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Comparative Choice Without Comprehensive Factors


We make choices throughout the day:  Which wine goes better with steak? Do I prefer reading Philip K. Dick’s A Scanner Darkly or watching Cinema Paradiso for my evening entertainment?  These choices involve comparison.  A comparativist says that if a comparison is possible, then the comparison must take place in terms of properties borne by the items in question.
  I will call these properties factors and they include values, disvalues, rights, virtues, obligations, non-evaluative facts etc.  A comparativist must address how these factors determine choice.

Ruth Chang has developed the most detailed comparativist view (Chang 1997; Chang 2002a; Chang 2004a; Chang 2004b).  According to Chang, each comparative choice is determined by a single comprehensive value, what she sometimes calls a covering value.
  I will refer to this as the Comprehensive Factor Approach (CFA).  She contrasts this with the Orthodox Approach (OA).  According to the OA, the relative normative weight for a set of factors is built into the factors (Chang 2004a, 122).
  She argues that each possible version of the OA fails, leaving us with the CFA as the only viable alternative.  A weakness of this defense is that it is an argument by elimination.  If there exists a version of the OA she has not considered, her argument is unconvincing.  I believe that this is the case.  I begin by more fully describing Chang’s position and her challenge.  Then, to meet this challenge I will sketch an alternative Sophisticated Orthodox Approach.

1.

  One challenge for any comparativist position will be the issues of incomparability and incommensurability.  In other words, it seems to be a problem for a comparativist theory of rational choice any time the choice involves options that are so different in terms of the properties they bear that either they cannot be compared or the description of the properties does not allow there to be any third property that includes the disparate properties of the options.  To overcome these concerns Chang’s defense of comparativism relies on two components.  The first is the notion of parity and the second is the notion of a comprehensive factor.  According to Chang, much of the debate concerning incomparability and incommensurability accepts a tripartite thesis that any comparison must include at least one of the following relations:  ‘greater than’, ‘lesser than’ or ‘equal to’.  Chang argues that the tripartite thesis is false because there is a fourth relation, ‘on a par’.  In cases where we find it difficult to see comparisons, this fourth relation helps diminish the possible number of incomparable and incommensurable options, possibly to zero.  While this part of her theory is important, there is a thread in the philosophical literature which already discusses this issue so I will leave it to the side.


The second component, comprehensive factors, is my target.  The core idea is that for any given choice situation there exists a single, comprehensive factor that determines choice.  In Making Comparisons Count and the introduction to Incommensurability, Incomparability, and Practical Reason, Chang provides a series of arguments that are supposed to show that comprehensive factors exist.
  More recently, however, in her papers “Putting Together Morality and Well-Being” and “All Things Considered” she has provided different arguments to establish the conclusion that the comprehensive factor view is a view that should be taken seriously (Chang 2004b, 4).  It is these recent arguments that I want to focus on.  There are three challenges posed for any comparativist view in these articles.  In “Putting Together Morality and Well Being” she argues that there are four features of rational choice resolutions that must be accounted for by a theory and no theory but her CFA can appropriately account for all of them.  The argument has a general form of an argument by elimination.  In both “Putting Together Morality and Well Being” and “All Things Considered” she puts forth the idea that any comparativist theory must explain why comprehensive factors operate in some rational choice situations and not in others (what I will call the ‘problem of fragmentation’ ) and also the idea that something must unify all the factors in a choice situation for there to be rational choice resolution (what I will call the ‘demand for unity’).   It is my contention that, first, her argument by elimination does not leave only her CFA standing, but that there is a version of the OA can that account for all of the features she mentions.  Second, that this theory can explain why there appears to be fragmentation when, in fact, there is none and thereby address the problem of fragmentation.  Third, that this theory has the resources by invoking the activity of judgment to unify the disparate factors in choice situations.  Before developing this alternative view and addressing these three challenges, we need to more closely examine Chang’s ideas and arguments.
There are several possible ways to develop a comparativist view.  For the current discussion there are two main categories, namely the CFA and the OA’s.  Each breaks down into different versions.  A defender of one version of the CFA holds that there is one and only one factor of comparison that determines choice in all situations.
  Another version, one that Chang defends, concludes that for each conflict “there is some or other more comprehensive [factor] in virtue of which there is a rational resolution” to each conflict (Chang 2004a, 119).  In other words, she accepts that the single factor that governs a particular choice situation x may be different than the single factor that governs choice situation y.  Furthermore, the nature of this comprehensive factor is such that when there are conflicting factors leading to conflicting prescriptions, the comprehensive factor “includes the conflicting [factors] as ‘parts’ and is that in virtue of which the conflict is rationally resolvable” (Chang 2004a, 119).


