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Abstract

Explicitly and implicitly, planners make choicesoaib values and use values to make choices. Values
are presented as reasons to do and not to daimgsgbals and during participatory planning
processes, cited in scholarly articles used aspigrknowledge, and purposefully collected by
surveys. Attention to values is generally focusedwbstantive and procedural dimensions, such as
determining what peoples’ values are or decidinglwvlkalues are relevant, in what circumstances,
and at what point in planning processes. As wéhmmers may have a particular interest in
understanding why people take particular positmmsalues, especially when values appear to
conflict with values embedded in particular plagnpurposes and proposals.

Most of such usage of “values” takes the meaningabies for granted. It begins with an
assumption of shared understanding about what égélare. This thesis takes a step backwards to
explore whether or not this assumption is warrabiedlentifying what appear to be different and
disconnected usages of the word “values”.

The first part of the thesis considers the histwirysage of the word “values” and objections to
using values language before proposing a theorytabeerse usage of values. This theory was
developed using grounded theory methodology, aatite method of constant comparison and
contrast applied to thousands of examples of valsage. Examples were gathered from
contemporary everyday usage and from a broad rainggholarly material dating back to the late
1800s. These examples included but were not limdezkamples from planning. Conclusions
reached in the study of values are then used asia for developing three propositions that are
applied to planning: (1¢alling something “a value”, instead of a belief, pnciple, attitude and so
on, can make a differencp(2) Particular usages of “values”, no matter how divers, are
expressions of a concept of values in generahnd (3)A questioning attitude should be attached
to all values usage by defaultFor values to be a useful planning tool, the psijions should have
explanatory value and create new opportunitiesuf@aysis and understanding of values usage in
planning.

That there are multiple ways of using “values” segjg that planners have a choice in deciding
how to use values. The third proposition is used sisirting point for proposing a usage of values
that may be particularly suited to sustainabilitgrming. The proposed usage takes into consideratio
the implications of a theory about diverse usageaafiexible and vague concept of values in general
the diverse history of usage of the word “valuedijections to the use of values language, diverse
usage of “values” in planning in general and thedseof planning.

Sustainability planning appears to have a pagrntyldesperate need for integrating values across
sectors into which society and ideas about soaetyrganized. The usage of values proposed for
sustainability planning is applied to a case stofdy municipal sustainability initiative to consides
explanatory value and how a different understandingalues might have affected the planning
process and subsequent implementation of the sabibiy policy. If this theory about values holds
in application to planning, then values may bewaegrtul tool with which to challenge convention
and the status quo.

Conclusions are drawn about the desirability aadifelity of explicit and deliberate use of the
word and idea of “values” in planning and suggestiare made for further research.
il
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Preface

This is a study about ideas with which the wordltes” is and has been associated and the
implications of these for planning.

There is no single, generally agreed upon definibb “values”. The flexibility of the word has made
possible its application in the service of a widage of disciplines, contexts, and purposes. That
there is no single definition or understanding wélues” and that the word is so pervasive suggest a
potential for confusion. The differences in usagg tre minor or they may be highly significant and
even contradictory. The word may, for example, deswalues sourced externally to humans and
associated with ideals, faith, and intrinsic quiakt It may describe opinions and attitudes that
characterize a particular culture or group at sotivee in history but not in other times. Values may
be considered either as essentially and necessaubyective or essentially and necessarily
impersonal, as changeable or timeless, as absolutelative, and a multitude of other apparent
contradictions and paradoxes.

A low level of awareness about multiple ways ofeustdnding values makes presumption of shared
understanding more likely. Might it matter if soplanners talk about values in one way and others
in different ways; if some members of the publitszame thing “a value” and others do not; if the
literature and research to which planners turn eefls a wide range of usage? Little attention has
been paid to the implications for public processash as planning of various usages of “values”.
Readers who bring to this thesis their own paracwbay of understanding values may experience
first hand the difficulties that can accompany anynmunication about values.

1.2 Vision 2020: Sustainability Planning in Hamilto  n, Ontario

In 1990, a few years prior to the creation of tleedl Agenda 21 program at the Rio Conference, the
Region of Hamilton-Wentworth in Ontario, Canadaktde first formal steps towards what was
described as a “sustainable community initiativiehé process was to take two and a half years,
involving organizations, schools, businesses, aed H000 residents in focus groups, town hall
meetings, forums, citizen working groups, presamatand team work. In June 1992 Council
adopted “Vision 2020” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1992aypaor the next months the focus shifted to
developing an implementation strategy. In Febrd®93 Council officially adopted “Implementing
Vision 2020: Directions for Creating a Sustaina®égion” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1993). In 2000,
the local governments of the Region of Hamilton-Wemth were merged into an enlarged City of
Hamilton. Sustainability is one of the ten “cordues” of the new City (Hamilton, 2003a).



In the years that followed adoption of Vision 202 Region’s achievement was recognized
nationally and internationally. In 1994, soon aff&uncil had adopted the final Vision 2020 reports,
the Region was selected by the International CofmcLocal Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) and
the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCMpae of 14 communities around the world
recognized as models for sustainability under theal Agenda 21 progradmmBy 1997, the Region
had received over 300 requests for information fouer 40 countries, international visitors, and
invitations to visit to international conferencédl. of this contributed to what was described as
“Hamilton-Wentworth’'s Growing World-Profile” (Hantbn-Wentworth, 1997, 52).

The planning process appeared to have been thareugtessful, and deserving of accolades. By
seeking community input not only at the stage @flgetting but also at the stage of formulating
implementation strategy, the Region’s communitgiative was more welcoming of public input than
many. Despite extensive efforts to involve the puinl developing Vision 2020, however, three years
after the final Vision 2020 package had been adbpyeCouncil the level of awareness had increased
only to between ten and fifteen percent of the hiyigne-half million citizens (Hamilton-

Wentworth, 1997, 49). A 1997 overview report by fpineject manager cited low awareness and
understanding among the list of “Lessons Learneathfthe planning process.

! The Division for Sustainable Development is pé&the United Nations Department of Economic and&oc
Affairs (2004) and defines sustainable developmasriDevelopment that meets the needs of the present
without compromising the ability of future geneoats to meet their own needs.” The Agenda 21 program
refrains from prescribing substantive dimensionsusitainable development. Although “consultation”,
“consensus-building” and that the local authoritpd “learn from citizens...” are prescribed as paharal
matters, these have substantive implications.

Chapter 28 of Agenda 21 sets out the “Basis fapatt“Because so many of the problems and solstioging
addressed by Agenda 21 have their roots in lodaditees, the participation and cooperation of loaathorities
will be a determining factor in fulfilling its obptives. Local authorities construct, operate anghtasm
economic, social and environmental infrastructoversee planning processes, establish local emaieotal
policies and regulations, and assist in implementiational and sub-national environmental polickesthe
level of governance closest to the people, they aldital role in educating, mobilizing and respiorgoto the
public to promote sustainable development”.

Process is prescribed in Section 28.3, under “Acts/: “Each local authority should enter into ialdgue with
its citizens, local organizations and private gorises and adopt ‘a local Agenda 21'. Through cttagaon and
consensus-building, local authorities would leaomT citizens and from local, civic, community, busss and
industrial organizations and acquire the infornati@eded for formulating the best strategies. Thegss of
consultation would increase household awarenesgsphinable development issues. Local authority
programmes, policies, laws and regulations to &ehhgenda 21 objectives would be assessed and iethdif
based on local programmes adopted. Strategies atsdde used in supporting proposals for locdlpnal,

regional and international funding.”



“Probably the most significant barrier and onecalihinaybe we
should have spent more time on before starting &8k Force has
beencommunity awareness and understandifige final products of
the Task Force may have been stronger and had bettenunity
support if a larger proportion of the populatiordarstand the
purpose of the initiative and its importance.” (Hiom-Wentworth,
1997, 49)

The overview report suggests that greater involverbg greater numbers would have sufficed to
increase support for Vision 2020 because greatabeus of people would then have understood the
purpose and importance of Vision 2020—the valu¥ision 2020. A different though ultimately
complementary aspect of the problem is to considext else might have influenced how Vision
2020 was valued.

One such factor might be how the word and ideavalues” were used in the Vision 2020 planning
process. The Task Force explicitly solicitede' public’s valugsto be the goals of Vision 2020,
using the words “values” and “goals” interchanggatd a firm foundation for planning. It was not
until the overview a few years later, after thenpiag process was complete, thidie people’s value
set” was identified as a “significant barrier” that ramed to be addressed (Hamilton-Wentworth,
1997, 49). In contrast to the first usage of valaggyoals during the planning process, this second
usage treated values as changeable attitudes andemhas another “Lesson Learned”.

Treating values as goals appears not to have e pdanners for anticipating or addressing the
problems with values-as-attitudes. Starting witluga-as-attitudes, on the other hand, may not have
appeared sufficient on its own to provide a firmrfdation for planning. To implement the values-as-
goals of Vision 2020, the municipal government wionkéed to change people’s values-as-attitudes
fundamentally even as it continued to be obligecepond to the wishes of its citizens. This
obligation would remain constant whether citizeémgshes” were described in the form of values-as-
goals (firm and constant) or in the form of valassattitudes (pliable and changeable) about details
such as bicycle lanes.

“Establishment of an ethic of sustainability irr @itizens puts us in
[a] position where our simple social marketing dtigs must
compete with the massive marketing budgets of laogporations.
Although the municipality can change its way of rigti®n and try to
establish itself in a leadership role, it still musspond to the wishes
of its citizens. If they are unwilling to acceptyctle lanes,
naturalized parks, a more compact urban form arahsthese
changes will not occur. On its own, a municipatityes not have the
resources to create the more fundamental changeedan people’s
attitudes and values.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1999) 4

Had goals and attitudes not been treated expliagl{values”, describing the problem might have
seemed fairly straightforward —attitudes would neede changed to fit with the goals of Vision
2020 if the goals were to be met. Once both gaadsadtitudes are treated explicitly as values, the
problem may become more complex. Used as a fowrd#dr public policy, values-as-goals and
values-as-attitudes may represent potentially ingadible ideas:
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1. Values are necessarily good and true and provfaeand certain foundation conceptually
and politically as goals and ideals. (What is rmtd true, and unchangeable should not be
called “a value”.)

2. Values reflected in existing ideas, opinions, adks, and behaviours may be right or wrong,
good or bad, true or false, and changeable. (@adlomething “a value” does not require that
it be any or all of right, good, true, or uncharigeg

A variety of features may play a role in determinitow one usage of “values” can be
distinguished from another. If each values usagelmapotential to determine what counts as a value
according to that usage, this suggests that ideagt avhat counts as a value may differ widely.

