specifically all moral judgments are nothing but expressions of preference, expressions of attitude or feeling, insofar as they are moral or evaluative in character.”(MacIntyre, 1970, p.11-12) “… moral judgments, being expressions of attitude or feeling, are neither true nor false; and agreement in moral judgment is not to be secured by any rational method, for there are none. . . We use moral judgments not only to express our own feelings or attitudes, but also precisely to produce such effects in others.” (ibid. p.12) As we shall see, the very term is itself problematic in that it suggests emotions have nothing to do with reason and cognition.


� Rational choice theory also tends to make this reduction of values to preferences, though at least it acknowledges the existence of individual reflexivity and rationality, unlike those which reduce action to products of discourses and conventions.


� They are metaphysically subjective, but also objective in the sense that they seem to exist, as events in the world, and epistemologically objective in the sense that claims about them can be true or false. 


� Against these demeaning forms of reductionism, rational choice approaches at least acknowledge actors’ capacity for reason (e.g. Goldthorpe, 1998), but as we shall see, they reduce reason to instrumental rationality, and demean their capacity for practical reason about ends and values.  


� This subjectivist view of values goes back 2,300 years to Epicurus.


� We can further acknowledge the possibility that humanity can discover and create new forms of flourishing (and suffering). This implies what Alan, Wood calls ‘historicized naturalism’ (Wood, 1990).


� There are of course many qualifications to be made to this simple claim, particularly regarding the narrative character of emotions and the way in which significant events in early life can influence them (see Nussbaum, 2001).


� One of the reasons why emotions can seem unreasonable is that they have a narrative structure so that current responses may be subconsciously influenced by past events, perhaps even forgotten events. Thus someone who was bullied as a child may ‘overreact’ to such behaviour in adult life.


� Überzeugen refers to the practice of convincing by rational argument, where participants are willing to revise their ideas if the force of the better argument implies they should, and it aligns with Habermas’s ideal speech situation. Überreden refers to manipulative forms of persuasion that involve suspended rationality, such as flattery, deceit, demagogy or threat (Reisigl and Wodak, 2003).


� Of course, ‘positive’ does not entail ‘positivism’; plenty of non-positivist research is positive.


� There may sometimes be overriding considerations that warrant the refusal of the implied change. This is equivalent to ceteris paribus clauses in natural science where claims about what follows from some prior state acknowledge the possible influence of contingencies.


� There are some similarities here to Alasdair MacIntyre’s arguments about modernism’s loss of an understanding of teleology (MacIntyre, 1981).


� Note the description of value judgments as ‘personal’, as if they stood in complete contrast to intersubjective or impersonal descriptive judgments.


� For a fuller discussion, see Taylor, 1967.


� Of course, even if we have a good understanding of what well-being consists in, we may not be able to act on and realise it.


� For discussions of the concept of emergence see Archer, 2003; Elder-Vass, 2006, Sayer, 2007.


� I acknowledge that presenting the argument in this way ignores the asymmetries of power that typify the context of intercultural evaluations, but while these need to be taken into account, I don’t see that they warrant a taboo on such evaluations.


� Though if p, then we ought to believe p.


� I discuss the role of overriding arguments in chapter 6.


� Note the implicit appeal to human vulnerability and suffering (see 2.?) O


� One could of course put the inference into deductive form by invoking a general law ‘whenever x tends to happen I feel angry’, x has happened, therefore I am angry. One could, but it would be utterly silly, for it would add nothing and indeed would obscure the cause of the anger, mistaking logical relations among statements for causation – a matter of processes.


� This is similar to the confusion of natural necessity with logical necessity that realists such as Rom Harré and Roy Bhaskar identified as central to the debates of the 1950s and 1960s in the philosophy of science over induction (Harré and Madden, 1975; Bhaskar, 1975; Sayer, 1992, p.160-2)


� This is convergent with Volosinov’s argument regarding the evaluative orientation of utterances as inseparable from their referential function (Volosinov, 1973, p. 105). My thanks to Norman Fairclough for alerting me to this.


� Here I am moderating Bourdieu’s claim that norms always follow dispositions and practice.


� While I think this is the dominant view of morality in Durkheim, he does at times depart from it and relate moral sentiments to flourishing and suffering, including psychological well-being, as in his analysis of suicide. There is a difference between Durkheim and ‘vulgar’ Durkheimian positions, as Wilkinson (2005) points out, but the latter have become dominant in sociology.


� This is similar to the view of Sibley, cited in Rawls, 2001, p. 7n – purely rational agents lack moral sensibility.


� See Rawls’ discussion of rationality and reasonableness in relation to democratic social cooperation (Rawls, 2001).


� This social dimension also captures the dependence of reason on discourse, on intersubjectivity and the need of others approval. For Kathryn Dean, there’s a double estrangement – of rationality from affect, and rationality from sociability, the latter being a product of deepening of divisions of labour. They also involve, I would argue, a refusal of practical, naturalistic bases for logic and reason. See also Archer, 2000, pp.145-152, and Harré and Madden, 1975).


� See also Adorno’s critique of identity thinking.


� However, Bauman does at least challenge the Durkheimian conventionalist treatment of values in the same book.


� As we shall see later, this is why Aristotelian virtue ethics is more compatible with sociology than utilitarianism or deontology.


� The metaphor of coping is associated with Rorty in his Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, but unfortunately, having drawn attention to the practical character of knowledge as a way of coping with a wayward and often intractable world he immediately drops it by focussing on discourse (Rorty, 1979; Bhaskar, 1987).


� There are some similarities here with Heidegger’s emphasis on care in Being and Time (Heidegger, 1962).


� Margaret Archer’s work is an exception. One of the interesting questions for realists concerns the relation of needs and lack to natural necessity.


� On essentialism and anti-essentialism, see Nussbaum (1992), O’Neill (1994) and Sayer (2000),.


� Renato Rosaldo has noted this tendency in anthropology, based on his own experience of recognising and overcoming it (Rosaldo, 1989).
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