There exists a simple version and a sophisticated version of the OA.  On the simple version, the factors “at stake alone account for their relative weights regardless of the circumstances in which they figure” (Chang 2004a, 129).  She also says that the factors “at stake themselves determine their own normative relations” (Chang 2004b, 6).  In other words, each factor comes with some prior weighting
 in abstracto, that already takes into account its normative relation to all other possible factors.  On sophisticated versions, determining the relative weights of factors is a product of the factors and supplemental elements. (Chang 2004a, 131-2; Chang 2004b, 6).  One version of the sophisticated OA determines weight by a function of the factors and circumstances in which they appear.  Other versions determine relative weight  by providing supplemental content with a purpose, principle, or theory other than a comprehensive factor (Chang 2004a, 133; Chang 2004b, 6).  
In “Putting Together Morality and Well Being”
 Chang uses an argument by elimination to conclude that her CFA is superior both any simple OA or any sophisticated OA because the latter two views fail to account for important features of rational choice resolutions while her CFA does account for them.  These features are that the theory must
 (1) include the [factors] at stake, (2) have content beyond those [factors] and circumstances in which they figure, (3) have content beyond a particular weighting of those [factors] in those circumstances and (4) be that in virtue of which there can be genuine disagreement about what the correct weighting of [factors] is (Chang 2004a, 135-6).

Chang argues that simple OA’s fail to account for (2) because by themselves the factors do not have enough content to determine the relative weights needed for choice in different circumstances (Chang 2004a, 129-131).  Sophisticated OA’s, on the other hand, fail to account for (3) because the factors, circumstances, and supplemental elements underdetermine the relative weights (Chang 2004a, 132-134).  Furthermore, sophisticated OA’s fail to account for (4) if they provide particular weights to factors by reference to a principle, purpose, or theory of value because this precludes genuine disagreement about correct weightings (Chang 2004a, 135).  Since she believes any OA will fail to account for one of these features, and the only other approach is her CFA, she concludes the CFA should be accepted.  One could argue that a theory of rational choice does not have to account for features (1) – (4).  However, for the purpose of this paper I will accept this part of her argument and sketch a version of a sophisticated OA that takes these features into account.  In doing so, I show that Chang’s argument by elimination in favor of CFA fails because it there is a version of the sophisticated OA which does take into account these features.  In the next section, I will provide a sketch of a sophisticated OA and show that despite Chang’s claims, this theory can account for features (1) – (4).
Before going onto this section, however, I want to also discuss the details of Chang’s ideas that I am calling the problem of fragmentation and the demand for unity.  Chang states the problem of fragmentation as follows: “[t]he challenge to the simple view [of the OA]—and to any alternative to the comprehensive [factor] view—then is to provide a plausible way to differentiate cases in which values supposedly put themselves together and cases in which they are put together by a more comprehensive [factor]” (Chang 2004b, 8-9).  This differentiation should be “an explanation of why some conflicts are handled by a more comprehensive [factor] while others supposedly are not” (Chang 2004a, 128).
  I think that she is right to raise this challenge for any comparativist theory.  In section 3 I will address this challenge. The demand for unity, however is a different problem that Chang develops specifically in reference to sophisticated orthodox approaches.  According to Chang, sophisticated versions of the OA, like the one I am developing, fail “to recognize that an explanation of the relations among values requires more than merely gesturing at principles, purposes, or other nonvalues; there is a further question as to how such considerations put [factors] together” (Chang 2004b, 16).  Describing how all the factors are put together is a necessary feature of comparativist theories because this unity is demanded by the notion of an all-things-considered judgment.  For all things-considered judgments to be possible “they have to have a unity in virtue of which their components [i.e., the various factors] have the normative relations they do” (Chang 2004b, 4).   According to Chang, her CFA have this necessary feature:
More comprehensive [factors] have a ‘unity’ in virtue of which normative relations among their component values can be determined in different circumstances.  This unity is that in virtue of which, say, a particular cost counts more than a particular morel duty in one set of circumstances, while the very same cost counts less—or less than it did, in another set of circumstances (Chang 2004b, 15). 

In other words, the comprehensive value explains how the unity of factors comes about in a way that sophisticated versions of the OA cannot by merely appealing to principles, purposes or other elements of their theory—a comprehensive factor is more or less defined as ‘the thing which unifies disparate factors in a given circumstance’.  I examine this claim in section 4.  Now, however, it is time to sketch my version of the Sophisticated OA that I believe can address these three challenges proposed by Chang.
2.


My proposal for a Sophisticated OA makes use of what I call ‘normative-level criteria’, ‘interaction principles’ and judgment along the lines of Aristotle’s conception of phronesis..  Taken together, the factors, normative-level criteria, interaction principles, and an exercise of judgment determine a justified choice without recourse to a more comprehensive factor.  These components provide content beyond the factors, circumstances, and particular weightings of factors while leaving room for disagreement about the correct weighting of those factors. 