In the case of Vision 2020, two ways of understagdialues appear to have been treated as
distinctly and discretely different. That these twgages were treated as disconnected from one
another may explain in part why each usage waseaddd separately in planning for Vision 2020. It
may explain why planners were surprised to finthatend of the process that tipeople’s value
set” remained to be addressed even though Vision 28@®een based dthe public’s values”.If
this does turn out to be the case, it suggesthtehinoderately or even considerably greater nusnber
been involved in the Vision 2020 planning procéd® people’s value setivould still have been a
surprise at the end. It suggests if values usage®icly be treated as straightforwardly and disiinc
different from one another, then explicit and deldte use of “values” may have nothing special to
offer to planning.

Are values usages necessarily discretely and dibtidifferent—merely homonyms clarified by
context? To treat such different usages of valsesuficiently related to allow comparison and
contrast would require some conceptual devicedstblishes sufficient common ground at the same
time that it respects the differences among usdfygarticular values usages can be considered
instead as diverse examples of some broader coateptues, then integrating diverse usages may
help to avoid the type of surprise encounteredhén\ision 2020 planning process. If so, explicitlan
deliberate attention to values may be more usefplanning.

1.3 Research Rationale

There are many ways to study values. Studying hastieg values are or might be projected into the
future, the differences between what people saythkie and what their behaviour reveals,
attempting to understand how people can claim hoevéings or ideas that appear to be
contradictory, whether and how values might chaasgavailable information changes, all of these
begin with a focus on the substantive dimensiovaties, on the content of values. With the same
focus on the substantive dimension of values, ysrudght be used to gather information to describe
people’s values about issues such as those oéstter Vision 2020 planners—bike lanes, naturalized
parks, and a compact urban form. They might measlves about globalization, government
intervention, ethical behaviour in the corporateldicand so on, over time and among countries.

This study began as an exploration of whether ex@ind deliberate attention to values might be
beneficial to planning. It soon became obvious, éweav, that there is no single, generally agreed
upon definition or way of understanding values, imght difficult to answer the general questiorain
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more traditional way. Moreover, there is no sirgge of immediately obvious criteria by which to
choose one definition over others or even to dislish among what appear to be different usages of
values. This problem might have been addressedgucting normative research into why certain
criteria might be better than others and for wieasons, leading eventually to selecting a defmitio

of values that may be beneficial to planning. ladiehis thesis explores the way that the word
“values” is and has been used, with a view to ggimi better understanding of whether such usages
must be treated as necessarily disconnected acreidior there might be some way to consider
usages of values as a group.

Just as definitions serve to establish the sethaftwelongs to a particular word, ideas associated
with the word “values” may establish a set of wiheliongs to particular ways of understanding and
using the word “values”. How the word “values” isderstood may play a hidden role in shaping the
substantive dimension of values; how somethinglsed may shape what is valued. Because there
appear to be many ways of using the word “valute are potentially many ways in which values
usage might shape the substantive dimension oésalfiso, values usage may be an important
variable that should be considered in any studittiaes substantive values as its starting point.

This thesis, therefore, has a dual focus. In ttst fialf, | explore usages of the word and idea of
“values” in general and consider what might be irexglin order to consider what appear to be
merely different and disconnected usages insteali’asse examples of values usage in general. In
the second half, a theory about diverse valueseusagpplied to planning in general, more
specifically to sustainability planning, and ladibyVision 2020 as a case study of local sustalityabi
planning in Hamilton, Ontario.

1.3.1 The language context of values

Given the increasing prevalence of the word “véluist there is not much attention paid to
differences in usage is somewhat surprising. Assiamp about a shared understanding of “values”
may indicate a general unawareness of the varfaigage. Such lack of awareness may result in
values being treated as having more authority they deserve. In an editorial flanning Theory &
Practice Heather Campbell notes that mistakes about sharéerstanding of words in planning can
result in such words exerting “a huge, often untedriinfluence”.

“I have been struck over the last few months...hovelmwords are
used in planning-related conversations yet hove litteaningful
communication takes place...certain words are ugsehtedly,
seeming to have a life of their own...Understandihthese words is
assumed to be shared and agreed, when oftenat;iamd through
this ability they exert a huge, often unmeriteduience. It is
presumed we all understand what is being talkedtalden, very
often, despite the use of the same words, we awaljcspeaking at
a tangent to one another, if not at cross-purposkslure to
acknowledge that while the same words are beingespthey may
form part of different languages, or ways of sed¢hegworld, hinders
the ability of the planning community to develogight and
progress understanding knowledge.” (Campbell, 2689)
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The word “values” may be one such word, an exampl®w easy it is to overlook words and
ideas that are taken for granted because theydearsliar. Campbell gives as examples of “planning
speak”, words such as “participation”, “communitygartnership”, “integration” and “sustainability”
and combinations such as “sustainable communitieeinmunity participation” (2003, 389). The
word “values” is conspicuously absent from herafetxamples. Ten years earlier, Walter Nash,
British Emeritus Professor of Modern English Langgishad already included “values” in his
glossary of jargon words—"prod it and it will crutab, he wrote (Nash, 1993, 203). Is “values” no
more than a jargon word with a shared meaning perfiaial that it cannot withstand scrutiny?

As used in this thesis, the word “values” is neagsloose and flexible. From the outset, the
challenge was to avoid prematurely skewing researsbme particular direction of usage at the
expense of others. No usage has been peremptjyalified. As used here, the word “values” can
refer to anything, whether these things or ideaghirilso be called attitudes or preferences, opio
justified or not, beliefs or false beliefs (illus®), standards, norms, principles, goals, and sd lus
necessarily loose usage accommodates “values” ethtitbse are understood or presented as
absolutely true, commonly true, relative, abstrachtext-bound, discrete, synonymous with ethics,
and so on. For the present purposes at leasgditgriacy of particular ways of using “values” is
neither determined nor confirmed by whether ther@greement that something is or is not a value
and whether the number of people who might sharesdme value is great or small.

The primary focus of this research is on expliather than implicit use of the word and idea
“values”. This is not to suggest that the studingglicit or hidden values is unimportant. A study o
these however, would require criteria by whichdentify what counts as an implicit value; it would
require adopting a particular usage of “valueséreif temporarily. Different usages of implicit
values could only be studied from the perspecthee particular usage or several usages serially.

1.3.2 The planning context of values

The word “values” may be introduced into plannimggesses by members of the public, experts,
planners themselves, politicians—anyone who pp#dtess or contributes in some way to the planning
process. It may emerge from scholarly literaturexa@ryday life, from economic studies, from moral
beliefs, from cultural norms, from scientific resg® from public opinion, and so on. With so many
possible sources for values in planning, theretemtial for a wide range of usage. Nor can it be
assumed that each of these sources themselves nexddsarily represent single, homogenous
understandings of values.

What impact might the discovery of a wide rangessdge of “values” have on planning? Some
ways of understanding values may be compatiblecantpblementary; others incompatible and
contradictory. There may be no significant sharedmng or understanding. There may be diversity
of usage outside planning but internally planneightrshare a single understanding of values.
Awareness of different usage might prompt a reassest of some particular understanding—
perhaps affirming, perhaps rejecting that usagerasult. If there is different usage outside piagn
and also different usage within planning, planmeight consider how to respond to a complexity
previously unacknowledged.



Values terminology may be completely absent orayine central to planning approaches, as
Campbell suggests by associating values with thengaf judgements.

“Judgement is, therefore, at the heart of whatm@asido, and in
making distinctions about good and bad, bettervearde, in relation
to particular places we are constantly engaged@stipns of
values.” (Campbell, 2002, 272)

If values are indeed at the heart of planning, ihemay be all the more important to have a good
grasp of what we mean and what we expect otharaderstand when the word and idea of “values”
are invoked. Understanding values as productslaoevjadgements may be something quite different
from understanding values as firm principles thatlg choices and different again from values as
changeable attitudes.

1.3.3 Different usages, diverse usages, and a conce  pt of values

When values usages are treated as discretely atmactly different from one another, they are best
described as homonyms for which meaning is clarifig context rather than by how a word sounds
or is spelledl Such usages of values have no shared histonyattedinguistic accidents that can only
be considered serially and not as members of aeonhset of values usages. Particular usages of
“values” may establish criteria according to whidmething either counts as a value or does not.
Their differences are treated as so significart¢banparison and contrast are impossible.

%2 The word “homonym” is used here loosely rathentheecisely because there appears to be disagreemen
about what criteria must be met in order for sornetho be called a homonym. According to one d&bni
words must be unrelated in meaning but spelledersame wagnd pronounced in the same way in order to
qualify. According to another definition, words nibe unrelated in meaning beitherspelled in the same way
or pronounced in the same way in order to qualify.

Refined further, “homonyms” (having the same naare)classified as “homophones” (having the sameadsou
but different meanings, as in “horse” and “hoarseidl “homographs” (having different meanings bingishe
same letters, as in “mean (unkind)” and “mean fidjé Illustrating that attempts at refinement gandcision

do not necessarily enhance clarity, homographalaoedescribed asrfaysound the samand be spelled in the
same way but have different origing’he Random House Dictionard©87). The word “pole” is an example; in
the sense of “shaft”, the word originates in Oldyish but in the sense of an “extremity of an axik& word
has an origin in Greek and in Middle Englidthé Random House Dictionard987).

As used in this thesis, the word “homonym” servesarily to describe usage of the word “values” émiag
that the spelling is the same, as with homograbtad)are discrete, disconnected (unrelated), astohdily
different in order to distinguish these from usagithe word “values” that can be compared andrested, be

discussed as a group, and have a shared history.



Were values treated as diverse instead of merfgreint, they might have potential to be more
useful as a planning tool. Values usages woulsliffeciently related (connected) to allow them ® b
treated as members of some larger set of valuggesis@iheir differences could not be so great as to
completely negate similarities. They would havemmon history that can be explored and some
common point of origin. It should be possible tmect criteria established by various usages for
determining what counts as a “value”, to compaxk@mtrast usages, and to integrate various usages
within a single study or exercise.

To treat values usages as diverse instead of eiffehowever, requires surmounting significant
hurdles. The sheer range of application of the Wweatlies” suggests that the word is so fluid that
boundaries beyond which the word is meaningless beagifficult to establish. Identifying a
common point of origin may not be feasible.

