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1. Constitutive Values

In The Practice of Moral Judgment, Barbara Herman advances a position
that enables us to place Kant’s practical philosophy in the context of
individual lives. It gives riposte to the contemporary objection that
Kantian ethics does not allow room for something like care. She offers an
argument concerning beneficence which is useful for several reasons.1 On
the one hand, it reveals that empirical facts concerning human agents are
not, strictly speaking, to be excluded in the derivation of duties. On the
other hand, the argument reveals that the concept of mutual aid, given
certain empirical facts concerning the human condition, is not as
demanding as we might initially suspect. We are to respect the activities of
rational agents, not simply rational agency itself. As Herman remarks,
‘‘the ground of the duty of mutual aid reveals its moral point. The good it
looks to is the preservation and support of agents in their activity as
rational agents.’’2 What this entails, at first glance, seems immense. We
may wonder if we are to take Kant at his word in stating that we are to
take the ends of other people as our ends.3 Herman’s reading of this
passage seems tenable. We are to support agents as pursuers of ends, not
the ends that the agents pursue. As she puts it, ‘‘One might view the idea
of taking another’s ends as my own not in the sense that I should be
prepared to act in his place (I act for him; I get for him what he wants
when he cannot) but, rather, in the sense that I support his status as a
pursuer of ends, so that I am prepared to do what is necessary to help him
maintain that status.’’4

At first glance, the implications of this position are extreme. The
questions that arise in this context concern the extent of our obligation to
any rational agent, whether our neighbor, or a citizen of an economically
deprived foreign nation. If we are morally required to do what is
necessary in the support of agents as end-setters, we may ask if we
are committed to supplying significant monetary aid to those people
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elsewhere in the world without sufficient food and clothing. The initial
answer seems to be in the affirmative. If we require only a small portion of
our income to sustain our status as rational agents, then we are morally
committed to giving the remainder of the income to agents who, for
whatever reason, are unable to provide themselves with the necessary
conditions for the maintenance of their rational agency. Once again,
however, there is more to be considered. Unlike many accounts of agency,
Herman offers a robust conception of what elements are required to
engage in rational deliberation.

The argument that Herman advances which limits the obligations we
have in the context of mutual aid involves a reply to theorists who adopt a
care view of ethics such as Annette Baier. Herman proposes what she calls
a deliberative field model when considering how moral theory is to be
integrated into the texture of our everyday lives. ‘‘According to this
deliberative field model, the practical self does not have as its major task
negotiating a settlement among independent competing claims. Insofar as
one has interests and commitments, one is a human self.’’5 On Herman’s
view, our relationships, the things we value, and ethical principles are the
constitutive elements of the deliberative field. The elements, to a more or
less pervasive degree, comprise our conception of a good life, and hence
what ends will count as worthwhile to us as particular agents. In offering
the deliberative field model, Herman tacitly rejects the view that, as
agents, the importance of morality is to leash our true desires. This more
robust conception of agency allows us to see ethical principles as part of
our everyday intercourse with the world, not as mere limiting conditions
on actions. When ethical principles have been integrated into our delib-
erative field, we have true desires to do the right thing. Morality is no
longer an exterior checkpoint designed to keep carnal appetites
restrained. It is part of what we count as good and hence part of our
everyday decision-making. As she puts it: ‘‘The moral agent (certainly the
Kantian moral agent) is not one who has some set of desires and interests
and then introduces an onlay of controlling principles and rules (with a
new motive to get the regulative authority right). She is rather someone
who takes the fact of morality as constitutive of herself (or her identity as
a moral person) and for whom the normalization of desires and interests
is a way of making them her own.’’6

One example of normalization is found in parenthood. According to
Herman, ‘‘to be a parent is to be a person constituted by a set of motives
and reasons for action. This is a matter of personal identity.’’7 On the
deliberative-field model, the specific values of a parent become part of the
context of decision-making. The value a parent places on his or her child
is integrated into the parent’s overall conception of the good. It is in this
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sense that ‘‘desires and interests are normalized to beliefs and values.’’8

Our interests become our values, and it is within the general context of
our values that moral deliberation occurs: ‘‘agency is not completely
described by identifying a will as rational. As human agents we are not
distinct from our contingent ends, our culture, our history, or our actual
and possible relations to others. Agency is situated. The empirical and
contingent conditions of effective agency set the terms of permissibility
because it is through effective agency that autonomy is expressed (made
real).’’9

When we recognize that part of what it means to have rational agency
is to have particular values that are constitutive of such agency, the
requirements of respecting rational agency are both enriched and
diminished. On the one hand, it is not the case that we must aid others
when it interferes with those values constitutive of our own rational
agency. On the other hand, this view commits us to respecting the values
people adopt as constitutive of their agency. We must respect the values
of an agent, not merely her agency as such.

