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Chapterr 11 

Reasonss and values 

Towardd the end of his article 'Reasons and Motivation' (1997), Parfit 

introducess a distinction between value-based and desire-based reasons. He 

takess the view that all reasons are value-based, that no reasons are desire-

based. . 

Inn the previous chapters, I have regularly assumed that there is a relation 

betweenn reasons and values. This is clearest where I discuss the significance 

off incommensurability of values for what the agent has reason to do.1 In 

thiss chapter, I will generally continue to assume this. My primary aim is to 

examinee what this assumption involves. Is it unproblematic or 

controversial?? Secondarily, in consideration of Parfit's distinction between 

value-basedd and desire-based reasons, I will pursue the suggestion that 

reasonss are based on values. 

Myy main interest here is reasons for action. However, Parfit applies his 

distinctionn between value-based and desire-based reasons to reasons for 

havingg desires. On value-based theories, reasons to desire are based on 

values.. They are provided by the fact that something is worth achieving or 

preventing.. On desire-based theories, reasons to have desires are based on 

otherr desires. So any chain of reasons must end with some desire that we 

havee no reason to have. 

Inn chapters 6 and 7. See also chapter 2, for example. 
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Itt seems, however, that Parfit's distinction between value-based and 

desire-basedd theories also applies to reasons for action. For his discussion of 

itt suggests that it coincides with the distinction between internalism and 

externalismm about reasons for action that he makes in the beginning of his 

article.. Instead of internalism and externalism I will speak of Humeanism 

andd anti-Humeanism here.2 

11.11 Practical reasoning 

Lett me give my definitions of Humeanism and anti-Humeanism. We can 

makee a distinction between the following versions of Humeanism: 

Narroww Humeanism (NH): the agent has a reason to 

doo something if and because doing it would satisfy a 

desiree he has, or at least would contribute to the 

satisfactionn of a desire he has.3 

Widee Humeanism (WH): the agent has a reason to do 

somethingg if and because he can arrive at the 

judgementt that he has a reason to do that thing via a 

soundd deliberative route from his motivational set. 

Whatt makes WH wider than NH is that, firstly, the agent's motivational 

sett does not onlv contain desires, but also 'dispositions of evaluation, 

patternss of emotional reaction, personal loyalties, and various projects, as 

thevv mav be abstractly called, embodying commitments of the agent'4. I am 

usingg 'desire' here as a term of art including all these things. Secondly, as we 

havee seen in section 8.3, a sound deliberative route involves knowledge of 

thee relevant facts, including correction of false beliefs, and rational 

deliberation,, i.e. not only purely causal instrumental reasoning. For 

example,, by rational deliberation, in particular the exercise of imagination, 

thee agent can create new desires and destroy old ones. 

-Inn chapter 4 the term internalism was reserved for the view that moral judgements are 
action-guiding g 
3Onn a weaker version, this is only a necessary condition. I will come back to this later. 
4Williamss (1981), p. 105. 
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Byy contrast, anti-Humeanism is the view that it is not a necessary 

conditionn for the existence of a reason for action, let alone a sufficient one, 

thatt there is something that satisfies a desire of the agent or would do so if 

hee would have known the relevant facts and deliberated rationally. Anti-

Humeanss are divided among themselves about what the conditions for the 

existencee of a reason for action are instead, as we will see. 

Supposingg that the distinction between desire-based theories and value-

basedd theories and the distinction between internalism and externalism and 

thee distinction between Humeanism and anti-Humeanism represent three 

wayss of making the same distinction, we can say that Humeanism is the 

vieww that all reasons are internal. They are desire-based. Anti-Humeanism, 

onn the other hand, is the view that all reasons are external. They are value-

based. . 

Whatt does this mean for my assumption that there is a relation between 

reasonss and values? Does it commit me to anti-Humeanism? I will explain 

beloww that it does not. First we need to consider a mixed view. This is the 

vieww that while some (or most) reasons are value-based, others are desire-

based.. Discussing such a view means arguing for or against desire-based or 

value-basedd reasons, but, as we will see, not necessarily for or against 

Humeanismm and anti-Humeanism. 

Parfitt suggests the possibility of the mixed view where he writes that 

'accordingg to Externalists, at least some reasons are not internal'5. However, 

hee says this because he thinks that the fact that the agent has an external 

reasonn does not rule out that he has an internal one.6 That is to say, the fact 

thatt something is worth achieving or preventing leaves open that achieving 

orr preventing it fulfils a desire of the agent or would do so with full 

knowledgee and rational deliberation. In other words, Parfit believes that 

externall reasons can collapse into internal ones. But this is a mistake, I 

believe,, for these reasons are utterly distinct; they are different 

"metaphysicall beasts". 

Iss there a principled reason to reject the mixed view? One might think 

thatt it implies a hybrid theory of meta-ethics that cannot be true. I.e. it 

impliess a theory according to which some reasons (the value-based) are real, 

whereass others (the desire-based) are not. Discussion of this has to be 

postponedd to section 11.3. 

^Parfitt (1997), p. 100. 
6Parfitt (1997), pp. 115-6, 
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Lett us then take the mixed view head-on. Note that I assume that there is 

aa relation between reasons and values, suggesting this means that reasons 

aree based on values. My starting point is therefore that I have to be 

convincedd that there are desire-based reasons too. What the value-based 

theoristt needs here is examples. I will discuss three. 

(1)) The agent desires something that he knows is not 

good. . 

(2)) The agent desires something that he believes to be 

goodd but that is not good at all. 

(3)) The agent desires something that is good but that it 

iss good is due to the fact that he desires it. 

Thee value-based theorist is not impressed by (1) and (2) whatsoever. His 

ripostee is that in such cases the agent has no reason at all to satisfy his desire. 

Hiss response to (3) is more complicated. Consider the following situation. 

Youu happen to love long, hot showers; I hate them. You have a reason to 

takee long, hot showers; I have not. Does this not mean that we have a 

reasonn to take long, hot showers if and because we love (desire) them? In 

otherr words, is this not a desire-based reason? 