Normative-level criteria (NLC) are similar to what, on the meta-level, are called criteria of theory choice. They describe ways to evaluate a factor.   Each criterion helps determine the importance of any given factor in justifying a course of action as the rational action and does so by stating a comparative relationship between factors.  Robert Audi provides a lengthy account of some of these criteria.  For the brevity’s sake, I will focus only on what he refers to as epistemic criteria.  Epistemic criteria break down into at least two classes:  criteria concerning the nature of factors and criteria of fit.  Criteria concerning the nature of factors express properties of comparative importance and rules for ordering factors with these properties.  For example, an entrenchment criterion might be stated as follows: a factor that has a high degree of resistance to elimination from the set of factors is better than one that has a low degree of resistance to elimination (Audi 2001, 208).  A scope criterion might be stated as follows: a factor that is related to a large  number of topics is better than a factor that is related to a small number of topics (Audi 2001, 208).
  The criteria of fit express the influence of a factor as it relates to other factors.  For example, a criterion of connectedness could be stated as follows:  a factor that is connected to a larger number of other factors is better than one that is connected to a fewer number of other factors (Audi 2001, 208-209).  From the use of these criteria we can assign importance (or if you prefer, ‘weight’) to the factors.  Notice that the normative-level criteria mention factors and normative content beyond factors and circumstances that provides determinate ordinal weights.  As I have stated the general factors, they give us determinate ordinal rankings of two factors.  However, there is nothing in what I am saying that limits the statement of these criteria and the weightings to mere ordinal rankings.  One might have enough information to generate cardinal numerical assignments  But notice that a determinate ordinal ranking is sufficient to meet Chang’s feature (2).  Furthermore, normative-level criteria assign determinate weight in a way that leaves room for debate about the actual weight assigned.  For example, different people could disagree about the degree of entrenchment of a factor, or the number of topics that a factor is related to in a way that will result in different weightings.  This part of the theory thus accounts for all four features set forth by Chang and in a sense already meets her first challenge .  For completeness sake we should consider the other components of my view which are the interaction principles.
The term ‘interaction principle’ is already found in philosophical literature.
  My use of the term differs in that I see interaction principles as articulating the variety of ways that factors influence each other in justification.  There are at least four general types of interaction principles (IP):  exclusionary, activation, overriding, and synergy.  Chang makes a distinction between external and internal circumstance of choice which helps categorize these interaction principles (Chang 2004a, 141).
  Exclusionary and activation IP’s are part of the external circumstances of choice.  An external circumstance determines “which choice situation one is in, including which [factors] are at stake and which circumstances are internal to the choice situation” (Chang 2004a, 132).  Overriding and synergy IP’s are part of the internal circumstances of choice.  Internal circumstances “play a role in determining the relative weights of the [factors] at stake once the choice situation has been identified” (Chang 2004a, 132).  

First consider the IP’s governing external circumstances.  An exclusionary IP indicates how one factor eliminates other factors from bearing on the choice situation, thereby eliminating its justificatory power.  For example, consider the choice about what wine to bring to a dinner party.  Let us suppose that you know the host is serving steak.  An exclusionary IP might state that no white wine should be considered—it is generally assumed that only red wines should be  served with steak.  Thus, the factor of a steak dinner excludes the bringing of any white wine. An activation IP indicates when certain factors become activated as relevant to the justification of choice. For example, an International Joint Commission studied the removal of water from the Great Lakes Basin.  In the final report the Commission stated

The Great Lakes Basin is an integrated and fragile ecosystem. Its surface and groundwater resources are part of a single hydrologic system and should be dealt with as a unified whole that takes into account water quantity, water quality, and ecosystem integrity (International Joint Commission 2000, 45).

There are at least three interconnected activation principles stated here.
  The first activation principle can be stated as if in the course of a management decision for the Great Lakes Basin water quality is seen as relevant factor, then considerations of water quantity must also be considered a relevant factor.  The second activation principle states if in the course of a management decision for the Great Lakes Basin the issue of water quantity is seen as relevant factor, then considerations of water quality must also be considered a relevant factor.  The third states that if in the course of a management decision for the Great Lakes Basin the issue of either water quantity or water quality is seen as relevant factor, then considerations of ecosystem integrity must also be considered a relevant factor.
Now consider the IP’s governing the internal circumstances.  An overriding IP indicates that when you have two factors pointing toward different actions as justified, one of the factors (or group of factors) overrides the other. 
  Consider again the situation in which you must bring wine to a steak dinner.  Suppose in your wine cellar you have a Argentinian Malbec and a Hungarian Egri Bikavér.  In general, you prefer Malbec’s over Egri Bikavér’s with steak, but you also have found Malbec’s to be of widely disparate quality.  Furthermore, you have not tried this Malbec but you have found your current supply of Egri Bikavér to be very good.  An overriding IP might say something like if the wines of type  are better suited for the entrée than wines of type , the quality of wine A is unknown and the quality of wine B is known, then the quality concern overrides the suitability concern.  This IP points out that you should not bring the Malbec and determinately identifies Egri Bikavér as the wine to choose.  

A synergy IP indicates how two or more factors can combine so that the overall influence of the combined factors is different than the sum of the influences of each factor.
  Suppose that you are deciding whether to work on your manuscript or to play with your children.  A synergistic IP might indicate that when one’s duty to one’s children, which suggests performing action A, is combined with positive consequences of performing A, then the influence on justification of these two factors considered together is greater than the sum of its parts.  In other words, even though the raw weight of the duty and consequences would not outweigh your obligation to finish the manuscript, the combination of the duty and consequences generate an additional synergistic weight.  With this bonus weight, the consequences and duty of playing with your children might outweigh the obligation to finish the manuscript.