Let us suppose that a parent has a strong evaluation always to support
her children. This ability acts as an enabling condition for the parent to
engage in coherent rational reflection. As an identity-giving feature of her
agency, and as a general disposition to behave in certain ways, the value
acts as a definitive characteristic of the agent’s identity. The importance of
this value in decision-making can hardly be overrated. If we envision the
parent forced to make a decision that contradicts this value, we can expect
a simple truncation of rational abilities. As in the troubling scene in the
film ‘‘Sophie’s Choice,’’ where a mother is asked to pick one of her
children to live, we expect to witness a genuine breakdown of the ability
to think in a coherent manner. In the film the mother is unable to place a
price on either child, and hence is unable to assess which child is worth
more. While the film represents our intuition concerning the worth of
human beings, it also keys us into the significant conditions necessary to
engage in authentic moral deliberation. Sophie is presented with a deci-
sion that proves inconsistent with a basic precept that is an identity-giving
feature. She cannot possibly choose between her children primarily
because moral deliberation occurs within a context that includes the value
of supporting her children. In a practical sense, a contradiction in our will
occurs when we are asked to do something that violates our identity-
giving strong evaluations. The deliberative process breaks down. No
decision can rationally be made because the machinery of deliberation has
been thwarted.

In the example, Sophie finds the command to choose one of her
children unintelligible. This is not an instance of psychological trauma
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breaking down an agent’s ability to engage in rational deliberation.
Sophie is incapable of providing a reason for choosing either child
primarily because, in choosing either child, she would reason from the
strong evaluation to support both of her children. Because Sophie cannot
save both children, any decision she makes will violate the identity-
conferring value of supporting her children. Because this value enframes
her day-to-day decisions, she cannot find any rational reason to choose
one child over the other. Her strong evaluation provides her with basic
motives for acting in particular ways. When the strong evaluation is
compromised, rational deliberation is thwarted because there is no
ground left from which a reason for action may spring.

This is an extreme example of value-contradicting behavior. It is a case
in which an agent’s identity-giving strong evaluations are compromised
and by this, the agent’s ability to engage in rational reflection. The severe
cases are often easy to see. To claim that we cannot think rationally after
losing someone we love in such a context is to claim that we can no longer
comprehend our own condition because the things that gave our life
meaning are no longer present. We are familiar with the hysteria that
follows the mother’s loss of a child, a husband’s loss of his wife, or a
child’s loss of her parent. The standpoint from which to assess these
instances is the standpoint of personal identity. The husband has built his
life around the strong evaluations he has in relation to his wife. Decisions
made take into account the husband’s relationship to his wife. After a
fatal injury, it is hardly surprising to find the agent in question inept when
it comes to practical rationality. It is not that the agent cannot reassess his
identity within a given amount of time, regaining his ability to success-
fully engage in practical deliberation, but that in particular moments of
rational deliberation, the identity-conferring strong evaluations of an
agent at that time must be intact. What we find in instances where such
values are compromised is an inability to understand the conditions under
which rational deliberation occurs. The texture of deliberation is torn by
the disintegration of one of its enabling elements. The agent can no longer
find reasons for acting in one way or another.

We must respect the identity-conferring values of agents out of respect
for rational agency. We view such strong evaluations as enabling condi-
tions of deliberation because we deliberate with and from values that
constitute our identities as agents. Our strong evaluations provide us
reasons for action. When our identity-conferring values are compromised,
we can no longer produce reasons for action and our situation becomes
unintelligible.

There are two advantages to adopting Herman’s position concerning
Kantian ethics. The first is that Herman’s view meets a proponent of care
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ethics on his own ground. The second advantage of Herman’s position is
that it allows a conception of morality as an integrated feature of the
decision-procedures of healthy agents, not as an exterior force imposed
upon a bundle of drives and desires.