Thee value-based theorist's answer to this is that we have reason to take 

long,, hot showers if and because that is good. However, it is possible for him 

too allow that what is good for you may not be good for me. Some values 

havee subjective conditions. One such condition may be the agent's desires. 

Thiss enables the value-based theorist to maintain that you, who loves long, 

hott showers, have a reason to take them. This is because they are good for 

you.. And part of why they are good for you, in terms of health for example, 

iss that you love them. Moreover, the strength of your desire may affect the 

strengthh of your reason. If you strongly desire to take long, hot showers, you 

mayy have a strong reason to do so. And about me the value-based theorist 

cann hold that I do not have a reason to take long, hot showers. They are bad 

forr me because I hate them.7 

Thee value-based theorist can give a similar treatment to reasons that 

dependd on desires that it would have been better not to have. Suppose that I 

' II assume that long, hot showers are not good for everybody 



215 5 

amm working and a desire creeps up to enjoy myself differently- I can fulfil 

thiss desire by going to the cinema. However, I actually ought to work. It is 

possiblee for the value-based theorist to say that I have a reason to go the 

cinema,, his rationale being that now that I have this desire it is better for me 

too fulfil it. Yet, my reason is not desire-based. Note that (good) enjoyment is 

aa value. My reason is value-based if and because seeing a film is good 

enjoymentt and I will enjoy it. 

Itt is significant that the value-based theorist is able to allow that goodness 

andd thus reasons have subjective conditions.8 What we have reason to do 

mayy depend on our identity and on time and place, in other words what the 

agentt has reason to do could be determined by who he is, where he is and 

whenn he is there. This is important because the popularity of Humeanism 

mayy be due to the presupposition that the value-based theorist cannot allow 

forr this. It even seems that (wide) Humeanism is the dominant view, at 

leastt in economics and decision theory.9 This could change with the 

publicationn of important new books.10 

Lett me now explain that the assumption that there is a relation between 

reasonss and values does not necessarily commit me to anti-Humeanism. 

Thiss is not because we can combine Humeanism and anti-Humeanism. As 

itt stands, this cannot be done for they both give necessary and sufficient 

conditionss for the existence of a reason. However, we can change these 

viewss so as to capture the spirit of both. The result is the following view. 

Humeanismm and anti-Humeanism combined (HC): the 

agentt has a reason to do something: 

(a)) if doing it would satisfy a desire he has or would 

havee had if he would have known the relevant facts 

andd deliberated rationally; and 

(b)) if and because doing it is good. 

HCC is a combination of Humeanism and anti-Humeanism as the spirit of 

thee former is captured in (a) and that of the latter in (b). Both (a) and (b) 

producee a necessary condition for having a reason, while (b) also generates a 

sCf.. Scanlon (1998), pp. 41-9. 
9See,, however, Raz (1975), McDowell (1980) and Bond (1983). 
105canlonn (1998), Dancy (forthcoming) and Parfit (forthcoming). 
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justificationn for a reason statement (by which I mean a statement of the sort 

'Thee agent has a reason to do an action'). 

However,, the theoretical possibility of HC is not why I believe the 

contrastt drawn between Humeanism and desire-based theories, on the one 

hand,, and anti-Humeanism and value-based theories, on the other hand, is 

false.. The reason is that anti-Humeans do not have the monopoly on 

values.. Also Humeans can and will assert that there are things (acts, states of 

affairs,, objects, etc) that bear value. What they disagree about with anti-

Humeanss is merely how value should be understood. On the Humean 

view,, valuable for the agent is that which he desires or what he would 

desiree with full knowledge and rational deliberation, whereas on the anti-

Humeann view it is not. This means that Humeans can hold that reasons are 

relatedd to values, even that they are based on values. Whether it is very 

likelyy that they will do this is a separate question with probably a negative 

answer.. To explain the agent what he has reason to do, Humeans can 

directlyy appeal to his desires; they do not need to do this via his values. 

Theree is another reason why the contrast under consideration is false. 

Thiss is that there are two fundamentally different versions of anti-

Humeanism:: what we could call the Aristotelian version and the Kantian 

one.111 It is inconsistent with neither to assume that there is a relation 

betweenn reasons and values. However, the crucial difference between them 

iss that while for Aristotelians reasons may be based on values, for Kantians 

thee opposite is true: reason confers value on the world12. 

Somethingg else that has to be taken into account is that the word 'reason 

forr action' itself is ambiguous. It can mean various things depending on the 

contextt it is used in. For our purposes here, it is most relevant that it can 

meann reason in favour of an action' and reason why an action is, will be or 

hass been performed'. The former reasons are called normative (or 

justifying)) reasons. Normative reasons speak in favour of actions. They 

showw what there is to be said for these actions. Put metaphorically, 

normativee reasons reveal the favourable light13 in which actions stand. The 

latterr reasons are called motivating (or explanatory) reasons.14 Motivating 

n S e ee Cullity and Gaut (1997a), pp. 3-5. 
-2Forr example, Korsgaard (1983), p. 181, see Gaut (1997), pp. 161-5. 
: 3Thiss is McDowell's term, in McDowell (1978), p. 14. 
14Scanlonn calls them operative reasons, in Scanlon (1998), pp. 18-9. In my view, this is not the 
rightt term. It suggests that normative reasons are, as it were, put into operation. However, as 
wee will see, motivating and normative reasons can come apart. 
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reasonss explain actions. They show what motivates the agent. Motivating 

reasonss reveal the light in which the agent acts (or will act or has acted). 

Soo far we have clearly been discussing views on normative reasons. 

However,, we also have to consider views on motivating reasons. The 

questionn we need to face is whether there is a relation between motivating 

reasonss and values, especially whether motivating reasons are based on 

values.. To answer this, a distinction has to be made between two theories of 

motivation.. They provide us with the terms in which to answer the 

questionn before us. It is not that they give different answers. 

Humeann theory of motivation: motivation is the result 

off a desire and a means-end belief.15 

Anti-Humeann theory of motivation: motivation is the 

resultt of what the agent believes; desire is the state of 

beingg motivated.16 

Takee my motivation to write this chapter as an example. According to the 

Humeann theory of motivation, I am motivated to do this because I desire to 

doo this and think I know how it can be done (by typing these letters). 