Most significantly, it cannot be taken for grantbhdt some concept of values in general is even
possible. In 1968, anthropologist Ethel Albert vertte entry on “Values” in thiaternational
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciencg&e and fellow researcher Evon Vogt had workednsively
with values, having recently completed their termhieport on the first large-scale study of values
(Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 3). The study was empirie&ploratory, cross-culturally comparative,
interdisciplinary, and inclusive of diverse thewat and methodological approaches (Vogt and
Albert, 1967b, 3). The researchers had encounteregpected problems, preventing the
development of a unified conclusion or integratechsiary. The study had not mandated the use of
any single understanding or definition of valuesyving “representatives of a dozen different
specializations...dealing with five cultures” (VogidhAlbert, 1967b, 3) to work independently.

As researchers discovered, the history of valueaatabe separated from the history of ideas and
beliefs in general. The explanation for what was@ged as a methodological failure centred on the
problematic subject of research, on “values” thdwese(Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 7). Absent a single,
generally agreed upon definition, the difficultydistinguishing “values” from other descriptorscku
as preferences, attitudes, beliefs, interestsciptes, and so on) proved to be a significant mobl

With such extensive experience, Albert’s pessimistiution about the possibility of a general
concept of values carries considerable weight @edis to be taken seriously. Albert notes that
interest in a general theory of value faded agltidity of the concept became more apparent—“The
diverse lines of approach are not likely to coneength ease in a unified theory and methodology”
(1968, 288). The breadth of ideas and purposeswhibh the word “values” is associated has
continued to expand.

It is one thing to suggest that values usage nhigldonsidered as diverse instead of merely
different if some concept of values could servéhasconnecting link among usages; whether such a
concept is possible is another. Any proposed cdrafeyalues in general must overcome barriers
encountered by Albert without itself becoming merahother particular usage of the word “values”,
struggling to compete with other particular usagese recognized as representative of the whole of
values usage.

Like the Values Study researchers, planning tao &gposition to benefit from being able to treat
results from interdisciplinary approaches to valaggoherent and comparable, even in the absence
of some single definition of values or a “unifidgtory and methodology” for the study of values.



What appear to be two distinctly different usagethe Vision 2020 planning process may be but two
examples of a wider range of difference in usage.

1.3.4 The questions this thesis attempts to address

This thesis attempts to make a contribution towaadssidering the following general questitis:
explicit and deliberate use of values neutral, liierad, or detrimental to planning?”

The following questions guided the study:

o0 Given the frequency with which the word “valuesiuised as interchangeable with other
descriptors, such as preferences, attitudes, beligerests, principles, and so on, can calling
something “a value” make a difference?

0 Are various usages of “values” merely discretelg distinctly different homonyms or can
they be treated as diverse instances of some cbateplues in general?

o What are the implications and opportunities fompiag?

1.3.5 How this thesis addresses these questions

This thesis is divided into a first part and a setpart. The first stage of research was guideg onl
from the perspective of values usage. No overagctiiaory about values guided the analysis of
examples of values usage. Using grounded theorlgadetogy, the sole purpose was to consider
whether it might be possible to devise a framewuthin which what might appear to be essentially
different examples of usage could be set sidedby fair comparison. In the second half of the thesis
the results from the first stage are applied tompiag in general, sustainability planning in parks

and finally to a case study of local sustainabiitgnning. Methodology is discussed in Chapter Two.

In Chapter Three, | explore the history of usagthefword “values”. As pervasive and fashionable
as the word now may be, it is a relatively receltitton to the English language that emerged in the
late 1800s. In order to discuss values as a giqugstulate a flexible and vague concept of values.
The history of usage may shed light on how featafgsarticular usages may be similar enough to
treat as connected even though particular usagessttiives may differ to the point of appearing
contradictory.

In Chapter Four | consider four objections to tee aof the word “values.” The first objection
claims values are necessarily relative and canatteated as firm or certain ideals. Because finth a
certain ideals are necessary to humans, valuestaatisfy human needs or be used to consider what
is truly worthy and common good. The second obgechiuilds on the first by arguing further that
values language is necessarily a destructive fardemocratic society because it glorifies narrow
individual preferences reinforced by market fordést only can values not be used to consider the
common good, they should not. The third objectigreas that presently values language serves no
useful or distinct purpose but differs from thesfitwo in claiming that this is not a necessary
consequence of values. Were there a better grasgues in general, values might have the potential
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to be a useful tool. The fourth objection dismisesword “values” as having no special meaning.
Calling something a value serves no purpose exoagifuscate communication. Widespread use of
the word is an indicator of nothing more than fesss as a jargon word. If these objections cabhaot
addressed, then there is no point to considerirgflven values can or should be addressed explicitly
and deliberately in planning processes.

A grounded theory about diverse usage of valupsaisented in Chapter Five. A flexible and vague
concept of values in general may be a means toecv@pparently discrete examples of values usage.
It may also explain assumptions about a sharedrstadeling of values. This concludes the first stage
of the study from the perspective of values in gane

Chapter Six introduces the second stage of they studhich three propositions are tested in
relation to planning. The first two propositiong aesponses from the grounded theory about diverse
usage of “values” to the first two questions thaidgd this research. The third proposition emerges
from the theory. To be useful, the theory abouedie usage should have explanatory power and
create new opportunities for analysis and undedgtgrvalues in planning. If there are many ways to
understand “values”, planners may have a choit@imto understand and apply “values”.

Sustainability literature is replete with calls #ochange in social values. In Chapter Seven, lyapp
the theory about diverse usage of values to suigity planning and propose a particular usage of
“values” based on the third proposition.

Vision 2020 in Hamilton, Ontario is discussed ira@ter Eight as a case study of a particular
application of sustainability planning in which &g and deliberate attention was paid to values.

In Chapter Nine, the usage of “values” propose@hapter Seven is applied to Vision 2020. If this
particular usage of values is helpful, it shoulgistsn understanding whethehe public’s values
and ‘the people’s value setire more usefully understood as examples of deveisage of “values”
than as discretely different and unrelated homongnaswhy this might be important.

The conclusions are summarized in Chapter Ten,calidns proposed, limitations noted, and
directions suggested for further research.
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Chapter 2
METHODOLOGY

2.1 Purpose of the Study

This research began with a general questoaxplicit and deliberate use of “values” neutral,
beneficial, or detrimental to plannindfitially | had expected this study of values ®dpnducted
primarily from the perspective of planning. Thapegtation changed when | was faced with the
challenge of choosing a definition of values inesrtb proceed. A preliminary literature review of
values in general suggested a variety of approaamgsvays of understanding values, none of which
seemed immediately or singularly to be applicablplanning. | chose to make no assumptions about
values and to leave open the possibility that aterstanding of values for planning might need to be
developed, proposed, and tested instead of belegted from amongst existing alternatives.

2.2 Selecting an Approach

2.2.1 An absence of a single, generally agreed upon  definition

The word “values” is not unique in being withousiagle, generally agreed upon definition.
Alexander begins his exploration of approachedaanng by noting that “planning...unlike the
sciences, is ultimately a prescriptive, not a dpge activity.” Because planning is not descnipti
it should be no surprise that “There is no singieead upon definition of planning theory, nor isréh
any consensus on what it includes” (Alexander, 1936Yiftachel and Huxley also observe an
absence of a shared definition with respect to libory” and “planning”:

“We will also observe a persisting confusion inrplang theory,
linked to the inability of theorists to agree orotiundamental
definitions: what is ‘theory’ and what is ‘plannitig(2000, 907)

The challenge in this research was to determinetbatudy the relation between planning and
values when neither can provide a single, geneagjiged upon definition to use as a touchstone.
One approach might have been to match variousngrése meanings of values with respective
prescriptive meanings of planning. Although thiprgach might have assisted planners in selecting
which way of understanding values might fit witleithown understanding of values, it would not
have addressed the problem of what to do when pallgrdifferent ways of understanding “values”
are introduced into planning processes from sowgesnal to planning, whether from experts and
literature emanating from other disciplines or frorambers of the public. Neither would it have
assisted in situations where planners themselvgsnotehave self-consciously and overtly adopted
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some particular prescriptive approach to planniigould not have shed light on what general
purpose or purposes might be served by calling gbmgs or ideas “values” and not others. It would
not have assisted planners in connecting what naigbéar to be distinct groups of values.

Unlike philosophical consideration about the rdigaues in determining truth and goodness,
social science research into values generally seallence to describe what values are held by
individuals or societies, the depth of commitmémé, patterns of change, and so on. Both of these
approaches, however, are commonly focused on theamntive dimension of values, on the content
of values and positions people take about whadlisable. This study of usage of the word “values”
would require a methodology that would be empirarad philosophical as well as exploratory. The
methodology should not require taking an initiarste on the substantive dimension of values or
making assumptions about what values in generaildho® in advance of the study. Either of these
starting points would have resulted in a normasively of values, the former more overtly than the
latter.

2.2.2 The concept of “values” as a social actor?

LeCompte and Preissle describe qualitative researghneral as having come to “denote any
investigation into subjective issues, those invajvattitudes, values, beliefs, and meaning” (1994,
160). Where a concept or idea of “values” is itsiedf subject of qualitative research, as in thegme
study, the investigation is of “attitudeslues beliefs, and meaningsf values In such research,
values may appear to play a role as social actors.

Bryant distinguishes between qualitative studie$ ¢fo and do not involve people according to
whether the subject of research is able to haveepéons:

“If the topic involves people, however, a furthepact of perception
is involved, since the actors themselves will hageeeptions that
have to be taken into account so attention mugiven to the
accounts of those involved.” (Bryant, 2002, 36)

In no situation are we privy to what is in the mofcanother person in the same way that we can be
aware of our own thoughts. Similarly, no researdagr know immediately and precisely what is in
the mind of any social actor; the evidence is imiytarticipants choose to share, in how they behave
and in what they say. In this respect, the challangtudying “values" is no different from the
challenges of gualitative research more genera@hg challenge may appear to be greater in part
because of a lack of consensus about what valeesnarin part because of unrealistic expectations
about our ability to know the minds of others. Hechfor example, describes as a serious challenge
that all values, irrespective of how they are dedinare “unobservable” (1993, 3).