In A New Stoicism, Lawrence Becker outlines a process of develop-
ment referred to as oikeiosis, which he claims is ‘‘roughly consistent with
contemporary developmental psychology.’’10 On Becker’s account, any
theory that does not stand up to the reality of developmental psychology
must be rejected on the principle of what Owen Flanagan has called
‘‘minimal psychological realism.’’11 One of the distinct advantages of
Herman’s position is that it allows a legitimate place for this process to
occur in the texture of a moral life. To make this claim salient, let us
consider the following claim:

As infants we begin as thoroughly egocentric creatures, acting to
satisfy our primal needs, drives and impulses – including curiosity
and various forms of sociability, playfulness, and task-accomplish-
ment. We become attached to things that satisfy us, and motivated to
get and keep such satisfying things; we become averse to things that
dissatisfy us, and motivated to avoid them. To the extent that we
experience a world that is generally satisfying, unthreatening, and
predictable, we develop a basically trusting, confident, optimistic
disposition. To the extent that our world is generally unsatisfying,
threatening, and unpredictable, we develop a basically distrustful,
anxious, pessimistic disposition. The psychological process involved
here is one of ‘appropriation,’ or ‘attachment,’ or ‘making something
our own’ (oikeiosis in ancient stoic lingo), and it is central to every
subsequent development....[O]ur affection for the things that satisfy
our primal interests often become more or less independent, causally,
from the thing’s ability to satisfy us....Another way to put it is to say
that our egoistic affections and motivations become dispositional,
and that those dispositions persist even when they no longer serve to
satisfy the sort of primal self-interest that generated them.12

The deliberative field model allows us to respect the morally permissible
things an agent regards as having intrinsic worth alongside an agent’s
respect for moral rules. On this view, we give up the picture of morality as
imposed in a secondary fashion upon a bundle of desires. To be moral is
to have integrated principles into our deliberative field. It is to have moral
principles alongside and informed by our conception of values and also to
have our values already limited by the moral rules we take as fundamental
to our lives as moral agents. A mother loves her children, in some sense
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due to a disposition she has acquired to them, and allows her love to be
reflected in general decision-making. She recognizes, however, that even
her love for her children has specific limitations. Although she finds the
value of supporting her children an identity-conferring value, she also
recognizes the limitation on actions that spring from this value as integral
to her conception of herself as a moral and rational being.

When we have accepted the claims of developmental psychology, and
integrated them into an ethical theory, the sorts of results produced seem
to coincide with our moral intuitions in a more comprehensive way. We
can accept as morally permissible an agent’s valuing of a given object to
such an extent that the valuing provides reasons for acting in specific
ways. If we require a favor, and an agent cannot do us the favor due to a
need to engage in activities which the agent views as having intrinsic
worth, the agent has no obligation to us.

The second advantage of Herman’s position has a significant relation
to the first. Many feminist ethicists have balked at Kant’s view due to the
impersonal decision-making it seems to require. In rejecting the plural-
interest model of morality attributed to Kant, Herman meets ethicists
such as Baier on her own ground. We can view the Kantian framework as
allowing impersonal moral principles and personal values to stand side by
side in our respective deliberative fields. We need not think that the
Kantian view requires impersonal value to usurp personal value. On the
contrary, we take many such values as constitutive of our agency, as
the basic ground from which we acquire reasons for action. Herman
allows feminist claims concerning care an appropriate role in the Kantian
framework through the recognition of something like oikeiosis. The fact
that we make moral decisions with our children in mind is placed in the
Kantian framework. If such a strong evaluation is constitutive of our
agency, it requires respect.

Herman blurs the distinction between care and justice. Our relation-
ships create the framework within which we consider what is and is not
the appropriate thing to do. If we accord our children special worth, then,
it is not morally arbitrary to save our children. It is a recognition that, as
agents, we deliberate concerning moral questions with certain values
already in place. The fact that the elements constitutive of our agency
would be thwarted if we did not save our children makes such an action
not only morally permissible, but, in a significant sense, also morally
sanctioned. In saving our children, we show respect by appreciating the
conditions necessary to deliberation.

These two advantages to Herman’s position give ample reason to give
serious consideration to her interpretation of the Kantian view. As a
theory, Herman’s position offers an account of general moral decision-
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procedures, the rules they presuppose, and the wrong-making features of
particular actions. The disadvantage to this position turns on a moral
intuition that an adequate ethical theory should also give us the rational
machinery necessary to assess the identity-conferring values of agents.