Accordingg to the anti-Humean theory of motivation, I am motivated 

becausee of features I believe writing this chapter has, say that it means 

progress. . 

[Forr completeness' sake, note that in between the Humean and anti-

Humeann theory of motivation, there is the theory that differs from the 

formerr in that not only means-end beliefs, but also other beliefs have 

motivatingg power, for example beliefs about the agents future well-being. 

Onn the other hand, it differs from the anti-Humean theory of motivation in 

thatt what motivates the agent is not what he believes but his beliefs (and 

desires).177 I can leave this theory aside in my answer to the present question 

aboutt the relation between motivating reasons and values.] 

Ass one would expect, there are connections between normative and 

motivatingg reasons. Consider an anti-Humean theory about normative and 

motivatingg reasons. According to such a theory, the same fact can be a 

l 5E.g.. Smith (1994), ch. 4. 
16Dancyy (1993), pp. 32-3 and (1995). 
17Cf,, Nagel (1970) and McDowell (1978). 
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normativee as well as a motivating reason, for example that she is in pain. 

Thiss can be both a reason in favour of helping her and a reason why she is 

helped.. In that case, the light in which the agent acts is the favourable light 

inn which the action stands. Consider next a Humean theory about 

normativee and motivating reasons. According to such a theory, the same 

factt can figure in the specification of both a normative and a motivating 

reason.. For example, the reason in favour of helping her and the reason 

whvv the agent helps her is that he desires to end her pain. In spite of the 

ambiguityy of the word reason for action', theories about normative and 

motivatingg reasons are logically independent. Thus, you can be a Humean 

aboutt motivation and an anti-Humean about normative reasons.18 Again, 

whetherr such a position is verv plausible is a different question. 

Lett us answer the question whether it is possible that motivating reasons 

andd values come apart. There are two ways in which this can indeed 

happen. . 

(1)) In Humean terms, can we desire something bad, despite the badness? 

Too be precise, can we desire something bad for badness sake, or at least not 

forr goodness' sake? In anti-Humean terms, if it motivates us can what we 

believee be bad? More precisely, can we desire something bad while we 

believee it to be bad, or at least not good? This is an old dispute. Most people, 

fromm ancient Greek to contemporary philosophers, believe that this is 

impossible.. Their argument is that if we intentionally perform an action, 

thiss must be with an eye to something good, however bad it is what we do. 

Thiss eye to something good is then the real explanation of our action (and 

thuss the motivating reason). Suppose that I desire to smash my expensive 

rackett against the wall of the squash court. 1 am angry because I missed an 

easyy shot. The argument is that what motivates me then is something like 

releasee from anger, which is valuable. However, this seems strained to 

me.199 It seems to me possible to desire something bad not for goodness' sake 

orr something bad that is believed not to be good in any way. Fair enough, it 

mayy be that we always have an eye to something that is good in the abstract. 

Butt in some cases it is just not good in the concrete. So release from anger 

mayy generally be good, but when it involves breaking an expensive squash 

rackett it probably is not, which is something I can recognise, whilst being 

motivatedd to do it. 

s \ 'o tablyy Smith (1994;, chs. 4 and 5. 
9Cf.. Stocker (1979), pp. 746-9. 
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(2)) Note that we can have false beliefs. As a result, in Humean terms we 

cann desire something and falsely believe that it is good. If so, we can 

obviouslyy be motivated without values in the offing. In anti-Humean 

terms,, it is possible that what motivates us is something that we falsely 

believee to be the case. Of course, this need not be something of value.20 

Thee possibility of false beliefs suggests a way in which normative reasons 

couldd come apart from values. I go to work by train. So everyday I walk to 

thee station. One day, unbeknownst to me, there is a strike (so that there will 

bee no trains). Do I have a reason to try to take the train? Surely, I am 

justifiedd in believing this. But walking to the station is good for nothing. 

Aboutt such a case it is best to say that I have no reason whatsoever to take 

thee train. Nevertheless, due to my justified belief to the contrary my attempt 

wouldd not be irrational. To be precise, it would be subjectively rational, i.e. 

rationall relative to what I believe.21 This means that I can justify myself. I 

havee an excuse. This may make a difference in case I do not show up at 

workk in time. 

Whatt can we conclude? Firstly, to explain the assumption that there is a 

relationn between reasons and values it is necessary to distinguish between 

normativee and motivating reasons. So far we have not found a reason to 

believee that the link between normative reasons and values must be 

severed.. However, we have just seen that when motivating reasons come 

apartt from normative ones, values need not be involved at all. This does 

nott threaten my assumption. For this is chiefly about normative reasons. It 

iss only about motivating reasons where motivation tracks normativity. 

Secondly,, the assumption that there is a relation between (normative) 

reasonss and values rules out none of the theories about practical reasoning 

considered.. However, Kantians cannot swallow the meatier thesis that 

reasonss are based on values.22 

Now,, this conclusion is slightly misleading. For there is more to the 

assumptionn that there is a relation between reasons and values than the 

' °Theree is some pressure on the anti-Humean to concede that in case of false beliefs what 
motivatess us is not what we falsely believe but our false beliefs. He might not want to admit 
thatt because of Williams constraint on a theory of motivation that the true /false distinction 
iss not allowed to alter the form of the explanation of an action (Williams (1981), p. 102). 
However,, this constraint seems worthless if it implies that features of a non-existing world 
havee motivational power. It is already notoriously hard to establish that we are motivated 
byy features of the existing world (rather than by our desires). 
2 lParfitt (1984), p. 153. 
2 2 \~ote,, however, that I have suggested that Humeans (about normative reasons) and 
Kantianss cannot give the right account of moral dilemmas in chapters 8 and 9, respectively. 
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conclusionn suggests. It is not for nothing that the suggestion is to cash the 

assumptionn out by saying that reasons are based on values. One thought 

behindd the assumption is that reasons derive normative force from their 

connectionn with values.23 And if this is what the assumption that there is a 

relationn between reasons and values involves, Kantianism has to be left 

behindd here. 