Now, one may be wondering why I say that the synergistic effect could be such that the combination of duty and consequences of one action might outweigh the obligation to perform the other.  I put it this way to help point out that while we might always want to finesse our NLC’s and IP’s to give us a single clear answer in every case, we may not be able to do so.  Sometimes, as in the case of which wine to choose, the answer will be clear, but it is probably impossible to assert a priori that every case will be so clear.  In fact, in the work – play example, I think we have a case of these aspects of my view so far presented will run out.  This, however, is not a defect of the theory, at least not one that Chang can criticize.  It is because right at this point, where the IP’s and NLC’s run out, that this theory demonstrates that Chang’s feature 4, that it is possible for genuine disagreement, can be met by my theory. A genuine disagreement is one in which “you and I should be able to agree that a certain principle or purpose applies to a situation and still disagree about which of the two items we should choose according to that principle or purpose” (Chang 2004b, 14).  Two different people could disagree, after all the work being done by the NLC’s and the IP’s, as to what should be done.  Suppose that we agree about the factors at play (duty, obligation, consequences) and we agree that a synergy IP is at work.  However, we may at this point genuinely disagree about what we should do in this case.  I may think that the amount of synergy created favors playing with my children while you think that while is a synergistic effect it is not sufficient to override to obligation to complete the manuscript.  It is only if you assume that once you are done working with the factors, NLC’s, and IP’s that a definitive answer pops up that you could preclude genuine disagreement.  However, I have not made this assumption and I have allowed for genuine disagreement to be possible. 
At this point Chang may think that she has me right where she wants me.  This is because she will demand that something explains why I chose to play with my children and you chose to work on the manuscript.  She is correct to demand that in this case something does explain this disagreement but we should not grant her that the explanation must be cashed out in terms of a comprehensive factor.  She states that she “cannot see what could fill this role [of explaining disagreement] other than a more comprehensive [factor] that has the [factors] at stake as parts” (Chang 2004a, 136).  This failure of vision, however, is rather straightforwardly corrected by appeal to judgment in the sense of phronesis.   In short, judgment in this sense is faculty whose actions include filling in various gaps that can appear when we have to make a choice.  Now, in what I have stated above, we have already seen some of these actions of filling in gaps.  Charles Larmore in “Moral Judgment” points out that there are at least two dimensions of normative deliberation in which normative judgment occurs to fill  in gaps.  These two dimensions are “deciding what duties we must honor and what actions will best satisfy [these duties]” (Larmore 1981, 281).  Note that ‘deciding what duties to honor’ maps nicely onto the notion of exercising judgments in terms of exclusionary and activation principles.  In the examples I give, such IP’s decide what factors are relevant to the situation.  The NLC’s and overriding and synergistic IP’s help us determine ‘what actions best  satisfy’ these duties, or factors, or values, but are not by themselves sufficient in all cases to have the last word.  They would be sufficient if  you assume something that I have not, namely that these NLC’s and IP’s in fact contain everything that is needed.  By not assuming this, I have not exhausted the faculty of normative judgment.  In other words, there is another dimension of decision to be made in which you consider the “possibilities of the situation which [go] beyond what the rules themselves can tell us” (Larmore 1981, 279).   At this point, when you exercise the faculty of judgment you add something to the choice situation to fill in those gaps where the rules, in my idiom, NLC’s and IP’s fail to give a perfectly clear answer.  Since what I add to the situation to close those gaps can be different from what you add to close those gaps, our genuine disagreement about what to do in a given situation will be explained by the  exercise of the faculty.  

Now, Chang may say that all I added was the comprehensive factor, however, I do not think this is the case.  The full reason for this will appear in time, specifically in section 4 where I address the demand for unity, but for now I think is wise to remind ourselves what this section has done.  Chang has claimed that comparativist theories must account for four features of choice resolution.  I have argued that the NLC’s can account for these features.  I have also argued that independent of the NLC’s, the IP’s also account for the four features that Chang describes.  The IP’s include the factors at stake.  By definition, the IP’s have content beyond those factors. Internal IP’s provide determinate ordinal rankings of actions.  Finally, the IP’s and NLC’s, by not containing every piece of information needed to make a choice leave room for people to disagree about what the faculty of judgment should add to the situation to provide closure.  Thus, I have met her first challenge.  It remains for me to address the problem of fragmentation and the demand for unity.
3.