Whether or not a concept of values is itself capabbeing “subjective”, of having perceptions,
each example of how the word and idea of “valuggised exhibits the “attitudes, values, beliefg, an
meaning”, as cited above, of a social actor whalilse word “values” as a means of expression.
Each example of usage presents a wealth of evidbatés in many respects richer than attempting
to observe directly what is in the mind of anotlesten were this possible. A multitude of examples
of values usage set side by side may create a@iofthow the word “values” is and has been used
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and understood by social actors over time andvida range of contexts. As a focus of research,
“values” is thus in some intermediate state betvsmmmal actors with perceptions and inanimate
objects with no ability to perceive. Tracked thrbutg usage, the word “values” may provide an
account of users’ perceptions of values in gerteedlmay be more revealing than users’ own
descriptions.

2.2.3 Considering possible methodologies

Content analysis methodology could have admittédieexe of values usage in a variety of forms—
audio, text, visual, and behavioural. A broadlylgatve approach to content analysis that studied
more than a frequency of incidents of values usaetherefore a possibility. Had there been but a
single definition of values, content analysis migave been appropriate. Content analysis, however,
provides no guidance for what to do when develogatggories for analysis is problematic—when
what is at issue is how to classify values whegy Hre not attached to other purposes or ideas.

An example of qualitative content analysis that idawt be a good fit with this present research is
Philipp Mayring’s very systematic procedure. Thegass is so tightly controlled that Mayring
himself concludes there are two conditions in whijtlhe procedures of qualitative content analysis
seem less appropriate”. Both of these conditiopdyatp the present research.

¢ ‘“if the research question is highly open-ended]agpive,
variable and working with categories would be drieson,
or

e if a more holistic, not step-by-step ongoing oflgsia is
planned.” (Mayring, 2000, parag. 27)

Presuming categories in advance of examining ecelehusage could have a significant effect on
the outcome because categories create a conteptihier categories, thereby providing criteria for
classification that are so deeply hidden they ity to be overlooked. Boeck, Wilson, and Acton
end their discussion of types of category by isgjuist such a caveat:

“The true nature of a category does not depenthemiternative
categories it is compared with, but the alternat@ag=gories are an
important methodological feature that restricts e can or
cannot find.” (2005, 153)

Maintaining an absence of categories in advanesrafssing evidence also made surveying and
structured interviewing problematic methodologiEsese methodologies do not facilitate
simultaneous collection and analysis of spontaneweigence of unclassified values usage. What
counts as a distinct meaning of values, and whylavbave needed to be addressed first.

Creating conditions in which participants mightligely to contribute spontaneous usage of the
word “values” during unstructured interviews alsegented a challenge. A sample base of some
particular group or area of interest could not Xjgeeted to provide the depth and range that would
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permit a large variety of perspectives about vatmes time. Randomly selecting participants, subjec
to logistical constraints, would not necessariutein body of evidence that was representativk an
diverse enough to provide a challenging test oftiidrewhat emerged as an understanding of values
had broad explanatory power. There was also th&ilpbiy that a very large number of words would
need to be collected and examined in order to extvhat might be a very small number of examples
of actual use of the word “values”. Taken togetiiee, above concerns suggested that interviewing
and surveying would be an inefficient research wabthogy that could produce potentially
misleading raw material.

Interviews and surveys would also have been pradierbecause people might interpret the
guestions as a test of their ability to know ttweim thoughts, specifically their own thoughts about
usage of the word “values”. Self-consciousnessccobéinge the nature of the raw material from one
that reflected actual usage to one that reflecteat weople believed the usage should be and might
well have eliminated the opportunity to study tafengranted habits (Clark, 2000) in talking about
values. Not making respondents aware of the raggse of a study was not considered as an option,
particularly because non-invasive and ethicallyrabfematic means of collecting raw material were
freely available and these could serve the samgogeras well or better.

2.3 Classifying and Categorizing Values

Any attempt at categorizing values is done to sarspecific purpose (Bowker and Star, 1999'.32)
Had | adopted some existing classification or s@efvalues | would also have adopted the
underlying purpose of such a classification, thgratlopting a normative approach. This topic
required an exploratory approach because withoettdonducting the research, there were no criteria
by which to distinguish or select amongst defimsoNeither might all definitions have been
sufficiently distinct to be designated as sepamaanings, in the same way that some forms of
language are called dialects instead of full-flelizsmguages. As well, some definitions might
initially have appeared insignificant or irrelevamtheir potential to assist in planning, increasihe
likelihood that they might have been prematuregymissed. Given such concerns, no example of
usage could justifiably be excluded from the studymatter how infrequently it arose in the
literature or how marginal it appeared to be.

Had this study not been approached as exploratidecategories been developed and formalized
early in the research, these would likely have lraere or less a reflection of how | understood
values at the time. If when data collection beganderstood values primarily as moral values, for
example, it is likely that moral values would hdezn a core category that shaped the collection of
subsequent evidence of values usage. It could fmilgrhave determined what literature was
reviewed by limiting research to instances of eiplise of the phrase “moral values”. Even had |
grasped the significance of other categories agiplécto a variety of values usage at some latex tim

! Bowker and Star use grounded theory methodologganhing a course on “Ethnography of Information
Systems”, for which “The basic analytic tools...rely the grounded theory method of Glaser and Stratiss
The course outline is included in Myers (2005)pkection of resource material on qualitative reska
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during the research process, by then the evidepo&valready have been skewed in favour of
collecting examples of moral values.

2.4 Constant Comparison as Grounded Theory Methodol  ogy

The formal methodology that most closely corresgdmith that selected for this study is “grounded
theory methodology”, developed jointly by socioktgi Barney Glaser and Anselm Strauss in 1967.
The name refers both to “a method of inquiry” arigr@duct of inquiry” (Charmaz, 2005, 507).
What “really” counts as grounded theory methodo]dgywever, is hotly contested and any claim to
having used grounded theory methodology requirptaaation. lan Dey observes that there are
“probably as many versions of grounded theory asetfare] ‘grounded theorists™ (1999, 2).
Disagreements in these different versions are 6nbt over what the methodology of grounded
theory is in principle, but also over how to pubipractice” (1992, 2).

Charmaz refers to a “lingering hegemony of pogtivi (2005, 511) that needs to be satisfied.
Claims to have used grounded theory methodologiinhig used simply to imply justification
(Locke, 1996, 244) or as “a template for doing gaave research stamped with positivist approval”
(Charmaz, 2005, 509). Such observations spealetbritad nature of the debate about grounded
theory methodology; these are genuine disputestatimat in general counts as good methodology
and what in general counts as good research.

2.4.1 Origins of the grounded theory methodology of Glaser and Strauss

When sociologists Barney Glaser and Anselm Stralissovered® grounded theory methodology in
1967, they recognized they were doing so in theéestrof a prior sociological tradition of research.
Traditional tools of sociological research weredugenew context. More than 35 years later, the
context has changed again. Aspects of the disfnatet@rounded theory are discussed below.

2 A methodology called “analytic induction” (Znankec1934) also fits aspects of the present resedirch
involves “scanning data for categories, establgihelationships, and developing hypotheses on dlis lof the
initial data collected” (LeCompte and Preissle,4,9865). In their original publication, Glaser abtlauss see
an ally in Znaniecki’'s and Thomas’ important anfiluantial work The Polish Peasant in Poland and Ametica
(1918) and devote several pages to discussingreaduy this work was criticised by then mainstream
sociologists. They note that “the authors had lmeoh concerned with methodological issues and &leshta
stand against several types of knowledge then radebcated” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 12).
3 Glaser and Strauss use the word “discovered” sorite both the origin of grounded theory methogyplo
itself and the products of using grounded theorthodology. Whether such theories result from discgwr
are constructivist interpretations is one of tlaslfl points at issue in the debate between suppafténe
original version of grounded theory and construstiinterpretive versions of grounded theory metitogy.
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Context: The sociological tradition to which grourd theory methodology responded

Glaser and Strauss described their work as regregehe coming together of two traditions of
sociology (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, vii). Strédsaght an academic background in symbolic
interaction at the University of Chicago, influeddsy the social psychology of John Dewey and
George Herbert Mead (Robrecht, 1995) and a praghmtilosophical tradition (Charmaz, 2005,
509) handed down from Charles Pierce. Glaser brtagsgberience in quantitative methodology and
gualitative mathematics, with an academic backgiaartheory construction, theoretical coding, and
explication of text (Ferndndez, 2004, 45). Comirggrf Columbia University, Glaser represented a
tradition of sociology that was centred on Mertdimgddle-range theory”, coding and Lazarsfeld’s
guantitative methodology (Glaser and Strauss, 19§7Glaser had studied under Merton, who in
turn had learned theoretical coding from TalcottsBas (Fernandez, 2004, 45).

Glaser and Strauss describe the “Chicago tradifiamt the 1920s to 1950s as being “associated
with down-to-earth qualitative research, a less tfigorous methodology, and an unintegrated
presentation of theory” (1967, vii). For groundbiddry methodology to promote the generation of
theory was to challenge the prevailing belief th&t purpose of research was to subject existing
theories to verification. Qualitative sociologicakearch was treated as secondary in importance to
guantitative because of difficulties with “testitigeory rigorously” (1967, 15).

“What is required, we believe, is a different pexdpre on the
canons derived from vigorous quantitative verificaton such issues
as sampling, coding, reliability, validity, indicas, frequency
distributions, conceptual formulation, constructarnypotheses,
and presentation of evidence. We need to developnsamore
suited to the discovery of theory. These guidemalvith associated
rules of procedure, can help release energiehéarizing that are
now frozen by the undue emphasis on verificati¢Glaser and
Strauss, 1967, viii)

In its quest to shift the focus from verificatiamgeneration of theory, grounded theory
methodology responded to the predicament of seciahces in general. Pierce had strongly
criticized positivism as part of his larger misstorestablish unity between science and philosophy.

“Positivism is only a particular species of metagiby open to all the
uncertainty of metaphysics, and its conclusiondaréhat reason of
not enough weight to disturb any practical beli¢Rierce, 1958,
140)

Michael Lynch draws attention to the similarityidéas about verification in Pierce’s anti-
positivist writings and the idea of “verificationn as promoted by the group of scientists and
philosophers who were part of the logical positivisiovement in the 1920s. Like pragmatist
philosopher Pierce, they too “aimed at unifying seeences, dispensing with metaphysics, and
solving all philosophical problems.” Underlying titea of verification was that “anything true can
be scientifically verified (Lynch, 2005, 78). Pierbeld that “to understand truth...look to the
practical effects of truth on our experience.” Riat effects could be investigated by using sagenc
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“...we can put Pierce’s basic idea like this: truediglare simply
those we would, in fact, come to believe at the &gtience, were
the exhaustive process of collecting evidence asiilig hypotheses
ever completed. Put more simply: truth is idealfiagsility.” (Lynch,
2005, 78)

Addressing the weaknesses of deductively derivedriles

Glaser and Strauss targeted what appeared to theenthe common practice of developing theory in
isolation from a real world context, a problem thaither of their traditions had successfully
addressed (1967, vii). Their purpose was to proaiffl@amework in which tools previously used in
quantitative research (with its “emphasis on veatfion”) could be applied to “improving social
scientists’ capacities for generating theory thidithve relevant to their research” (1967, vii-viii)

They proposed grounded theory in reaction to “laljycdeduced theories based on ungrounded
assumptions” (1967, 4), for sociologists “writirigeir theories within a rhetoric of generation, to
balance out that of verification” (1967, 18).