2. Criticizing Values

Once we have acknowledged that the identity-conferring values of
rational agents, and not merely agency itself, must be respected, another
problem arises in relation to the notion of a critical ethical theory. It is not
clear that we ever have a legitimate reason for rejecting or criticizing
strong evaluations which allow an agent to engage in rational delibera-
tion. Although there are several solutions that immediately come to mind
in regard to this quandary, an actual answer is not obvious. We may ask if
we are committed to valuing any identity-giving strong evaluation insofar
as we are committed to valuing rational agency. Our moral intuitions
on this point suggest not, but it is not immediately clear that we are
permitted to say this from a Kantian view. If Herman’s position is cor-
rect, is there a procedure by which an agent can assess her own values
without thereby thwarting the deliberative process?

Thus far, the strong evaluations we have considered have all been in
the realm of moral permissibility. There are other strong evaluations that
cannot be accepted in light of Kant’s formula of humanity. One example
is that of Raskolnikov, whose decisions within the context of Crime and
Punishment seemed to involve the disposition to be an unsympathetic
conception of the Übermensch. Raskolnikov’s decision to kill an old
pawn broker can be read as an action motivated by a strong evaluation to
be Napoleonic. From a Kantian standpoint, this action cannot be
endorsed. The maxim cannot pass the categorical imperative. In this
instance, the pawn broker is viewed merely as a means to fulfilling an
evaluative desire to be a great man. On this reading, Raskolnikov mur-
ders the old woman for this reason alone, to show that he is not subject to
the everyday moral sentiments of human beings. But this is a relatively
easy case to handle in the Kantian framework. In this instance, a specific
action is motivated by a particular strong evaluation. The action is not
within the realm of moral permissibility primarily because the agent
ignores the formula of humanity. We are permitted to criticize the maxim
in question because of this violation. The reason for action was immoral.
It does not include the dignity of the pawn broker as a setter of ends.

The troublesome cases are cases in which no maxim is utilized and no
specific actions are taken that directly violate another agent. We can
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envision someone who habitually supports the industry of violent
pornography due to some particular strong evaluation. The agent may
spend the bulk of his free time watching such pornography, taking action
every day according to his immense liking for violent pornography. His
calendar may be filled with the dates of new releases as he eagerly
anticipates enjoying his favorite film at the end of each day.

In this case, the man has acquired a strong evaluation that leads him to
view violent pornography as something with intrinsic worth. Through the
process of oikeiosis, he has placed such an extreme value on the illicit
material that it takes on the status of an identity-giving feature of his
agency. His decisions are made in terms of the intrinsic value he accords
to the material, the loss of which would render his day-to-day activities
unintelligible. Yet he does not commit violent actions against women,
and none of his maxims seem to suggest that he is in violation of the
categorical imperative. The films he enjoys are fiction. Nobody is physi-
cally harmed in their production. As an identity-giving feature, we may
wonder if we have grounds for criticizing this strong evaluation in a
Kantian context.

If violent pornography promotes a cultural view of women that is
demeaning, as Catherine MacKinnon and others suggest, we might
want to be able to condemn the strong evaluations that endorse its
consumption. What makes this troubling is that no particular maxim
need be involved. We are not faced with Raskolnikov killing a pawn
broker to satisfy his view that being Napoleonic has intrinsic worth. On
the contrary, for all intents and purposes, the categorical imperative does
not seem immediately germane to the question here at issue. The man in
the example seems to act in accordance with the moral law, making his
actions acceptable, though not endorsable. The morally problematic
aspect of this turns on how the agent perceives the world, not how the
agent acts in terms of the perception.

An identity-giving value seems, on the face of it, to require our respect
as an enabling condition of rational agency as such. We cannot respect a
rational agent’s ability to set ends without appreciating the necessary
conditions of her agency, her general health, her possession of those
things required for sustenance, and the strong evaluations constitutive of
her identity. Two initial responses that seem promising are the univer-
salization test and the test involving autonomy. In the case of the uni-
versalization test, it is easy to see that universalizing the value of engaging
in morally permissible activities which are identity-giving can be univer-
salized. If we do not will to support agents in their rational activities, a
contradiction in the will arises due to the empirical fact of dependency.
When strong evaluations are contained in maxims, and the maxims
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clearly violate our moral categories, a universalization test can be effective
in dealing with the assessment of the action. As in the case of Ras-
kolnikov, it is relatively easy to condemn the maxim of his action by
pointing out that it fails to treat humanity as an end. More clandestine are
cases in which we are uncertain if rules of moral salience are violated or
even if we have rules applicable to the value in question. If a man does not
believe he is violating specific rules of moral salience, or if we, as
onlookers, are unclear that he is violating these rules, criticism of his
identity-giving strong evaluation cannot be justified.