As previously mentioned, Chang believes that a comparativst theory of choice should avoid the problem of fragmentation, in other words, to provide “an explanation of why some conflicts are handled by a more comprehensive [factor] while others supposedly are not” (Chang 2004a, 128). This problem arises because, according to Chang, comprehensive factors do exist and she believes it is the case that her CFA “is certainly correct for some all-things-considered judgments” (Chang 2004b, 3).  I have a two pronged attack of these claims.  First, I argue that it is unclear to me that we should countenance her claim that we must avoid the problem of fragmentation.  Second, I argue that my theory has the resources to provide a non-fragmented account because it is possible to understand every choice without reference to a comprehensive factor.
First, I believe that we should understand her challenge concerning the problem of fragmentation as a meta-level criterion of theory choice.  As such, it is one among possibly several meta-level criteria for this purpose.  However, I am not sure this meta-level criterion should be even be amongst the set of criteria we make use. While avoiding a fragmented theory of rational choice would be a nice virtue of a theory, avoiding fragmentation is neither necessary nor sufficient for theory acceptance.  To see that it is not necessary, suppose that comprehensive factors exist but there are only a few of them, and they do not cover all conflicts.  In many other cases there are conflicts that are nevertheless resolvable.  If these conditions hold, then we would need a fractured account of rational choice and conflict resolution, not a non-fractured account.  If this is true, then avoiding the problem of fragmentation is not necessary for an acceptable theory.  It would seem odd to say that a necessary requirement of an acceptable theory is one that fails to reflect reality.  Notice, however, to claim either that the moral universe is such that the a theory should be non-fragmented, or that the moral universe is such that a theory should be fragmented, is unwarranted without argument or other proof.  Chang has provided neither.  Unless Chang provides us with this information about the actual structure of the moral universe, her claim that the theory should necessarily avoid the problem of fragmentation is unwarranted.
Why is this criterion not sufficient?  The simple answer is that it is not the only meta-level criterion of theory choice.  To say that this criterion is sufficient is to say that no other criterion is relevant to the discussion of the theory choice.  Consider the example I used above regarding a moral universe that allows for some conflicts to be resolved by comprehensive factors and others that do not.  In that example I mentioned a theory should reflect reality.  ‘Reflecting reality’ is in fact a meta-level criterion, and one that seems rather important.  But that means theory choice needs to take into account both criteria when making a choice between theories.  This in turn entails that no one criterion is sufficient to choose which theory is the correct theory.  Again, Chang needs to provide us with at least an argument as to why no other criterion matters in theory choice, and she has not done so.

For the sake of argument, however, let us suppose that avoiding a fractured account of conflict resolution is a realizable and desirable feature of a theory of rational choice.  The key to Chang’s objection to any OA is her assumption that comprehensive factors exist.  She believes that to overcome concerns about offering a fractured account of rational choice “the orthodox approach owes us an explanation of why some conflicts are handled by a more comprehensive value while others supposedly are not.  In the absence of an explanation, we have a good prima facie case for the nameless value approach” (Chang 2004a, 128).  Here Chang’s arguments rely on her cases of the job candidates and jogger – drowning stranger.  In the first example, that of hiring a new philosophy professor, there are two candidates, Aye and Bea.  Aye is “quite original but a historical troglodyte” while Bea “is singularly unoriginal but is more historically sensitive than Aye” (Chang 2004a, 125).  The two factors in the choice are historical sensitivity and originality.  According to Chang, the straightforward decision is to choose Aye because originality has more weight than historical sensitivity.  Why is historical sensitivity less weighty than originality?  Chang explains this as follows: “The natural, intuitive answer is that these weights are determined by a more comprehensive value, namely, philosophical talent, which gives what matters in the choice and determines the normative relations among its component [factors]” (Chang 2004a, 126).  I have serious doubts that the natural and intuitive explanation requires a comprehensive factor even for this case in part because my account has a built in responses:  it is conceivable that an exclusionary IP or an overriding IP makes one factor more important than the rest and the exercise of the faculty of noramtive judgment fills in any remaining gaps.  Start with the job candidate case.  Chang says that philosophical originality is more important that historical sensitivity.  But she has not offered us an explanation as to why this is the case.  There are at least two possibilities here which my view can use to explain what is happening without making reference to comprehensive factors.  First, there could be an exclusionary interaction principle which states when considering job candidates for the philosophy department, historical sensitivity is irrelevant when philosophical originality is considered relevant.  This would explain why only one factor, namely philosophical originality seems to make the decision.  There is no need for some new comprehensive factor to be created.  Now, I find it unlikely that what is happening in this case is that an exclusionary IP is operating.  It is more likely that an internal overriding interaction principle is operating, namely, when considering job candidates for the philosophy department, historical sensitivity is to be discounted when philosophical originality is considered relevant.  This would partially explain why Aye should be offered the job on my approach and it does so without making reference to a more comprehensive factor.  But, this IP does not tell me exactly how much to discount  historical sensitivity, nor does it tell me if in this case that discount factor is sufficient to favor Aye over Bea.  This is where we need, if we do not have any other source of information, to exercise the faculty of judgment and fill in the gaps.   So, again, we can explain the choice that is made and do so without recourse to a comprehensive factor.  