'Reasonn for action' may be a fundamental, even the most fundamental, 

normativee concept24, but reasons themselves are not self-explanatory. The 

thingss that are reasons are mundane facts such as that she is suffering.25 

Supposee you tell me that I have a reason to help her and that I would like to 

knoww why. It will not do then to answer me that she is suffering. This is 

becausee not all sufferings are reasons to help. Some sufferings are necessary 

too reach a goal, others are goals themselves, for example criminal 

punishmentt (insofar as it is retribution). Hence, the mere fact that she is 

sufferingg cannot amount to a reason. This should not be mistaken for 

somethingg like the amoralist's challenge. The amoralist agrees that there are 

morall reasons, that morality (the system, say) generates reasons. However, 

hee disagrees that they have normative force. Instead, my challenge is what 

thee source of normativity is. So we have it that you tell me that I have a 

reasonn to help her, that I would like to know why and that it will not do 

thenn to answer me that she is suffering. The reason that this will not do is 

thatt what I really wish to hear is why that she is suffering is a reason. The 

wordd that has a chance of persuading me is that it is bad {a disvalue) that she 

iss suffering; her suffering is neither instrumentally, nor intrinsically 

valuable. . 

InIn brief, my argument for the thesis that reasons are based on values has 

threee steps. The first step is that reasons are ordinary features of situations 

suchh as that a person is in pain. The second is the particularist intuition that 

nott always if for instance a person is in pain this is a reason to help him.26 

Thee third step is that the difference between cases in which it is a reason and 

casess in which it is not is made by the fact that in the former it is bad that he 

~^Cf.. Raz (1997), pp. 110-1: "Values "control" reasons in that one can have reasons for an 
actionn only if its performance is, or is likely to produce, or contribute to producing, good or if it 
iss likely to contribute toward averting something bad' (my emphasis). 
24Parfitt (1997), p. 121; Scanlon (1998), p. 17. 
25Dancyy (1993), p. 115. 
26Iff you do not share this intuition about pain, try the fact that it is getting crowded; in some 
situations,, for example if there is a party, this is a reason to stay, whereas in other 
situations,, sav vou need to think, it is a reason to leave. 
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iss in pain, while in the latter it is not. Let us face the following counter

argument.. If you specify the circumstances in which a fact obtains, it will be 

clearr whether this fact is a reason or not without the help of values. So the 

painn of an innocent child is a reason to help her, while the pain of a 

criminall in prison is not. This counter-argument fails. Fair enough, 

descriptionn of the context of a feature of a situation shows that for example a 

person'ss pain in one case may be different from his pain in another case. 

However,, you still need an account of value to tell you why this difference 

iss relevant in the sense that in one case it is a reason to help, while in the 

otherr it is not. Without the anchor that values could provide, reasons 

wouldd hang in the air and reason statements would be bluff.27 

11.22 Normative ethics 

Wee are assuming that there is a relation between reasons and values. Our 

questionn is what this means. The suggestion I am pursuing is that it means 

thatt reasons are based on values. Also in this section we will consider 

whetherr there are reasons without values. However, first we will discuss 

whetherr there are values without reasons. 

Thiss discussion is important. But its importance is limited: it cannot 

decidee whether reasons are based on values. If there would be no values 

withoutt reasons, reasons could still be reasons due to something else than 

theirr relation with values. The discussion cannot even decide whether 

reasonss are necessarily related to values. That there are no values without 

reasonss does not imply that there are no reasons without values. The 

importancee of the discussion consists in the fact that if there are no values 

withoutt reasons those who deny that there are reasons because there are 

valuess incur an explanatory debt; they have to explain how it is possible that 

itt is not so that, even though they always go together, there are reasons 

becausee there are values. On the other hand, if there are values without 

reasonss those who claim the opposite will have a hard time answering the 

questionn when exactly there are reasons because there are values. 

27Thiss is not the crJy possible argument for the view that values do work in the explanation 
off reasons. A further argument is that a substantive account of value can order and unify the 
heterogenouss lot that reasons seems to be, i.e. as they are ordinary facts, there are many, 
differentt reasons. 
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Mvv starting point is that there are no values without reasons. Mv strategy 

iss to confront myself with potential counter-examples. I can think of two. 

(1)) The first sort of counter-example are such things as the wThite cliffs at 

Dover.. Thev bear value. However, that does not give us reason to realise 

them.. About this sort of counter-example I wish to say that there is no 

objectionn to the term 'realising value as a summary notion. But it should 

bee clear that one can realise value -as far as action is concerned- not only by 

promotingg it, but also by honouring or respecting it.28 Even this does not 

exhaustt the possibilities. For one can also express and appreciate value.29 [As 

ann aside, I would like to point out that as values can be mixed30, mixed 

responsess may be required (or called for). The same fact may be a reason to 

promotee and to honour, for instance. An example of a. mixed value is 

playingg football. Ideally, it is enjoyment but also nealthy.] In the face of this, 

thee sort of counter-example under consideration dissolves. Of course, we do 

nott have reason to promote the white cliffs at Dover, if this is to be 

understoodd as making more (this may be literally impossible). However, we 

havee reason to honour, express and appreciate their value. Note that we can 

makee a distinction here between values (or at least what bears value) that 

naturee offers us directly and those that someone else has brought into 

existence.. The white cliffs at Dover are an example of the former, while 

Mozart'ss Klavierkonzert No. 9 is an example of the latter. 

(2)) The second sort of potential counter-example are bad things that 

happenn while nobody can do anything about them. Say, one is on a deserted 

islandd and runs out of water. This sort of counter-example makes use of an 

ideaa that I believe is correct. This is that reasons are more than values 

connectedd with agents. Put metaphorically, values desire to be realised.31 So 

thevv are looking for agents to do that. But they may not always find one, or 

att least not one in a suitable position as everybody has many much better 

otherr things to do. A reason, on the other hand, is always a reason for 

somebody.. Concerning this sort of counter-example, two comments can be 

made.. First of all, there are very weak reasons. These reasons do not shout 

orr even call for action. Rather, thev whisper, very softly: 'Do this!?'. Even if 

thee agent has nothing better to do it would not be wrong not to act upon 

suchh reasons. I suggest that they are the reasons one has if one is not in a 

2SSeee McNaughton and Rawling (1992). 
29Swantonn (1995), pp. 48-50; cf. Anderson (1993), pp. 1-5 and 10. 
30Razz (1991), pp. 83-5. 
31Cf.. section 2.2. 
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suitablee position to realise the values underlying these reasons. Secondly, 

supposingg that it is possible that bad things happen that nobody can do 

anythingg about, this would not undermine the view that there are no 

valuess without reasons. For this view is about values that can be realised by 

actionss anyway. 