“Grounded theory method stresses that theory numedrom data,
not prior knowledge, and that the operations legttintheoretical
conceptualizations must be revealed.” (Robrecti51971)

Though they describe their theory as being “noicll§ but “phenomenological” (1967, 6), they do
refer to comparison as a type of logic:

“Comparative analysis is a general method, jusiraghe
experimental and statistical methods. (All useltiggc of
comparison).” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 21)

They do not specify the ways in which the “logiccoimparison” is different from inductive logic
but there is no question that what they are regetgainst is deductive logic as it was commonlduse
to derive theories from logical assumptions (198¥), Glaser and Strauss do assign deductive logic a
role in grounded theory but it is combined withlbotductive logic and comparative logic, not used
alone.

“Deducing practical applications from formal theoggts on the
assumption that the theory supplies concepts apdthgses that fit.
When the theory does not fit well, the consequeaces typical
forcing and distorting of data to fit the categera# the deduced
applications, and the neglecting of relevant diatd $eemingly do
not fit or cannot be forced into the pre-existingislogical
categories....Clearly a grounded theory that is fialitio the
everyday realities of a substantive area is onehths been carefully
inducedfrom diverse data, as we have described the prdcess
(Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 238-9)
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The goal is to promote the generation of new thelsgovered in evidence rather than deduced
from other theories. They speak approvingly of Mdgber’s theory of bureaucracy as having
endured because it was based on data (1967 hBy object to the tendency in sociology simply t
use the “grand theories (1967, vii)” already crddig sociology’s “great men” (citing among others
Weber, Durkheim, Simmel, Marx, and Veblen), notihgt subsequently Parsons and only a few
others generated their own “grand theories” but ¢lran these “lacked methods for generating theory
from data, or at any rate have not written aboeir tmethods “(1967, 10). Grounded theory
methodology emphasizethtory as a processas an ever-developing entity, not as a perfected
product” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 32).

Adapting tools from quantitative research

Glaser and Strauss combine tools that had alreaely developed for quantitative research with
prevailing ideas about what counts as valid knogéed his makes grounded theory susceptible to
accusations that it attempts to emulate “hard’rexe

Prior to Glaser’s and Strauss’ use of constant esispn in grounded theory, Parsons (1954) had
already used what he called “pattern variablegiisnsociological analyses of society. Like Glaser
and Strauss, Parsons too had praised Weber’s gewveid of theories that were empirically
grounded. In describing Weber’s work in schemagjaialues according to “the belief systems of the
religious traditions in which they were develop&dirsons identifies empirical grounding as a “major
development in sociology” because of its relianee@dcomparative method”.

“...by the use of the comparative method on the beetdcale,
Weber, was carrying cempirical research which came closer to
logic of the crucial experiment, than was the das¢he work of
almost any of the “empirical” sociologists whose@@ge of the
supposedly important facts of an empirical fieldsvadten much
more ‘adequate’ than his. The essential pointas tifie very breadth
of the range Weber covered gave him, since he laditful
conceptual scheme, the opportunityetect out what for him were
thetheoretically crucial considerations of fact. Maistails might
remain unclear, but on the level of the researchrtigues he used,
thebroad contrastse.g. as between Chinese traditionalist
particularism and Western universalistic “ratiogal]” were
unmistakable; and these contrasts have proved tiosloeetically
crucial.” (Parsons, 1954, 15-16)

Grounded theory methodology also appropriates Rdberton’s use of the term “middle-range
theory” to capture both substantive and formal theGlaser and Strauss refer to middle-range
theories such as Merton’s as those that “fall betwtde ‘minor working hypotheses’ of everyday life

* By translating Max Weber’s work into English frdafre original German, Parsons had popularized Weber
among American sociologists, For example, Parsanshated Weber'$he Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of
Capitalism(1958).
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and the ‘all-inclusive’ grand theories” (1967, 38jthough they adopt this aspect of Merton’s theory
Glaser and Strauss summarize Merton’s positionuatitqtive research as an example of the type of
thinking that grounded theory was intended to samp(1967, 259-262).

2.4.2 Disputes about grounded theory methodology

In 1990, Strauss coauthorBdsis of Qualitative Research: Grounded Theory Pdoces and
Techniquesvith Juliet Corbin. Glaser (1992) broke publichtvBtrauss by denouncing this work,
precipitating persistent dispute about what coastgrounded theory. Glaser continues to defend the
original version, what he calls now “classic” groed theory, from constructivist and interpretive
revisionists.

“There can be few more scathing critiques tharotie Glaser
(1992) published of an updated version of grourttiedry by
Strauss and Corbin (1990). If the authors who mespgrounded
theory have fallen out, it is not surprising todfisome sharp
differences of opinion among their disciples.” (D&§99, 2)

The central issues in dispute revolve around theviing:

(1) the role of the researcher and the purpose sesvételpossibility or impossibility of
neutrality and objectivity on the part of the resbar (Locke, 1996);

(2) the relationship between the data and the realdnanti whether the raw data exists
independently of perceivers and the relationshtvéen the researcher and the raw material
(Charmaz, 2005; and

(3) how validity is arrived at—whether by allowing ddataspeak for itself or by creating an
evidentiary path that can be accepted as plausibiet by others. (Robrecht, 1995) (Bryant,
2002)

These three issues are at the heart of broademargs about whether theory results from the
researcher’s symbolic interaction with the raw d&taauss’ position, or from the methodology, as
held by Glaser. Glaser claimed in 1992, and coesrto claim (2004a, 2002), that it is both possible
and necessary for validity that theory emerges feordence. Robrecht notes that over time “an
increasingly complex set of operations and procesiuwas developed to assist grounded theory
researchers by clarifying what Glaser and Straadoniginally outlined. Specification of which
steps to take, and when, was one of the major @saingiated by Strauss and Corbin. Robrecht
supports Glaser’s position that such steps detract rather than adding to the original, classic
version of grounded theory methodology.

“Instead, the newly enlarged methodological procesiihave tended
to encourage the production of grounded theory pdbrly
integrated theoretical explanations resulting froatations of the
original premises of the grounded theory methodyhith theory
comes directly from data...The additional prescribeghs encourage
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students and researcherddok for datarather thadook at data
leading to emerging theory.” (Robrecht, 1995, 171)

Constructivist grounded theorists who trace thension of grounded theory method to Strauss
claim that expecting theory to emerge from evidaaaerealistic and impossible. Kathy Charmaz
characterizes central features of the original gdad theory as objectivist and positivist.

“Glaser’s...strong foundation in mid-2@entury positivism gave
grounded theory its original objectivist cast withemphases in
logic, analytic procedures, comparative methodd,cmceptual
development and assumptions of an external buewmhigde world,
unbiased observer, and discovered theory. Strausssgon of
grounded theory emphasized meaning, action, araegsp
consistent with his intellectual roots in pragmatisnd symbolic
interactionism...Like Glaser, Strauss and Corbin albeanced
positivistic procedures, although different onésey introduced new
technical procedures and made verification an exgoal, thus
bringing grounded theory closer to positivist idedh divergent
ways, Strauss and Corbin’s works as well as Glagezatises draw
upon objectivist assumptions founded in positivisf@harmaz,
2005, 509)

Glaser defends the original theory against propsnaina constructivist grounded theory, such as
Charmaz (2005, 2000) and modifications that tuougded theory into a version of qualitative data
analysis attached to “naturalist inquiry”, as bpdaln and Guba (1985). Both these revisions, on
Glaser’s view, weaken grounded theory methodologyé¢ point where neither qualifies as grounded
theory (Glaser, 2002) (Glaser, 2004b).

Both Charmaz (2005 and 2000) and Glaser (2004Baapp agree that when grounded theory was
formalized in 1967 it served an important purpaskegitimizing qualitative data analysis. The exten
of their agreement is qualified by Glaser’s ingisethat grounded theory and qualitative data
analysis are distinct (Glaser, 2004a). At timesis8f and Charmaz also appear to agree that which
version is preferable is not a question of “betiamn” but “different than”. Glaser also maintains,
however, that only the classic version counts asrgted theory—the constructivist version does not.
In the following citation, “GT"” refers to groundédeory and “QDA” to qualitative data analysis.

“These criticisms do not apply as they all remddé€linto a QDA
method devoted to careful full, voice and meaniegadiption of the
participant’s story, in short a QDA DESCRIPTION.iF s exactly
what GT is not—a QDA meaning, story description. i&& theory
about a conceptualized latent pattern—e.g. cuitigat
credentializing, covering, client control, rituakk ceremonies... etc,
etc. Criticizing it for not doing what it does rmarport to do, is an
authors’ [sic] error on CHARMAZ's part. It is in®3nce a default
remodelling of GT to a poor QDA method, and thudazk on good
GT research to achieve a conceptual theory...” (@|&2€92)
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In his response to Glaser’s defence of classicrgted theory (2002), Antony Bryant identifies the
“essential issues” as positivism and expectatiémeeotrality linked to objectivism.

“...the positivist stance of a neutral observerhgeahg data about
the world, from which theories somehow emerge is 80 severely
discredited that one of the few places in which caxe find such
unreconstructed positivism is in the work of sorhéhose claiming
adherence to GTM — including, but not restrictecBarney
GLASER. (Bryant, 2003, parag. 7)

Both the original and constructivist versions abunded theory are applied to exploratory studies
of people in organizations. Applied to the heafttiustry, the classic version searches for a theory
“that accounts for behaviour which is relevant anablematic for those involved” (Glaser, 1978).