While I do not have any general proof that I can always come up with a similar solution to every example that is thrown my way, I do believe that my appeal to the exercise of the faculty of normative judgment seems to fill in the role that Chang believes can only be filled in by her comprehensive factor.  What remains to be done is more sharply compare my sophisticated OA with her CFA in a way that shows these really are two distinct approaches.  To do so, however, requires that I address the demand for unity.
4.
Recall that the demand for unity arises from the nature of all-things-considered judgments because for all things-considered judgments to be possible “they have to have a unity in virtue of which their components [i.e., the various factors] have the normative relations they do” (Chang 2004b, 4).  My way of accounting for such unity is to rely on a combination of NLC’s, IP’s, and the exercise of the faculty of normative judgment.  This combination is supposed to provide the needed unity “in virtue of which, say, a particular cost counts more than a particular morel duty in one set of circumstances, while the very same cost counts less—or less than it did, in another set of circumstances” (Chang 2004b, 15).  One might argue that my alternative approach in accepting that the demand for unity is met results in my view being no different than  is really just the same as Chang’s CFA.  In other words, for all its detail, the NLC’s, IP’s and normative judgment combined are really just comprehensive factors.  The nature of this criticism is that Chang and I are utilizing two different styles of explanation to get to the same point. Chang’s style is to offer theoretical arguments that carve out a space for the view before providing much detail about the view especially the nature of comprehensive factors.  My style is to build a normative theory about practical reasoning and conflict resolution without worrying too much about the space that is necessary for the theory. 
  In other words, Chang wants to show that we need comprehensive factors by showing they are an alternative to other views without describing the view.  I, on the other hand, want to describe NLC’s, IP’s, and normative judgment and use show that we need this apparatus because its make explanatory sense.  
First, there is one reason to suppose that we are not offering the same view.  It is hard to mesh the idea that there is a single comprehensive factor in a given choice situation with my idea that there are several interaction principles and normative-level criteria acting in a given choice situation that then require the exercise of normative judgment.  It may be the case that the NLC and IP are comprehensive factors, but I am claiming that several of these are operating at once, not only one of them.  In this sense, it would be better to refer to the NLC and IP as abstract  factors, not comprehensive factors.  It is the difficulty in seeing these two views, one monistic and the other pluralistic, as identical that suggests that these really are different views.  Of course, they are both comparativist views and so will have much in common, but not enough to call them identical.
So, suppose for the moment that the jury is out as to whether we are offering different views.  In order to make a definitive decision about this, we need to  make a comparison between her comprehensive factors and the entire structure offered in my approach.  This will not be easy because her style of explanation carved out the space for comprehensive factors but did not offer much in the way of details.  Now, Chang has provided us with some details about the nature of comprehensive factors, but the nature of her descriptions are metaphorical and contain ambiguities.  To show that our theories are in fact different I will focus on her main attempt at explaining the nature of comprehensive factors, namely the metaphor of the jigsaw puzzle (Chang 2004a, 138-9; Chang 2004b, 17).  In doing so, I will also show that given this metaphor, it suggests that her comprehensive factor approach violates a piece of her first challenge, namely that if we take her metaphor of the jigsaw puzzle literally, then comprehensive factors disallow genuine disagreement in choice situations.
The most help that Chang gives us about the nature of comprehensive factors is in her jigsaw puzzle metaphor.  According to Chang there are at least two types of jigsaw puzzles: (a) those that can be put together solely based on the shapes of the pieces and (b) those whose correct solution relies on the picture that is created once all the pieces are in place.   She points out that the mere weighting view is similar to jigsaw puzzle type (a).  Her view, however, is like jigsaw puzzle type (b).  The picture is what tells us how the pieces go together and comprehensive factors would be, metaphorically, the picture (Chang 2004a, 138-9).  
We can interpret this metaphor in a strong or weak fashion.  The strong interpretation makes comprehensive factors tightly analogous to jigsaw puzzle (b) with a unifying picture.    The unifying aspect of jigsaw puzzles of type (b) is the picture but the picture leaves no room for disagreement.  If the picture is of a house there can be no disagreement about what the final picture should look like—it better be a house and the image should have all the parts in the right place.  For example, if when you put the puzzle together the windows have door handles and doors have light bulbs, then there can be no disagreement about the fact that you put it together wrong when the example of the finished puzzle has door handles on doors and light bulbs in light fixtures.  The picture so wholly determines choice about how the puzzle fits together that there can be no genuine disagreement about the correct way to put the puzzle together.  If we interpret this metaphor in this strong fashion, then her view can not account for why “there can be genuine disagreement about what the correct weighting of [factors] is” (Chang 2004a, 135-6).