Soo I conclude that there are no values without reasons. But are there 

reasonss without values? Let us approach this question next by considering 

howhow reasons might be related to values. The first thing to notice is that, 

strictlyy speaking, the term 'value-based reason' involves an assumption 

aboutt the relation between reasons and values, in particular about the 

structuree of this relation. It assumes that reasons are based, grounded on 

values.. Further, values themselves are "attached" to that which is valuable 

suchh as states of affairs.32 In view of these three layers, we can call this the 

layer-cakee account of goodness. 

Theree are two ways to interpret this account. 

(1)) Values add to the reasons that are given by the things that are 

valuable.. Suppose you have a headache. The reason to swallow a painkiller 

is,, on this interpretation, not only the painfulness of the headache but also 

thee badness of painfulness.33 As this is clearly false, this interpretation is 

inferiorr to the second one. 

(2)) Values lie in between reasons and bearers of value because the reason-

givingg force of, for example, states of affairs is channelled through values. 

Neitherr states of affairs, nor values generate reasons by themselves. Instead, 

theyy do it together. There are two ways to read this. 

(a)) There is identity between a valuable state of affairs -or, rather, a better 

orr the best state of affairs- and being a reason.34 

fb)) Being a better or the best state of affairs makes it the case that the agent 

hass a reason. Or at least, it makes it the case that the agent has the reason he 

has,, since he would also have a reason to promote this state of affairs if it 

wouldd have been worse than promoting an alternative state of affairs35. 

Thee difference between these readings can be brought out as follows. 

Firstly,, if there is identity between being valuable and having a reason, there 

couldd never be values without reasons. However, if the relation is making 

3 2Moree precise, there has to be a further relation between values and the features that are 
supposedd to be or give reasons; these features bear value. 
33Thiss view is attributed to Moore (1912). 
^Cf.. Moore (1903), p. 18. 
3=lDuee to the fact that there are no values without reasons. 
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itt the case', this is left open. This is not very interesting as we have already 

decidedd that there are no values without reasons. More interesting may be 

that,, secondly, if there is identity it is categorically impossible for reason-

givingg features not to be valuable. However, if there is "making-it-the-case", 

theree could be features that are reason-giving for another reason than their 

relationn with values. That is to say, there could be reasons without values. 

Thiss may turn out to be uninteresting too, as it is possible that we have to 

decidee that there are no such reasons. Nevertheless, I prefer the second 

readingg to the first one. This is because of my argument for the view that 

theree is a relation between reasons and values that I gave at the end of the 

previouss section. If values are to explain the normativity of reasons, they 

betterr not be identical with them. 

Iss the layer-cake account true, on interpretation (2b)? In my view, it is for 

somee reasons but not for others. The reasons for which it is true are (some) 

reasonss to promote states of affairs. This is easiest to see in the case of 

reasonss to maximise or satisfice36. This is because they involve comparisons 

off the value of states of affairs. When one state of affairs is better than the 

others,, this gives the agent a reason to promote this state of affairs rather 

thann another. Thus, what gives him this reason is this state of affairs 

combinedd with its "betterness". Betterness is part of his reason. Consider the 

reasonn to give to one charity rather than another. There is this reason 

because,, say, this organisation helps people and does it better than the 

others. . 

Lett us now7 turn to a category of reasons for which the layer-cake account 

iss false. Also these reasons are related to values. However, values do not 

playy an intermediary role. Rather, the reasons in question are provided by 

bearerss of value directly. Values enter this account as for these, for example, 

objectss to be valuable means that they are reason-giving. Values endow 

thesee features with reason-giving force. In comparison with the layer-cake 

account,, values pass the buck, leave it, to the objects to generate reasons. Call 

thiss the buck-passing account of goodness.37 

Thee buck-passing account can similarly be interpretated in two ways. 

(a)) There is identity between being valuable and being reason-giving. 

(b')) To be valuable makes it the case that features are reason-giving. 

36Seee Slote <1989j, p. Iff. 
J / II borrow this term from Scanion, in Scanlon (1998), pp. 11 and 96-8. Note, however, that 
Scanlonss buck-passmg account of goodness differs from mine in that values do not any work in 
explainingg reasons. 
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II believe that the buck-passing account, on interpretation (b')38, is true at 

leastt for some options. These are reasons to do something even though it 

wouldd agent-neutrally be better to do something else in terms of the states of 

affairss you can promote.39 Take the reason to work on some ground-project 

youu have, e.g. scientific research. The reason to do this is that this is your 

ground-project.. However, you only have reason to do this if and because the 

scientificc research you are doing is good (for you). 

Whatt does this all mean for my suggestion that reasons are based on 

values?? On the buck-passing account, reasons are not exactly based on 

values,, or at least not in the straightforward way that layer-cake reasons are. 

Yet,, if we employ the term 'value-based reason' as a summary notion, 

keepingg in mind that it can indicate different things, there is no danger in 

callingg buck-passing reasons value-based too. 

Att this point we need to face a serious challenge. By carving up some of 

thee reasons we have (reasons to promote and options), we have managed to 

declaree that the layer-cake as well as the buck-passing account of goodness is 

true.. Some reasons are based on values indeed. The challenge is that here 

wee appear to be settling the dispute between consequentialism and 

deontologyy in favour of the former. This is because, whereas 

consequentialistss can accept that reasons are based on values, pure 

deontologistss such as Kantians cannot, as we have seen in section 11.1. 