“Thus the analyst’'s own symbolic interaction witie tdata will
influence what dimensions are understood to be sal&nt and
represent the main concerns of the participanisennvestigation.”
(Robrecht, 1995, 175)

Other areas in which grounded theory methodologyteeen applied include social justice
(Charmaz, 2005), business (Douglas, 2003), infaomatystems (Fernandez, 2004), and psychology
(Dick, 2000). There appears to be no clear delioeadf which version best fits which kind of data,
despite classic grounded theory seeming to betarligtwith coding in science-oriented psychology
(Dick, 2005) and information technologies (Alla®(3, 8). Some prefer the original version because
it is simpler and because they are less interestddbates about theory than in application
(Fernandez, 2004).

The apparent simplicity of the classic versioneseptive. Despite being less prescriptive about
method, classic grounded theory assumes a higlgee@lef skill on the part of the researcher.
Strauss’ and Corbin’s “revisionist approach” issofrecommended for novices because it is “well
delineated and overtly applicable to entreprenétegearching” (Douglas 2004, 66). Bryant supports
Glaser’s criticism of Strauss and Corbin’s highjgtematized grounded theory methodology process.
The highly systematized version, says Bryant, “ddad classified as one of the methods that were
the main target of Glaser & Strauss in 1967” (2(B8),

Because “GT is simply too valuable a method todeavthe objectivists” (2003, parag 14), Bryant
attempts to reconcile differences by looking beytivedwords that Glaser and Strauss used to
describe their theory. In the citation below, Briyappears to credit Baszanger and Dodier with
having coined the term “constant comparison”. HosveChapter V in the Glaser and Strauss
original is titled “The constant comparative metladjualitative analysis” (1967, 101-115). Bryant's
main point below is that rewording the way in whariginal grounded theory is described may be
another ground on which to debate what groundearyti@actually” is.

“If we look at what GLASER and STRAUSS actuadlig, rather
than what they claimed—and continue to claim—theyendoing,
there is the basis for a powerful research apprdd&BZANGER
and DODIER (1997) termed the method of GLASER and
STRAUSS’ as one of ‘constant comparison’. They ahtarize it as

21



a method of ‘consisting of accumulating a seriesmdividual cases,
of analyzing them as a combination between diffelagics of
action that coexist not only in the field under sideration, but even
within these individuals or during their encountefdie aim of such
methods igeneralizatiorrather thariotalization with the objective
of producing ‘a combinative inventory of possibieiations’™.
(Bryant, 2003, parag. 14)

Even this attempt by Bryant to find a calmer grobetind the words is problematic. Douglas, for
example, specifically rules out “generalisation’aassoutcome of grounded theory.

“The distinctive advantage of grounded theory & ihcommences
from specific naturalistic situations, with theent of understanding
the nature and rationale of observed interactioispocesses.
Inductive theory generation is embedded in explanaif
phenomenon rather than generalisability. The extitay power of
the grounded theorist is to develop predictiveighil” (Douglas,
2003, 53-4)

Bryant insists that if Glaser does not tackle tteas underlying constructivism, there can be no
resolution to the debate. Glaser refuses to aclednyd that constructivist grounded theory
methodology serves the same purposes as classicdgd theory methodology and refuses to
acknowledge the debate as legitimate. For Glasestuauctivist, interpretive grounded theory
methodology is not a competing form of groundeatiienethodology but something completely
different.

2.4.3 Role of the researcher, approach to data, and threats to validity

Fernandez, Lehmann, and Underwood all used a veofidassic grounded theory methodology in
their own doctoral research. They assembled thewoig list to describe demands on the researcher.

1. *“tolerate confusion — there is no need to kreopriori and no need to force the data

2. tolerate regression — the researcher might gefiyotlest” before finding his or her
way;

3. trust emerging data without worrying about justition—the data will provide the
justification if the researcher adheres to theuigaf the method;

4. have someone to talk to—Grounded Theory demandsemisnof isolation to get deep
in data analysis and moments of consultation ascudsion;

5. be open to emerging evidence that may change thiehgaesearcher thought about
the subject matter, and to act on the new evidence;

6. be able [to] conceptualize to derive theory from data; and
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7. be creative—devise new ways of obtaining and hagdiata, combining the approach
of others or using a tested approach in a diffeneyt” (Fernandez, Lehmann and
Underwood, 2002, 116-117)

Fernandez described his own work as “extremelynsite, time-consuming and all absorbing”
noting that “the researcher must be persistentresitient” (Fernandez, 2004, 58). This supports the
position that classic grounded theory methodolsgyot designed for novices. The list also appears
to confirm a caution voiced by Glaser and Strandke original work—that this research
methodology relies on the expertise of the researitiough they noted as well that such expertise
can be acquired by training (1967, 249).

Just what it means for a researcher to allow themgmerge from data is disputed. Douglas, who
supports grounded theory, questions how a qualigedarcher could function without “baggage”.

“The traditionalist [i.e. classic] approach is #&gve and requires
creativity that may possibly be more likely to leehd within the
established and developed abilities of the weltpsad qualitative
researcher. Though such a person may him/her-aedf ieveloped
biases that could stymie the necessary open ‘ngdupaj approach
that is a useful starting point in traditionalisbgnded theory?”
(Douglas, 2004, 66)

Bryant analyzes a particular application of grouhtteeory methodology in the field of
informatics. He concludes that what the researatiamned to have done can only be described as a
“feat of cognitive evasion” that surely is eviderafean objectivist theory.

“Given that they are obviously well aware of sulcbdries, the
authors reassure their readers that they took scamrs decision not
to allow this knowledge to affect their work, ‘ind®r to avoid a
standard way of thinking about the phenomena olkskértAow they
managed this feat of cognitive evasion is not clear

“Here is a view of cognition that is determinedbyjextivist. Other
theories known to the observer can simply be disdrassumptions
can be reduced or dispensed with altogether. Teagrhena can be
observed from a totally neutral position by a degpanate, passive
observer. Cognitive reservoirs of previous expeageand knowledge
can be dammed, blocked or diverted—the imageiyasg.”

(Bryant, 2003, parag 9)

Were this the only way to explain the interacti@tvieeen researcher and research objects, indeed
what Glaser and Strauss proposed might sound infp@s&laser and Strauss themselves do not
seem to have intended such interpretations. Iraptehtitled “Insight and Theory Development”,st i
quite clear that insights are recognized as coeddct researchers’ prior experiences.

“...the researcher can get—and cultivate—crucialgints not only
during his research (and from his research) bum g own
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personal experiences prior to or outside it.” (@feend Strauss,
1967, 252)

That a “theory must fit the substantive area toclwti will be applied” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967,
238) is a means to control whether the researcsefdrced theories on the data or allowed the yheor
to emerge from the data. Existing theories aregmared but are treated as just another source of
data, used to scrutinize data but also themselugeced to the same kind of scrutiny.

“...there are many pitfalls in the current ways ofeleping
sociological theory that may preclude a good fisggiologist often
develops a theory that embodies, without his rigait, his own
ideals and the values of his occupation and sotaak, as well as
popular views and myths, along with his delibeefterts at making
logical deductions from some formal theory to whighbecame
committed as a graduate student (for example,radotheory of
organizations, stratification, communication, auittyp learning, or
deviant behaviour). These witting and unwittingagtgies typically
result in theories so divorced from everyday resdibf substantive
areas that one does not quite know how to appinthehere they
fit the data of the substantive area.” (Glaser @imduss, 1967, 238)

In describing her work on linguistics, Robin Lakafiices a similar concern. As evidence of what
can happen when there is no methodological strei¢tuact as a safeguard, she cites early
anthropological studies that did not give suffitisignificance to the beliefs of the people being
studied.

“To this end it was necessary to develop objedive scientific
methods of investigation, so as to avoid the suibgeperspectives
that caused earlier scholars to understand otloestsxs and their
ways from the vantage point of their own (and thesessarily as
unintelligible or inadequate).The new science mgiistics also had
to devise empirical methods of discovery and arslys order not to
force the data uncovered in the field into the @matla’s slipper of
preexisting theories, themselves often based (kmglwior not) on
the Indo-European habits of thought innate to thekrs, all
speakers of European languages and members of Westtires.”
(Lakoff, 2000, 3)

Glaser and Strauss advise against preliminaryatiiee reviews because finding theories in
advance might lead researchers in particular dinestbefore a theory is allowed to emerge from the
evidence. This increases the possibility that exséewill be made to fit the theory, rather than the
reverse. The advice is merely cautionary, howeweengnizing that some researchers may have more
difficulty than others in not allowing themselvestte captured by existing theories (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967, 253). Some interpret this adviéetlgtend narrowly. Fernandez, for example,
interprets this as meaning that there should bgrelominary literature review at all until the reseh
is nearly done, at which point literature is wowveto the analysis as new data that is a test of the
newly discovered theory (2004, 87). In describirggdwn application of grounded theory
methodology, Allan refers to such interpretatiohpreliminary literature reviews as
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“...a misconception of the original premise put fordray Glaser &
Strauss (1967, 169) who encouraged researchanseéany material
bearing in the area’. This is taken to includewiiings of other
authors...A review of the relevant literature estti®#d current
thinking in the areas of configuration managemeait the use of
commercially available components. However, theréiture review
did not lead to any hypotheses of sufficient irgefgAllan, 2003, 7)

An ambiguous and perhaps not fully articulated mmstion of relations between researcher and
research in the original 1967 publication may be ofthe more pivotal reasons for the break
between Glaser and Strauss. Though supportivasobigaw, Locke indicates that such a difference is
equally about the role of process. These two isaueselated and should not be separated.

“Specifically, Strauss locates agency for theoryeligoment in
human researchers, whereas Glaser confers agemsutal
methods and data. These differences are reflectiégkidisparate
stands each takes on the sources on which researobg draw to
develop theoretical insights and on the practibas énsure
complexity in theoretical frameworks.” (Locke, 1996 240)

2.5 Grounded Theory Applied to the Present Research

2.5.1 The role of the researcher

| approached this research by assuming a stangeceftainty about prior beliefs and understanding.
This is different from claiming to begin with noripr baggage” and allows for the caveat that not
everyone taking such a stance would be starting flee same position, perspective, or degree of
uncertainty. That we are none of us always evemeaaaough of all our presumptions to deliberately
set them aside does not negate the value of aftegiptdo so. Difficulty assuming such a stance
might be remedied by asking oneself to consideratvifi one is wrong about prior judgements and
beliefs. Consciously adopting a stance of ignorameates a state of mind in which one intentionally
avoids trying to fit new evidence to existing kneddie and is therefore predisposed to learning
something new. Such a strategy does not requirgntethat to some extent at least we humans are
prone to relating new knowledge and understandirgpinething we already know.