As MacKinnon’s view of pornography makes clear, a male cannot
possibly see that he views an equal group as inferior because the
construction of the identity of women already contains this conception.
To question this conception of women requires more than simply asking
if a certain strong evaluation can be universalized. It requires the rejection
of a particular deliberative framework. For the male to question the
cultural definition of gender imposed on the entity called female is already
to call into question his own identity. The reason-giving values that define
the boundaries of a life, that make the agent’s world intelligible, are the
very things that must be called into question. In this instance, the male
must dismiss the framework within which rational deliberation is possible.
Decisions are made in the context of the intrinsic worth of a certain
identity-conferring object or activity. When we question the legitimacy of
such things, we also question things that are constitutive of an agent’s
identity. To question the values that undergird an agent’s identity is to
undermine the conditions under which an agent can deliberate.

The second possible solution to the problem of criticizing identity-
giving values involves the notion of an autonomously chosen value. It
might be held that a value which is chosen by an agent is an autonomous
value. When we decide that our behavioral dispositions are morally
permissible, and we then endorse the dispositions, we have given rational
consent to otherwise non-rational determinants in a decision-procedure.
The problem with this argument is that requires that values can be either
chosen or not chosen. According to this line of thought, in using a
criterion of autonomy, we claim that only values which have been chosen
by an agent are justified. All others are open to criticism. If a mother has
not rationally chosen the value of supporting her children, we are entitled
to ask her to justify her possession of this value. Likewise, if the viewer
of violent pornography has not autonomously chosen to follow a
strong evaluation that arises from the intrinsic worth he grants to
violent pornography, we are entitled to question the moral adequacy of
his value.
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Let us consider the following passage from the Critique of Practical
Reason:

There are cases in which human beings, even with the same education
that was profitable to others, yet show from childhood such early
wickedness and progress in it so continuously into their adulthood
that they are taken to be born villains and quite incapable of
improvement as far as their cast of mind is concerned; and neverthe-
less they are so judged for what they do or leave undone that they are
censured as guilty of their crimes; indeed, they themselves (the chil-
dren) find these censures as well-founded as if, despite the hopeless
constitution of mind ascribed to them, they remained as accountable
as any other human being. This could not happen if we did not
suppose that whatever arises from one’s choice (as every action inten-
tionally performed undoubtedly does) has as its basis a free causality,
which from early youth expresses its character in its appearances
(actions); these actions, on account of the uniformity of conduct,
make knowable a natural connection that does not, however, make
the vicious constitution of the will necessary but is instead the conse-
quence of the evil and unchangeable freely adopted, which make it
only more culpable and deserving of punishment.13

The strong evaluations an agent maintains do not exclude the agent from
accountability, as all values, at one time or another, are freely. The fact
that an agent has particular identity-giving values does not mean that the
values are not to be criticized. This, however, only entitles us to say that it
seems as though certain values are not within the realm of permissibility.
It does not entitle us to say that values are legitimate if they are auton-
omously chosen. On Kant’s view, all values are autonomously chosen.
The values that are evil are values that are not chosen for the right
reasons.

Given this amendment to the above argument, we may ask how we
might assess the criteria under which a value is correctly chosen. One
answer is that a value is correctly chosen when it is adopted from a
motivation of duty. A value is permissible when it is in accord with moral
law. But this leaves us with the same problem we encountered with the
universalization test: to question the universalizability of identity-giving
values is to dismantle the deliberative conditions necessary for the
universalizability test.

An appeal to consistency fails on the same grounds that the univer-
salization test fails. Viewing violent pornography is commensurate with
the framework within which a misogynist may reason. Even when certain
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empirical facts are allowed, a misogynist will not have trouble making his
views consistent with each other. The fact that women have the same
mental and physical abilities as men may not deter a misogynist. The
cultural meaning of being a woman is of an object which is inferior. Facts
about particular abilities do not stand in contradiction with the concep-
tual experience of women as constructed gender. The problem with
consistency lies in the fact that a misogynist has no criterion of worth
which lies ready-at-hand for the assessment of the evaluative terms
‘‘inferior’’ and ‘‘superior.’’ These terms are not subject to evaluation, but
create the conditions for it.