Now, how did this happen?  I suspect that the metaphor, taken in this strong sense, describes comprehensive factors such that they have a property in common with the objectionable versions of sophisticated OA’s that she has in mind in both of her papers.  This property is not one that she explicitly makes reference to in her arguments, but I think we can readily see.  Chang states that the theory must account for content beyond a particular weighting of factors.  Why is this?  She states that the factors “at stake and the circumstances in which they figure underdetermine the way in which those circumstances may affect the relative weights of those [factors]” (Chang 2004a, 133-4). Now, underdetermination is certainly one reason why we would need extra content.  But there is another reason, and that is to avoid precluding genuine disagreement.  Suppose that Chang is wrong and there is a sophisticated OA that looks similar to mine, but eschews reference to a squirrelly notion of a faculty of normative judgment.  This theory would have to hold that somehow, despite all of Chang’s arguments to the contrary, The NLC’s and IP’s would fully determine the normative relations in any choice situation.  Why does this preclude genuine disagreement?    In short, the normative relations amongst the various factors are static, complete, and given to us.  The only disagreements we could have are disagreements about our perceptions of the facts, but these would be pseudo-disagreements that could be resolved with a better, more refined faculty of normative perception.  I take it that something like this is going to be the view of hard-core particularists.  In this case, since there is an objective fact of the matter about the normative relations and we have no real input into the normative relations of the choice, genuine disagreement is precluded.  But notice, that it is the fact that we have no input and the normative relations because they are static, complete, and given to us that precludes genuine disagreement.  The only way to avoid such a problem of precluding a genuine disagreement is to say that there must be some normative content not fixed and external to those who are confronted with choice.  The way to view such content is as given by the exercise of the faculty of moral judgment by individuals. Since different people can add different content, there can be genuine disagreement.  The metaphor of puzzle type (b) with its predetermined picture does not indicate that any such adding of content is happening.  Instead, it offers a description where the picture of the puzzle, which is static, complete, and given to us, determines choice and thereby precludes genuine disagreement.  So, it appears that if we interpret the metaphor in a way which interprets the picture as comprehensive factors in a tight fashion, Chang would have to reject her own view because it fails to meet one of her own challenges and perhaps adopt my view which I have previously shown to meet that challenge.
So, what about interpreting the metaphor in a weak fashion?  To do so we would not rely on an actual picture, but we have to do so in a way that does not just rely on the shapes of the pieces.  I suppose the puzzle could be such that there is no picture of an object but just varying shades of color in which there are multiple ways to put the puzzle together resulting in a few different but sensible pictures and a few that are not sensible.
  This seems to be what she wants because if there is more than one way to put the picture together, there can be disagreements about the way things go together which is consistent with her criterion (4).   The problem is that if we interpret the metaphor in this sense, we only explain what comprehensive factors are supposed to do, namely resolve conflicts, and not what they are.  But we did not need a jigsaw puzzle metaphor to realize that conflict resolution with room for disagreement is the goal of a comprehensive factor.  In short, if we interpret the metaphor in a weak sense, it failed to give us any information about what a comprehensive factor looks like.  
So where are we?  Well, Chang has offered us a metaphor concerning comprehensive factors, but the metaphor fails to give us any actual detail about them.  But that means we lack the information that would allow for a true comparison between my approach and Chang’s CFA and that is needed to make a determination about whether we are really just offering the same theory.  I have given you detailed information about the components of my approach but she has given us none.  If we are to make a comparison and thus answer the criticism, there needs to be two items to compare and we lack one.  Now, as the criticism goes, this is the point because I have merely given the details she is lacking and we have the same approach.  But now we are back to square one and it is hard to see how my approach with a plurality of factors, NLC and IP’s is identical to one where there is supposed to be a single unnamed factor at work.

Suppose that all of this can be overcome.  This creates a new problem for Chang because I see no reason to distinguish a view with factors, NLC and IP’s from a sophisticated OA once we have the details in place.  Recall that in sophisticated versions, determining the relative weights of factors is a product of the factors and supplemental elements. (Chang 2004a, 131-2).  NLC and IP’s are supplemental elements and if comprehensive factors just are these tings, then she has not offered a new type of theory of conflict of resolution, but a new version of an existing type.  A main point of her argument though is that her CFA is different from a sophisticated OA because of the existence of comprehensive factors.  Until we get the details of this theory, we cannot really form a judgment about this claim.  So once again, Chang owes us something and I may have provided it for her.  This suggests that the better style of argumentation is mine for the purely pragmatic reason that my approach leaves much less up to interpretation and guesswork.  
5.

Ruth Chang and I are both committed to a comparativist account of rational choice.  Nevertheless, we are at odds as to how such a comparativist account should be worked out.  She favors an approach that utilizes comprehensive factors to determine the rational choice in a given situation and develops an argument by elimination to defend her view.  She sets the possible choices—her approach and versions of the Orthodox Approach—and then enumerates some intuitive criteria of theory choice which are supposed to show that only her view can meet these criteria.  What I have done is sketch a version of the Orthodox Approach that meets those criteria and does so without relying on comprehensive, nameless values. This requires her to either critically eliminate my view for new reasons, or abandon the methodology of argument by elimination.  If she takes the former route, she runs the risk of generating ad hoc arguments; if she takes the latter route, then she needs to produce a positive argument in favor of the existence of comprehensive factors.  This argument will have to do many things.  First, it must directly argue for the existence of comprehensive factors, not merely show that comprehensive factors possibly exist.  Second, it must directly argue for a non-reductionist interpretation of the comprehensive factor.  Third,   it must demonstrate that it is a meta-level criterion of theories of rational choice that they not be fractured.  Next, it must show that when this criterion conflicts with the criterion that a theory of rational choice should accurately reflect reality, that the non-fractured criterion has more importance.  Finally, she must explain how her account differs from my own and thus is different from a sophisticated Orthodox approach.  This will require a detailed description of comprehensive factors.  While such daunting tasks are not impossible to complete, they certainly cast significant doubt on her project.
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� A comparativist is not committed to the claim that in every choice situation that the factors involved are in fact comparable.  There may be incomparable factors, issues of incommensurability, and other issues that may preclude comparisons.


� For Chang, the term ‘value’ is identical to my term ‘factor’ (Chang 2002a, 120).  I prefer ‘factor’ because it avoids a mistaken interpretation that only values properly so-called play a role in choice.  


� Chang also mentions two other approaches, namely the Procedural Approach and the Single-Point-of-View Approach.  Chang spends very little time dealing with these and since I want to describe a form of an orthodox approach, I will not address these options.


� The thread I refer to appears in the journal Ethics in an exchange between Ruth Chang and Joshua Gert (Chang 2002b; Chang 2005; Gert 2004).