However,, the decision between these theories surely has to be made at a 

moree fundamental level than that of the relation between reasons and 

values.. A related worry is that we seem to be distinguishing between 

consequentialismm and deontology here on the basis of accounts of the 

relationn between reasons and values. However, the differences in these 

accountss ensue from a distinction between them at a more fundamental 

level.400 Besides, looking at the relation between reasons and values from 

thatt level it is impossible to tell the difference between the layer-cake and 

thee buck-passing account. 

Thee easy reply here is that this is all true but beside the point. 

Deliberately,, we have confined ourselves to a more "superficial" level. We 

havee emphasised that our investigation starts from the assumption that 

valuess contribute to the explanation of reasons (rather than vice versa). We 

38Seee above for my reason for preferring this interpretation to interpretation (a) as well as 
forr the difference between these interpretations. 
39Seee section 2.3. 
40Nozickk (1968), pp. 1-7, Vallentyne (1987b), pp. 21-4 and Broome (1991), ch. 1 and (1992). 
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cann therefore readily admit that, whatever may be true on this assumption, 

thesee truths are too superficial to bear on the differences in merit and 

structuree between consequentialism and deontology. However, there is a 

moree satisfactory replv here. This is available because in order to examine 

consequentialistt and deontological factors, we need not go down to the 

foundationss of these theories.41 We can thus invite deontologists to present 

uss with reasons they do not consider to be value-based. Undoubtedly, these 

willl be examples of deontological constraints on actions such as on killing 

peoplee wrho are innocent (and unwilling).42 

Itt is obvious that values need not enter the explanation of deontological 

constraintss if they take the form of deontological rules, such as 'It is 

forbiddenn to kill innocent people . Consider Jims choice between killing 

onee person himself and letting twenty people be killed by someone else.43 

Hiss reason for eschewing killing is then that there is a rule that forbids it. It 

iss not that killing is, in Parfit's vocabulary, worth preventing. If this, i.e. that 

itt is wTorth preventing, would be the reason to refrain from killing, it would 

bee something Jim is required, not forbidden, to do. For this is how he can 

preventt nineteen killings more. 

II am going to make three attempts now to show that deontological 

constraintss are value-based. 

(1)) The first attempt points to the fact that the rules deontologists impose 

onn us require justification. Why is it forbidden to kill people who are 

innocent?? Why is it (sometimes) permissible to kill people who are not 

innocent?? My proposal here is that the justification of deontological rules 

needss to be run in terms of values. It is better that no killing of innocent 

peoplee takes place. It is not (necessarily) bad that people who are not 

innocentt are killed. 

Thiss attempt to make deontological constraints value-based cannot 

succeed,, however. First of all, while some deontological theories such as 

Kantianismm do offer a justification of the rules they impose on us44, others 

suchh as some divine command theories do not -the thought there may be 

thatt God does not owe us an explanation of His rules. Secondly, even if a 

justificationn of deontological rules is given m terms of values, it is still the 

41Kagann (1998), pp. 17-22. 
4^Seee section 2.3. 
4%eee section 2.3. 
44Seee Hurley (1997), pp. 120-2, and the literature mentioned there. 
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rule,, not the underlying value, that gives the reason for, for instance, not 
killing. . 

(2)) The second attempt is based on the observation that there are two 

wayss of being a generalist about deontological constraints. On the one hand, 

theree is deductive generalism.45 On this view, to judge whether one has 

reasonn to do something, one has to subsume the action in question under a 

rule.. For example, the rule forbids killing. This action is a killing. This 

actionn is forbidden. One the other hand, there is non-deductive 

generalism.466 This view is non-deductive because to conclude that an 

action,, say a killing, is forbidden, we need not apply a rule. From the fact 

thatt an action is a killing, we can directly conclude that it is forbidden. This 

iss still generalism because from this fact we can also conclude that killing 

alwayss makes an action forbidden. It is a small step from non-deductive 

generalismm to particularism about deontological constraints. For 

particularistss agree with non-deductive generalists that we do not need to 

applyy rules to conclude than an action is forbidden. However, they disagree 

withh them that there are actions that are necessarily forbidden. 

Thiss shows that there are at least two ways to interpret deontological 

constraints.. One is that they are rule-based, the other is that they are feature-

based,, that is they are entirely based on features that actions can have such as 

killing.. Moreover, as yet it seems to be an open question which 

interpretationn is right. Of course, this is not to show that deontological 

constraintss are value-based at all. However, it weakens the rule-based 

theorist'ss control over deontological constraints, so that to that extent the 

secondd attempt can be called a success. 

(3)) The third attempt to establish that deontological constraints are value-

basedd starts with a by now familiar thought. This is that, supposing that 

deontologicall constraints are not rule-based, features of actions alone do not 

explainn enough of the normativity of deontological constraints. I want to 

hearr why there is this particular reason, a deontological constraint, not to 

killl people who are innocent, to be precise why this reason does not extend 

too people who are not innocent. The thought I am pursuing is that killing 

innocentt people is bad, wThile killing people who are not innocent is not, or 

att least killing innocent people is bad in a way in which killing people who 

aree not innocent is not. We have alreadv seen that we cannot refer to the 

°E-g.. Donagan (1977); see section 3.2. 
^6Rosss (1939), pp. 168-71. 
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factt that killing innocent people is worth preventing alone. If this would be 

so,, we would only have a reason not to kill when we cannot prevent more 

killingss bv others, quod non. Thus it seems we have to appeal to another 

sortt of value than agent-neutral value. 

Theree are at least two possibilities here. We can try to develop a notion of 

agent-relativee value.47 This is the sort of value for which it is essential that I 

amm the agent. To refrain from killing, for example, is especially valuable for 

me.. Another possibility is to go along with Kamm's notion of victim-

focusedd value.48 The value involved here is human inviolability. On this 

notion,, there is a deontological constraint on, for example, killing someone 

evenn if this would prevent other people from being killed because due to 

humann inviolability people do not deserve to be sacrificed for others. Note 

thatt a value-based account of deontological constraints would not be a layer-

cakee but a buck-passing one. 

Whatt to conclude? Consistency seems to require us to be buck-passers 

aboutt deontological constraints as well. Having said that, the remarks above 

weree too sketchy to establish that deontological constraints are based on 

valuess indeed. However, they reinforce the conclusion that at the moment 

thee basis of deontological constraints is uncertain. In this way, the third 

attemptt to make deontological constraints value-based is successful up to a 

point. . 