Robrecht’s description of a scientist’s startingigon as “knowledgeable but underinformed”
serves the same purpose; it creates a conditionagrtainty. Uncertainty makes a feeling of
discovery possible and alerts the scientist tonatlte data to take the lead.

“The process of dimensional analysis focuses tla¢yatis attention
on the data and recognizes that, as a scientsgrtalyst is
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knowledgeable but underinformed about the areadnfiry.”
(Robrecht, 1995, 175)

Glaser and Strauss recognized the significancleaf previous experiences and their place in the
tradition of sociology. The process of comparing aantrasting evidence requires that theorizing (by
researchers) be woven in. Kaplan describes attdmypp®sitivists to claim that “the contents of
observation itself are free from conceptual conteatibon” as “the dogma of immaculate perception”
(1964, 131).

“...the difference between facts and theories liehéways in
which they function in inquiry rather than in theopesses by which
we arrive at them, in their use rather than thagio. All
observation involves theorizing, and—for sciendcergy rate—
perception is impossible without conceptual proessgKaplan,
1964, 131)

| positioned myself as an ignorant outsider whoteerno learn from actual usage how | should
understand and use the word “values”. Anthropotsdi@come participants in other societies to learn
whatpeople value; in this study | wanted to leaowpeople use the word “values”. | tracked the
behaviour of the word and idea of “values” by loakiat how the word was actually used instead of
how I might be told it should be used. The sameeamence | compiled might well be analyzed
differently by someone else using the same praaedsexamining exactly the same examples—or
not. The objective is not to make the researchdfeeterpretation; even according to classic
grounded theory methodology an absence of involveime the researcher does not improve validity.

“Even when you disagree, you should see that mgimemight
work for someone who brings to the interpretatiaoatext different
from yours.” (Lakoff, 2000, 8)

Whether such involvement is called interpretatios@mething else may lie beside the point.

2.5.2 Appropriateness for exploratory research

Douglas suggests that although grounded theoryadetbgy may not be appropriate in all
applications, it may be particularly useful in exgltory research to address phenomena such as
social interactivity, echoing the first of Mayrirggpoints cited above.

“Where existing theory is well developed, then atgy, deductive
methods could be more useful in developing entrepareship
understanding, especially at a macro economic leygrounded
theory particularly orientates towards elicitingohnetical-
conceptualisations of processes of social intenfgtiSuch

® Robrecht studied grounded theory with StraussbiB@nd others (Robrecht, 1995, 177).
® Lakoff directs the reader to Tannen (1984) foisawssion of this issue.
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phenomena are not so well disposed to improvedrstateling
through the logic of mathematics.” (Douglas, 2088,

Examining particular examples of values usage las lreated in this present study as exploratory
research. Research that focused on developingaeptral model using deductive logic, only later
applying this model or theory to particular examspleould have been very different.

Using grounded theory methodology to do exploratesearch requires accepting the possibility
that the research will not turn up anything sigmafit or original.

“There is also the risk of finding something thehot new. What if
this has been done before? This appears to beanwatural fear
than a probable risk...A good grounded theory stumykl be able
to point out similarities and differences, and toduce patterns that
are particular to the substantive field of resea¥at, as with any
methodology, and indeed any human activity, theeena
certainties.” (Ferndndez, 2004, 58)

2.5.3 Recognizing the importance of language

Written and spoken language as equivalent sourcédata

Constructivist grounded theory methodology encoesgparticular attention to the language of both
participants and researchers. In Charmaz’ wordsrfwst attend to our own language and make
problematic” (2005, 525). The classic version augrded theory also recognizes the importance of
language. Words spoken in interviews are considegedsalent to words documented in unsolicited
or spontaneous material—*...any materials that faercange of comparisons will be useful: letters,
diaries, newspaper accounts or other miscellaneounfction” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 170).

“There are some striking similarities—sometimesiobs although
often overlooked—between field work and libraryaa<h. When
someone stands in the library stacks, he is metaaiily,
surrounded by voices begging to be heard. Everk becery
magazine article, represents at least one persorisadguivalent to
the anthropologist’s informant or the sociologistiterviewee. In
those publications, people converse, announcei@usijtargue with
a range of eloquence, and describe events or steneys entirely
comparable to what is seen and heard during fielkwl he
researcher needs only to discover the voices ifilirey to release
them for his analytic use. We say ‘discover’ beealike field work,
social research in the library must be directedhwitelligence and
ingenuity.” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 163)

Documented evidence is an important source of ravenal for grounded theory research,
provided that the search for raw evidence is open\ariety of sources, and does not restrict
comparative analysis to one or a few perspecti@sser and Strauss, 1967, 170). Using as an
example the “principle topic” of the “urban imagaid “closely related synonyms” such as “mobility,
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social classes, ‘success”™, Glaser and Straussidedwow a wide range of perspectives might be
collected. This approach benefits from associdhugking and postulating novel relations.

“Again, a self-conscious style of thinking comparely is a great
asset. Thus one goes to the library catalogs, ihref@eaders’ Guide
to Periodical Literatureand thinks of numbers of terms that might
relate to the principal topic. Labor unions—maolilibrough
collective bargaining? Tramps and hobos—downwarHilig?
...Police manuals—strategies for dealing with therpoolasses?
Collections of sermons—images on the consequerides ouch
success, ideological counsel for the rich and datisa for those
who fail to become rich?” (Glaser and Strauss 1960)

“While chance is a powerful goddess, it is wisetoately solely
upon her powers. So the library researcher ougpéetmit himself
time to browse in unfamiliar journals, looking metneighbourhood
of the journal he happens to be scrutinizing; hetraisit unfamiliar
parts of the library (What would cookbooks showpooks on
athletics?); and he may wish to utilize the conterapy newspaper
collection, as well as reading his daily newspagtn more than a
casual eye for accidental data.” (Glaser and Sér&867, 175)

Spontaneous evidence from the perspective of lisgas

Divisions within the discipline of linguistics reftt the same questions that continue to haunt other
social sciences and that characterize the deblated grounded theory. Robin Lakoff classifies these
divisions according to the backgrounds people bnbugth them to the new field of linguistics.

e People trained as social scientists and anthrosttogought to use linguistics as a means of
understanding other cultures;

e People trained as humanists sought to determime ‘frtweir superficial form, what sentences
‘really’ meant at a deeper level”;

e People trained in formal logic or mathematics hadle-based approach to language, “less
interested in the relationships between languadecattiure, and language and thought than
in the relations that held between the parts dfeseres.” (Lakoff, 2000, 5)

Lakoff's approach to linguistics appears to fit lWweith the version of grounded theory adopted for
the present study.

“Analyzing the superficial linguistic form of a conunication alone
cannot explain whyheseparticular words, inhosespecific
combinations, operate this exact effeain the minds of hearers,
much less can it teach us how to be discrimindigayers and
responsible creators of language. Looking (liketpall scientists
and communication theorists) only at the effectbngfuistic choices
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as demonstrated in polls and focus groups leaves thig question
of what exactly happened to cretties effect.” (Lakoff, 2000, 7)

The way to do this is by “bringing these differémtms of analysis together” (2000, 7). Analyses
cannot be based on artificially produced languagaiificial conditions, as done in studies of
abstract grammar. Lakoff urges instead that anslgedbased on “real people’s actual utterances”
(2000, 6) and “real spontaneously created langu@&f#0, 7). Spontaneous language is not solicited
specifically for study. It may or not be verbal-siay even be “planned”.

“Another controversy arises out of the data | helvesen as the basis
of my analyses: largely written, generally mass-aeauhost often
planned discourse...In a literate society like ooreaning is
negotiated through a wide array of communicativenciels: written
language and oral; public and private; formal aridrmal;
spontaneous and constructed; direct and mediatede.Hre
interested in the way language creates and constusall, we must
consider all the forms our language takes. Anyntlidiat some forms
of language are ‘realer’ or more legitimate objedtanalysis than
others is misguided.” (Lakoff, 2000, 14)

In this research | examined both everyday langaagescholarly literature for instances of the
word “values”, phrases and contexts in which itegrpd. No source was grantegriori higher
status or credibility. There was no shortage oihgxas and all examples of values usage were treated
as evidence of how values are understood.

2.5.4 Using examples of values usage as raw evidenc e

Values usage and a preliminary literature review:

| surveyed literature from a variety of disciplines the assumption that even if there were unayimi
about values within planning it would be importémknow if other disciplines treated values
differently and why. This preliminary review becathe first source of textual evidence about values
usage once | realized that the word “values” wasdoased in multiple and varied ways and that this
variety of usage would also find its way into ttants of planners. Had | not encountered a variety o
usage early on, even though I did not yet know torespond to it, falling prey to some theory about
values and allowing that theory to direct the stwayld have been very easy in the early stages. The
concern about a preliminary literature review ba$gr and Strauss is justified.

" In his study of “visioning”, Shipley (2000) conded a linguistic and historical context for the dioin an
earlier article on the same subject (Shipley anaii&, 1999), the authors note that they turnethterviews
to study visioning because of “the absence of @ lhady of consistent writing about vision and visng”
looking for “an understanding [of visioning] thaadhnot yet found its way into the literature.”
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Collecting evidence of values usage

Where classic grounded theory methodology is mguieally applied to studying the behaviour of
people in organizations, the method generally psrensmaller sample size. In the present research,
however, the breadth of application of the wordlties” required collecting a sufficiently diverse
body of evidence about values usage that was meqiggs/e of multiple disciplines and perspectives.
Though collection of examples of values usage newmded formally, as is consistent with grounded
theory methodology, data collection was intensiver@ period two year period (1999-2000). Well
over three thousand examples of values usage, qisifram North America, were collected from
various media sources, including newspapers asticemmercials, radio shows, print
advertisements, greeting cards, popular non-fighiolications, magazines, statements of values
displayed on the walls of businesses and profegkaifices, and even the comics section of the
newspaper. Examples of values usage from schaatiyces were not limited to North America.
Explicit use of the word “values” determined whatdfied as values usage.

Examples of current usage provided a contemporengpgctive of values usage. Historical
examples of values usage were sought in scholgehature over the past 150 years. Contemporary
everyday sources of spontaneous language weredraatequivalent to examples of spontaneous
values usage in planning literature and scholasydture in general. The aim was to provide as
varied a set of perspectives as logistically pdssixtensive enough to cover as many situations as
possible, seeking values usage wherever mighturafo

LeCompte and Preissle note the importance of resees self-monitoring (1993, 341-348). |
recorded how | understood values prior to beginiaig collection so that | would have something
more solid than recollection to check the degrestich | might be superimposing my
preconceptions on the raw material as | proceetleid.turned out not to have been necessary
because my own ideas changed radically the motplbe=d values usage. Nevertheless, it was a
useful control.