To have a rationally justified value is already to tacitly make an ought
claim on the values of other rational agents. ‘‘Rationally justified’’ entails
that other rational agents will consent to the value in question as good.
Korsgaard makes this point succinctly in stating that ‘‘what you make
good by means of your rational choice must be harmonious with what
another can make good by means of her rational choice – for the good is a
consistent, harmonious object shared by all rational beings.’’14 What it
means to have a justified value is to have a value to which any rational
agent ought to assent. But we must make a distinction between two types
of assent. On the one hand, Kantians have often appealed to the general
conception of an autonomous rational agent standing in an analogue of
the original position.15 On the other hand, scholars such as Herman have
emphasized the particular content contained in an agent’s deliberative
field. On this view, we should consider assent as assent from multiple
perspectives.

This view of assent is particularly helpful in this context. If assent
simply means the assent a rational agent would give under ideal condi-
tions and having abstracted from personal differences, it is difficult to see
why this possible solution would get past the objections we have
considered. Even if we are behind a partial veil of ignorance, deciding
what values are acceptable will largely depend on certain empirical facts.
In the kingdom of ends, an agent might still assent to a strong evaluation
that treated women as inferior, even if the agent had no knowledge of his
or her sex. If a legislating agent views the relation of the sexes as inferior
and superior and this is taken as an empirical fact, there seems no reason
why an agent would not endorse this value.

If we consider values from the perspective of several agents, as opposed
to from the perspective of one ideal agent, the results are different. The
crucial question in this notion of assent might be: ‘‘Could we have this
perspective and still endorse the value we have from our own perspective?’’
In this case, amisogynist would presumably consider the strong evaluations
created by violent pornography from the perspective of a woman. Raising
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the question in substantive terms makes it clear that the strong evaluation
could not be justified by intersubjective assent. We cannot endorse a value
that is damaging to our ability to respect ourselves as agents.

The multiple perspective view of assent comes to asking if a particular
value would cause a particular agent to endorse something that is
anathema to the agent as a particular agent. Misogyny from a woman’s
perspective and racism from an African-American perspective are all
revealed as problematic values on this view of assent whether or not they
are expressed in actions or institutions. We can condemn racism as
unendorsable by an African-American because, from this perspective,
endorsing racism would be tantamount to endorsing thinking of ourselves
as inferior beings.

The problem with the first conception of assent is that it is unclear to
what extent an ideal agent is to abstract from personal differences. It is
also unclear how an agent is to disregard values she takes as facts. On a
significantly abstract level, with certain groups taken to be ontologically
inferior, it would at least prove easier for an agent to assent to the
possession of certain strong evaluations count as immoral.

On the multiple perspective view, the strong evaluation to view women
as inferior objects is renounced by the inability of an agent, from a
woman’s perspective, to endorse this value without at the same time
endorsing a view of himself from a woman’s perspective as a mere means.
The agent cannot endorse an evaluative outlook that undercuts the
agent’s ability to engage fully in respecting the agent’s dignity. If dignity is
the condition of rational agency, it is impossible to endorse a strong
evaluation that undercuts the agent’s status as a rational agent. On the
ideal agent account of assent, when we abstract from personal differences,
we ignore the distinct perspectives of various persons. If a misogynist
regards women’s inferiority as a fact, it seems impossible for the agent an
attitude to view women in a way corresponding to the purported fact.

3. Conclusion

We must, in general, respect things which allow an agent to engage in
rational decision-procedures in order to accord an agent appropriate respect.
Because we respect an agent’s autonomy, it is also appropriate to recognize
that a Kantian framework will provide a means for particular agents to
assess their own strong evaluations, even when they are identity-giving.
One problem that emerges in light of these facts is that the conditions for
agency seem to require that an agent maintain the values which require
assessment in order to assess the values. In addition, we assume that
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agents want to assess things that are constitutive of their agency, the
capability of which is found in our ability to examine things from various
perspectives. Moreover, although engaging in deliberation from various
perspectives does not permit us to give up the conditions for our agency,
it does allow us to consider the values from the perspective of individuals
affected by the strong evaluation. When someone reasons misogynistically
about women from a woman’s perspective, he finds his own value to be
unendorsable.16
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