	





� One key component of many of these arguments is the relationship between contributory and comprehensive factors.  In a different paper I argue against there being a sensible description of the relationship between these two types of factors. [citation excluded for reasons of anonymity] 


� As an example of this kind of CFA, a defender of consequentialism might see utility as such a factor.  


� There exist at least three possible explanations of the relationship between this comprehensive factor and the factors which make up the comprehensive factor.  First the comprehensive factor can reduce to a merely list of lower level factors; second the comprehensive can supervene on the lower level factors; finally, the lower level factors can contribute constitutively to the composition of the comprehensive factor.  Chang prefers this third alternative. 


� I, personally, am uncomfortable with the metaphor of ‘weight’.  I would prefer to use the term ‘importance’ and leave it somewhat ambiguous as to what ‘importance’ means.  However, given that the metaphor of weight is so ubiquitous in the literature and, more important in this context, used by Chang, I will continue to use the metaphor of weight throughout the paper.  


� Chang does not summarize these points as clearly in her paper “All Things Considered”.  However, each feature is mentioned in this paper.


� Chang intends these criteria to choose between only rival versions of comparativist theories of rational choice. These are not necessarily meta-level criteria that govern the choice between comparativist and non-comparativist theories of rational choice.  In section 3 I address one such meta-level criterion that could be used to choose between any theory of rational choice.


� I should mention that there is the possibility for a great deal of confusion in Chang’s writing concerning the problem of fragmentation and the demand for unity.  First, the problem of fragmentation has a two versions.  On one  version, the problem of fragmentation is such that when considering pure moral conflict cases, if you believe that some cases are resolved by comprehensive factors, and others are not, you have a fragmentation.  The same fragmentation problem appears if you think that in pure prudential cases some cases are resolved by comprehensive factors and others are not.  However, on a second version, a fragmented account is such that all pure prudential cases are resolved by a comprehensive factor, but no moral cases of conflict are so resolved (or vice versa).  To this second version one might say that prudential cases can always be adjudicated in terms of utility while moral cases, because there are virtues, rights, rules, consequences, obligations, etc., preclude the possibility of there being comprehensive factors. When discussing the problem of fragmentation, however, Chang occasionally uses language that adds another layer of potential confusion.  She sometimes says things similar to the following when discussing the problem of fragmentation:  “The nameless value approach, in contrast, provides the basis for a unitary account of conflict resolution” (Chang 2004a, 128; emphasis added).  Her choice of the word ‘unitary’ in this example, as well as ‘unity’ in other places, might lead one to confuse her discussions of the problem of fragmentation with the demand for unity.  When trying to understand her argument at any given point, we must be careful to not confuse her comments about the versions of the problem of fragmentation with each other, or with the demand for unity.


� In The Architecture of Reason, Audi discusses the criteria in terms of beliefs associated with theoretical reason.  I have recast these criteria in terms of actions or choices associated with practical reason.


� Shelly Kagan defines them as specifying “how various factors interact so as to determine the moral status of particular acts.” (Kagan 1998, 183).


� Chang has argued that choice should be seen as two-tiered as opposed to one-tiered.  On the two-tiered view, there are both internal and external circumstances. In a one-tiered approach where “[w]hat matters in choice, then, is every value, and the circumstances of the choice situation are all the extant circumstances.  What one should do in a choice situation, then, is determined by the interaction of all the values with all the extant circumstances” (Chang 2004, 141). 


� It may also be the case that embedded within Commission’s statement is a synergistic interaction principle of the following form:  if the hydrologic system of the Great Lakes Basin should be dealt with as a unified whole, the sum of the value of concerns about water quantity, water quality, and ecosystem integrity should be modified according to a function f that increases the overall value of these factors. 


� The exact nature of how this overriding occurs can have many forms, but one possibility is that because of features of S, one employs a discounting function on the strength of some or all of the factors favoring B.  The effect of this is that the factors favoring A come to override the factors favoring B, thus justifying A.


� Synergy activation principles can have both a positive and a negative version.  In the positive version, as the example in the text indicates, two factors interact so that their overall influence is greater than the sum of their parts.  The negative version has the opposite effect, namely, the factors interact such that their overall influence is less than the sum of their parts.


� As John Nolt has pointed out, synergistic interaction principles may, on occasion, frustrate choice.  A synergistic interaction principle could increase the influence of otherwise weak factors or decrease the influence of strong factors to a level that results in a tie where there was not one before.  This would produce a dilemma instead of resolving conflict.  However, the probability of this happening is quite low in comparison to a synergistic interaction principle either raising or lowering the influence of a factor away from a tie:  in any given situation, there is only one point in which there can be a tie and a large number of points in which no tie occurs.


� I would like to thank David Concepcion, Joseph Moore, and others at the [reference deleted for anonymity] conference for articulating this concern.


� But since there is more than one way to put the puzzle together, this metaphor does not seem map nicely onto a theory about conflict resolution:  no conflict is resolved because there are several possible pictures that could arise that will only continue conflict.  Now this may not be a problem in the long run—some conflicts are probably not resolvable but some positions are eliminated—but it is a problem for Chang right now.


� I would like to thank Betsy Postow, John Nolt, Clancy Martin, Jospeh Moore, David Concepcion, and audiences at the University of Missouri, Kansas City and the [reference deleted ananymity] for comments on this paper.
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