Butt perhaps there is another way out. Deontological constraints are 

elusive.. Defenders of deontological constraints have to solve the Scheffler 

problem: : 

Howw could it be wrong to harm one person to prevent greater harm to others? How are we to 

understandd the value that rights assign to certain kinds of human inviolability, which makes 

thiss consequence morally intelligible.49 

II believe that it is clear that there are deontological constraints on beliefs and 

attitudes.. We have reason to believe and to feel that some actions are 

forbidden.500 But do deontological constraints also give us reasons for (or, 

47Senn (1982), p. 38. 
4 8Kammm (1996), pp. 184-8, 260-1 and 275-80. See also Nagel (1995), pp. 86 and 89-90. For 
criticismm of value-based deontological constraints see McNaughton and Rawlmg (1998), pp. 
48-53. . 
49Schefflerr (1982), p. 89 (my italics). 
^Seee section 3.3. 
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rather,, against) action? Suppose they do, it may be impossible to explain this 

inn terms of values (or rules, for that matter). Then we only have features to 

pointt to, for example in the case of killing the innocence of the victim. This 

wouldd mean that the assumption that there is a relation between reasons 

andd values does not hold for deontological constraints. However, due to 

theirr elusiveness, this concession would not be fatal.51 

11.33 Meta-ethics 

Onee might think that the distinction between value-based and desire-based 

reasonss follows from the difference between realism (about reasons for 

action)) and non-cognitivism. That is to say, if you are a realist, you will have 

aa value-based theory of reasons, whereas if you are a non-cognitivist, you 

willl have a desire-based one. So one might think that it begs the question to 

assumee that there is a relation between reasons and values such that, as it 

noww seems, at least some reasons are based on values. In this section, my 

aimm is to explain that, though understandable, this thought is strictly 

speakingg mistaken. 

Itt is important to see where the thought is coming from. What do realists 

andd non-cognitivists believe? One answer is that realists believe that 

reasonss statements are true or false in view of practical reality. This need not 

bee a Platonic world of Ideas or Forms.52 However, it should be independent 

of,, for example, what the agent contingently desires.53 By contrast, then, 

non-cognitivistss believe that reason statements do not correspond or report 

factss about the world. Instead, they are expressions of desires. Non-

cognitivismm does not have to be as crude as Ayer's emotivism54. It can be as 

sophisticatedd as Blackburn's projectivism55 or Gibbard's expressivism56. 

Iff this is one's answer, it is understandable that one thinks that realists 

willl have a value-based theory and non-cognitivists a desire-based one. For 

bothh a realist desire-based theory and a non-cognitivist value-based one then 

seemm a contradictio in terminis. Realists cannot have a desire-based theory 

5 iThiss seems at least a better account of valueless deontological constraints such as reasons of 
etiquette,, e.g. the reason not to wnte in the first person when one invites people to a wedding. 
52Nagell (1986), p. 139. 
53Cf.. Norman (1997), pp. 118-20. 
54Ayerr (1936). 
55Blackbumm (1984). 
56Gibbardd (1990). 
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forr on their view what the agent has reason to do is independent of what he 

happenss to desire. Non-cognitivists cannot have a value-based theory 

becausee they believe that there really are no values. On the other hand, 

realismm and value-based theory suit each other well. If there is practical 

realityy consisting of reasons and values, it would be unproblematic for 

reasonss to be based on values. The same applies to the combination of non-

cognitivismm and desire-based theory. There might seem to be a small step 

fromm the claim that reason statements are expressions of desires to the claim 

thatt the agent's desires determine what he has reason to do.57 

Whyy do I nevertheless think that, strictly speaking, it is a mistake to 

identifyy realists with value-based theorists and non-cognitivists with desire-

basedd theorists? Let me note first that I believe that this is not only a mistake 

inn case of realism and non-cognitivism. Any theory you like about the status 

off reasons and values or the meaning of reasons and value statements is, in 

principle,, compatible with either a desire-based or a value-based theory of 

reasons.. Does this include scepticism? This is the view that reason 

statementss are expressions of beliefs. However, these beliefs are always false. 

Thiss is because there is nothing, no practical reality for instance, that can 

makee them true.58 Scepticism is a special case. For on this view there are no 

reasons.. So the question where they are based on does not even arise. 

(1)) One consideration as to why it is not entirely right to associate realism 

withh value-based theory and non-cognitivism with desire-based theory is 

thee following. The claim that reasons are based on values or that they are 

basedd on desires itself can be understood in either a cognitivist or a non-

cognitivistt way. That is to say, the claim about what reasons are based on can 

bee the expression of a belief (that can be true or false) or the expression of a 

desire.. So it is consistent to say one is a non-cognitivist and that reasons are 

basedd on values. The other way round, it is consistent to say that one is a 

realistt (or a non-realist cognitivist59) and that reasons are based on desires. 

Thiss consideration is not the complete answer. This is because we are not 

interestedd in the meaning of the claim that reasons are based on desires or 

values,, but in the status of value-based and desire-based reasons themselves. 

Cann a value-based reason be the expression of a desire? Can a desire-based 

57Itt is telling that nowadays, with the resurrection of realism, the relation between reasons 
andd values is discussed again, while during the reign of non-cognitivism, after the second 
worldd war, it was not. 
58Mackiee (1977). 
-9Seee below. 
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reasonn be real? Yet, the above consideration is part of the answer. For it 

indicatess that the distinction between value-based and desire-based reasons 

iss made at a "superficial" level. It reveals that there is a deeper level this 

distinctionn has no impact on. What I need to show now is that there is no 

deeperr level it necessarily has impact on. 

(2)) To recapitulate, we have seen in section 11.1 that the distinction 

betweenn value-based and desire-based theories does not coincide with the 

distinctionn between Humeanism and anti-Humeanism. This is because anti-

Humeanss do not have the monopoly on values. Also Humeans can and 

willl assert that there are things (acts, states of affairs, objects, etc) that bear 

value.. What they disagree about with anti-Humeans is merely how value 

shouldd be understood. On the Humean view, valuable for the agent is that 

whichh he desires or would desire with full knowledge and rational 

deliberation,, whereas on the anti-Humean view it is not.60 This means that 

Humeanss can maintain that reasons are related to values, even that they are 

basedd on values. 

