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Abstract

The Evaluative and Normative Foundation of Choice-Making in
Dilemma

A Normative Analysis of “Incommensurability”

The notion of "Incommensurability" in the theory of value comparison has
opposed much difficulty to the plurality of values. The comparison of plural values
seems difficult in the absence of common evaluative scale, namely incommensurable.
Scholars argue for the possibility of comparing the incommensurables. The
incommensurables can be compared, but in the method of assuming the existence of a
fourth value relation "parity", other than the trichotomy of value relations. Parity is not
a negation of the traditional trichotomy relations of "betterness", "worseness", "equal-
goodness", but a positive supplement. The problem of value incommensurability can
be solved by a normative analysis.

The real problem of incommensurability refers to the situations where the covering
value or choice consideration involves multiple ordinal or cardinal comparative scales.
In order to compare items with multiple aspects of values, the analysis has to be shifted
from the evaluation of valuable objects to the justification of rational choice of the agent.
The theory of positive action of Joseph Raz illustrates how to avoid the difficulty of
confirming the possibility of parity while failing to specify the exact formulation of
parity. Ruth Chang offered the model of the intervals of evaluative difference of value
comparison, which intended to unify the normative justification of all four relations,
but failed to differentiate the parity from the trichotomy thesis. Joshua Gert agrees with
Raz in that it is necessary to distinguish two normative conditions: required and
permitted. That what is required is a "strong" normative condition compared to the
"weak" condition of what is permitted. The former applies to the determinate
comparison of trichotomy relations, and the latter can be applied to the

incommensurables. Wlodek Rabinowicz proposed the model of the intersections of



permissible preference orderings in comparison of all four value relations. This model
is relatively more compatible and coherent than others. These efforts of rationally define
parity can respond to the argument of transitivity, which shall not be regarded as a real
threat to the relation of parity.

Key Words:

Incommensurability, Trichotomy Value Relations, Parity, Preference, Transitivity
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L B EPCEESE . BORSURIAN (L EE Ve ) S T S VA B ) — A i
B, B % 0 R S AR AT T R A B, AR R PR T I A 3 3B B (good)
I8 o AR SOOI ANME AN AT 2 FE M 10 5 DA K% T 5 P o 2 SOk i) £ 2k, =2
TE B T AR A T e S (), X AN B AN I (8] (A (value) 8035 (goodness)
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FEAMAEB: (2) Wk A<B, WNMZHEE B MIE A; (3D Wk A=B, NikHF
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L, RUPTHEILFEAFAE, BRI R EEBGT LB R mT REME, (H iz &
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AR IRUE R IX A AOME S R ES M, et — R AT BER A . X iR
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W AE HIAS T 23 BEVE 1) BT 7048 B A g RAG B 58 0 e B4 )5 2=
ALy, ENFENT AR AL (8 “CTRAEN”. “An@EL 7, /)
Incommensurability ) {1+ & 5 2 e BN 2 W E LR SR IR IR ST
EEFAFE R Z B EAMR . TCEFRERIRR . SCWZT, 7E BSR4
BN, BN AR I A AT i Gt A () of AR T THE SR IE R), AHAR SR T X
HEFA R SCAL R GEZ R R ARG, R ZIARBL 1 JE 230 N 2R3 R dirig
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RS FANME R R IIRE R I8
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7Lt “Incommensurability” A4 “Incomparability ” [F1i4
2.2 [E AN FEHVIR

CONTL A BEPE 7 ERS S B SR TR, MECTR 20 b BSEAG 18 1 30 SR A
AL NG T2 5% « 5124 (Joseph Raz) (H HIFIIEMEY ., 724\ N 47 7E
F RO ORATAED” IS, WRWBEEE— AN S — N ELF, IRIEFRE
o, MEATATT ABESRA T, 5K Fe (Ruth Chang) $8 Hi R X 43 AT Ho i
FOARTI AR (1) ANA] Ee M Rk 76 1R T A E LE B RFAELE: (2) An]
N FEVE R TOVELE — N R R A B 32 A9 SRS 8 10 BE LU SR T AN P A A
(X AR S, AT IR, (E B AE T A0 AR RS BAT BT AN
EWESCR” PR “affEART] A BE# 2 (A A FRIE R " ANA 2 V),
)T BT SCRAM B T EGAECPEANAT Bl 1 P 4G 2 27 B0 DA A PR A A2 o 43
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B B EBREBUNZER . TKEFEHME “39%” (parity) FMREATT A B
Fo BT MAFERF (Derek Parfit) W S5 @4 H R ARy “ KIS (roughly equal),

hix) ,2017,23(02):14-20; BRIT.Z SRR “JRZE0HR1” #EA 2 HEAII]. 5 Rk LR

Ji) ,2021(06):5-15.
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FEIX — 3 M AR IS 240 B o o A 2R 0 T 82 52 i 2 i 5 X T P A A Y
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(ANRTAFED” F1“AHEE” KRB BIRERIG, FEERRAE T — AN i T 4252 i i 7
FFAZHERERL (intersections of permissible preference orderings).
PR A AT TR H AR NI 5G 2R AYE M R AR A B A B I R D AN
o X R AT, FRATTRENE AEAT PRI 2 IF e e 2 v R R T SR A AN
AN P TR T A HE 7 D% 2R, T A5 S T T 794 SR 0 £ — o 55 1) T 0 52 DR 1 4
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WAATT A R3S 1 LU BRI, (A58 )8 T = E R R —F, ks Rk
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[1] 2. Chang, Ruth. Making Comparisons Count. New York: Routledge, 2002; "The Possibility of Parity."
Ethics 112, no. 4 (2002).
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17806 B IR A 75 B AT S IEAS P Celigible), A — 1€ 75 2™ 46 (1) M
2 Cought)o MFLZZIXANFIMT A, FRATRT DL O0 R B —AMa 1R
PEARRE .

WA 2 B RS Ud AN AT A B2 A 2 A A 1 LA 25k

SREFEIT IR TS DURMAE X R FLEALER I, I — R G — 2 5
X AR S GN A DU AAME R R—— T 4F . IR, FIAELF. 3% MRS c R
AR TN RAPIME, x Ay, FFdE x T y 8y iF T x (neither is
better tout court ), FFH x AT yo (H&, XTRERZEH AN, K3 FEAMIEIEE
TR L, RO A T AIFIEA R E R, HAH “IEX4h”
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