(3)) Moreover, desires could enter a value-based theory because we have 

leftt it open so far what is valuable. This could be things like moral goodness, 

knowledgee and aesthetic experiences, but also desire fulfilment. We have to 

makee a distinction here on the basis of whose desires are at stake. If these are 

thee desires of the agent, the third level (3) would collapse into the second 

onee (2). However, this is not necessarily so because according to some well-

knownn theories what is valuable consists also in satisfaction of desires of 

otherss than the agent. Take utilitarianism for example. Suppose that we 

oughtt to maximise utility. Now, maximal utility can be interpreted as a 

functionn of everyone's desires. 

(4)) Even if we take the view that what is valuable is not desire fulfilment 

butt things like moral goodness, knowledge and aesthetic experiences, the 

groundd of value could still be non-cognitive. To be sure, the ground can be 

cognitive:: these things are valuable and that explains why they appeal to 

humann beings. They are good, period. But there is another possibility. This 

iss that moral goodness, knowledge and aesthetic experiences appeal to 

humann beings and that this is why they are valuable. In other words, they 

aree good in virtue of our conative nature. They therefore depend on our 

capacitiess and limitations in that respect. 

^Theyy might have a dispositionalist account of value, see e.g. Johnston (1989), 
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Too sum up, there are four levels at which desires can appear in a value-

basedd theory: 

(1)) the claim that reasons are based on values is the expression of a desire; 

(2)) what is valuable is constituted by the agent's desires in the sense that 

whatt is valuable for the agent is what he desires or would desire with full 

knowledgee and rational deliberation; 

(3)) what is valuable consists in the fulfilment of, for instance, everyone's 

desires;; and, 

(4)) what is valuable depends on what human beings can desire. 

Howw can values enter a desire-based theory? Of course, on the most 

superficiall level, desires are all that matter. The agent has a reason to do 

somethingg if and because he desires to do that thing or can be brought to 

desiree it by knowledge of the relevant facts and rational deliberation. 

However,, at all the deeper levels I have just invoked the desire-based 

theoristt can say that values are all that matter: 

(1')) the claim that reasons are based on desires expresses a value judgment. 

Itt is better that we do what we desire to do or would desire to do with full 

informationn and rational deliberation; 

(2')) what is valuable does not depend on the agent's desires; 

(3')) value is not made up by the desires of others either; and, 

(4)) human being's conative nature does not determine what is valuable. 

Notee that I am trying to map combinations of views that are logically 

possible.. More than one such a combination of views may be plausible, 

althoughh of course only one of them can be true. However, some of these 

combinationss of views are implausible. In my view, the one I have just 

givenn (1', 2', 3' and 4' in combination with a desire-based theory) is such an 

implausiblee combination of views. 

Lett us now give a direct answer to the question whether realists could 

havee a desire-based theory. The answer is that they can. This is because 

desiress are real, even if they are contingent. They are natural properties of 

thee world. So one way to combine realism with a desire-based theory is to 

reducee practical properties, i.e. reasons, to natural properties. That is to say, 

havingg a desire is identical with (or something of that sort) having a reason. 

Itt is the same fact. What emerges is a naturalist kind of realism or American 
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morall realism.61 It appears that the realism I have defined in the beginning 

off this section is a non-naturalist kind of realism or British moral realism.62 

Ass for the combination of non-cognitivism and value-based theory, this 

wouldd not be a problem either. As I said, non-cognitivism is the view that 

reason-statementss are expressions of desires. Now, the same goes for values. 

Soo what we do when we say that someone has a reason or that something is 

valuablee is to attribute a reason to someone and a value to something. Non-

cognitivistss differ in opinion about what it means to do this. Whatever their 

particularr view about this, they would be free to say that we also attribute 

reason-givingg force to values. Consider Blackburn's projectivism. This 

quasi-realismm is able to mimic everything that is relevant here that realism 

does.. Projectivists may say that we project reasons and values onto the 

worldd and that we project a relation between reasons and values onto the 

worldd such that reasons are based on values. 

Finally,, I need to consider non-realist cognitivism. It would be odd if at 

bothh extremes -realism and non-cognitivism- we could choose between a 

value-basedd and a desire-based theory, while in case of the view in the 

middlee -non-realist cognitivism- we cannot. My view is that also non-realist 

cognitivistss can choose between a value-based and a desire-based theory. 

However,, it is relevant what normative ethic it is combined with. This is no 

surprisee for we have found that the view that reasons are based on values is 

moree than anything a normative ethical position. 

Non-realistt cognitivism is the view that reason statements express beliefs 

andd that these beliefs can be right or wrong. They can be right or wrong, not 

becausee they correspond with or report facts about reasons, but because they 

meett certain requirements of practical reasoning. There are various ways to 

bee a non-realist cognitivist. Suppose that you are a Kantian. In that case, 

desire-basedd theory is not available. For, on a Kantian view, the agent's 

morall duties do not depend on what he happens to desire at all. Note that 

wee have already seen that also a value-based theory, as I conceive it, is 

inconsistentt with Kantianism. Other non-realist cognitivists include 

contractarians.. They have a view about moral principles. However, this 

vieww leaves it entirely open whether what you have reason to do, say follow 

thesee principles, depends on your contingent desires or on what is good 

(relativelyy independent of these desires). 

61Littlee (1994b), pp. 145-7. 
62Littlee (1994a), pp. 226-7. 
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Wee can conclude that, strictly speaking, the distinction between value-

basedd and desire-based reasons does not follow from the difference between 

realismm and non-cognitivism. Any theory you like about the status of 

reasonss and values or the meaning of reasons and value statements is, in 

principle,, compatible with either a desire-based or a value-based theory of 

reasons.. Technically, realism, non-cognitivism and non-realist cognitivism 

couldd be combined with either a value-based or a desire-based theory. 