Theoretical saturation and theoretical sampling

Significantly, grounded theory method does notgtesi point at which data collection begins and
analysis starts: “Theoretical sampling continweguide decisions about data collection until the
very end” (Simmons, 2004, 98). Theoretical sampighg means to achieve theoretical saturation.

“Theoretical sampling is the process of data ctatbecfor generating
theory whereby the analyst jointly collects, coda®] analyzes his
data and decides what data to collect next andentiociind them, in
order to develop his theory as it emerges.” (Glaser Strauss, 1967,
45)

This entails deliberately seeking out more eviddnoe areas that may not have been well
represented in the initial stages of constant ceoispa and analysis. By this stage, theories abimit t
evidence have already begun to emerge and arengaliyi tested in an iterative process of constant
comparison and contrast. Although the sample salarge and the range of evidence gathered was
extensive, | continued to process new examples$thietiend, on the chance that there was something
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about values that | had missed earlier. | did $pedly search for more examples of “ambiguous
values” to improve my understanding of how valuesspnted themselves as already pre-classified.

Because data collection is an ongoing processrttexging theory is constantly tested against new
evidence. Allowing the combined process of coltattnd analysis to be open-ended is a key
component of grounded theory methodology.

“The analysis may lose complexity and explicitnésise sampling
process falters. That is, the fewer the dimensamltsessed, the less
sophisticated the explanation.” (Robrecht, 199%)17

Theoretical saturation occurs when there is nothig to add to the categories.

“The criteria for determining saturation, then, areombination of
the empirical limits of the data, the integratiordalensity of the
theory, and the analyst’s theoretical sensitivitgtaser and Strauss,
1967, 61-62)

Memoing

The importance placed on memoing by Glaser andi§ira 1967 is another indicator that even in
the classic version researchers are expecteddotlvely involved in developing emergent theory.

“This rule is designed to tap the initial freshnetshe analyst’s
theoretical notions and to relieve the conflichis thoughts. In
doing so, the analyst should take as much timesasssary to reflect
and carry his thinking to its most logical (groudde the data, not
speculative) conclusions.” (Glaser and Straussy 1967)

| used both written memos and a digital voice rdenrOriginally | had anticipated that all audio
memos would be converted into text but found thistwas only possible with those memos in which
I was deliberately talking in dictation mode. Floe imost part, audio memos took the form described
below as “stream of consciousness”, meaning tlaettvas urgency in capturing ideas. Urgency
minimized the importance of enunciation and resultedigital files being unconvertible to text. $hi
turned out not to be a significant problem, howetecause for the most part merely having spoken
the words out loud was enough to lodge the ideaerfionly in my mind.

“When writing memaos, you should think and writedhetically, in a
‘stream of consciousness’ fashion, with little adesation for
grammar, spelling, sentence structure, and orgaoiz You should
write down ideas, even if they are hunches or doatke immediate
sense...Memoing takes precedence because it prahieésidge
between data and the emergent theory. Data argakuailable for
analysis at any time. Ideas are fragile, so theykhbe written
down at theearliest possiblenoment.” (Simmons, 2004, 98-99)
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Categories and Classification and Constant Comparis

Glaser and Strauss distinguish between categangepr@perties. A category “stands by itself as a
conceptual element of the theory”; a property “moaceptual aspect or element of a category”. Both
“are concepts indicated by the data (and not tke itiself) [and] both vary in degree of conceptual
abstraction” (1967, 36). Classifying values onlyewen primarily according to what they are about,
what Glaser and Strauss call “current labels” asebtriptive categories”, would have steered the
research in a completely different direction. Siyrgdlopting commonly occurring ways of
classifying values would have made this researghréally descriptive rather than exploratory.
There are two different types of categories foesearcher,

“...those that he has constructed himself (such@gdkloss’ or
‘calculation’ of social loss); and those that hlveen abstracted from
the language of the research situation...As his thdevelops, the
analyst will notice that the concepts abstractethfthe substantive
situation will tend to be current labels in usetlue actual processes
and behaviours that are to be explained, whiletmeepts
constructed by the analyst will tend to be the axations.” (Glaser
and Strauss, 1967, 107)

Sameness and difference are treated here as melatadher than discrete, together creating a targe
context for making judgements about whether a @aer thing or idea is more like x or y in
important or unimportant ways. Comparison canngtgigention only to similarities and expect that
comparable things must be similar in all respe&isinteractive treatment of sameness and difference
has been applied previously by psychological reseas (Luthans, 1982). As well, Ferdinand De
Saussure, known as the “father” of linguisticssrisdited with insights on utilizing difference irsh
linguistic theory (1966 [1915]) to balance the poeg emphasis on similarities.

The framework for analysis, concepts, and categanie all developed during the process of
comparison and contrast. This is consistent witds@l's and Strauss’s recognition that although
deductive theories have weaknesses, induction eamat sufficient for building theory (Glaser and
Strauss, 1967, 30) “because facts do not existdeutd the framework for analyzing them” (Emigh,
1997, 660).

Trial, provisional classifications were thus an ortant part of the iterative process of comparison.
Raw data were continually reclassified, re-descritned organized differenflyThis procedure was
useful in coming to understand what Glaser anduSsr&iad called “pre-coding” as a device to track
ideas backwards, searching for a better understgradihow pre-coded categories had come to be
pre-coded. By repeatedly demanding reclassificaifaaw data in order to explore different
similarities and differences, the constant comparisethod itself acts on the importance of
classification.

8 A discussion of what is involved in the processamfassification and redescription is providechmapter 6.
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2.6 Rationale for a Single, Retroactive Case Study

Vision 2020 in Hamilton, Ontario was undertakeri®90 by the then Region of Hamilton-
Wentworth as a community-based process for devadopimunicipal policy on sustainability.

2.6.1 Why Vision 2020 was chosen

This case was chosen as an example of sustaigaiditning because the word “values” was used
explicitly and deliberately during the planning pess, because literature and information was geadil
available to track use of the word “values”, andase it was an example with which | was familiar.

This single case offered a rich opportunity to edeishow at least two separate meanings of
“values” were used by actors participating in tame process. Had there not been such a case at
hand, likely more than one case study would haea Ibequired, each to explore a potentially
different application of values usage. Althoughwwed “values” is used with increasing frequency
in everyday language, there can be no assurarthe beginning of a process that actors will acyuall
use the word in the case being studied, makinghgniong case study a much greater risk than a
retroactive case study. As well, using a longitatlcase means that potential consequences have had
a chance to show themselves over time. The neddrfgitudinal study is one of the rationales
accepted by Yin for single-case design of a casgyg2003, 42).

In some respects, Vision 2020 is a typical casustainability planning at the local municipal
level. In light of the recognition it received amsl Local Agenda 21 model status, an argument could
also be made that Vision 2020 provides an “idepie” model. Representativeness is another
rationale accepted by Yin for single-case desiga cése study (2003, 41). There are limitations to
the degree of representativeness that can be daim#these are noted below.

As a member of the public, | was one of roughly@p@rticipants involved in developing Vision
2020. | later served on the committee that orgahfenual Sustainable Community Days, wrote
columns on Vision 2020 for the local paper, andsésd as a resource person in a role-playing
exercise for students. As well, | had maintainditbaof newspaper clippings and magazine articles
about Vision 2020 since 1992. My treatment of Mis&D20 also incorporates the lengthy and at
times explosive controversy that surrounded thésamtby the municipal Council to build an
expressway through the Red Hill Valley. Prior ta@ertaking the present research | was also a
participant in this issue as an opponent of theesgqway.

Vision 2020 was also of academic interest becaudedime that it was being criticized as
“utopian”, | was completing a MA thesis (Philosoployn utopian thinking (Varangu, 1992).

All references cited in discussing this case stmyaccessible by any researcher or member of the
public.
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2.6.2 Case study methodology

The case study is designed to benefit “from therptevelopment of theoretical propositions to guide
data collection and analysis” (Yin, 2003, 12-13ttivere arrived at using grounded theory
methodology. Case studies do not require thatabearcher approach the study without having a
prior theoretical framework (Yin, 2003, 14).

Pursuant to Yin's technical definition of case s¢gdthe purpose of this study was to investigate “
contemporary phenomenon within its real-life cohtespecially when the boundaries between
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident,(2003, 13). Because “values” attach so easily
to other ideas, applying grounded theory to the sasdy of sustainability planning engages other
key issues, such as relations among societiesyigmeats, and individuals. This makes the study
“technically distinctive” (Yin, 2003, 12-13) becaumore than one variable is of interest.

Yin cites five different purposes for using caselgts as part of evaluation: explain, describe,
illustrate, explore, and meta-evaluation. Of thesdy meta-evaluation does not apply to this presen
study. The case study tests the explanatory pofrgegomunded theory on a subject matter that is “to
complex for the survey or experimental strategi€&scription is qualified here to include and not
preclude having description serve particular puepo¥ he case study thus illustrates “certain tépics
in a descriptive mode but is exploratory becauseetis “no clear, single set of outcomes” (Yin,
2003, 15).

2.7 Plausibility and Triangulation
LeCompte and Preissle describe the purpose ofjtrlation:

“In land surveying, physical objects are locatedatly by sighting,
or triangulating, along several points, rather tjust one location.
Triangulation in social science research is simitathat conclusions
are assumed to be accurate only if they can berowed or
corroborated by more than one data source...Triatigalahen, is a
means of proof achieved by logical argument andrtbstering of
alternative sources of empirical evidence.” (1984,

Both grounded theory methodology and the case stetitodology triangulated data internally,
using multiple sources of data from different pextjives according to the methods discussed above.
Grounded theory methodology ensured constant agdiogy movement between the level of details
and level of generalisations, the essence of &lestson and another means by which to establish
perspective. Triangulation for the study as a wimkupported by the application of the grounded
theory about diverse usage to a particular casly stusustainability planning as a test of its
explanatory value in a specific application.
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2.7.1 Triangulation in grounded theory

Sources of evidence and logical argument tell palgt of the story. Ultimately it is the researcker’
treatment of perspectives afforded by the evidénaebears on plausibility and thus on triangulatio
The empirical world is not knowable by humans ex¢epugh human experience with it. Einstein
encapsulated this in saying “Pure logical thinkiagnot yield us any knowledge of the empirical
world; all knowledge of reality starts from expere and ends in it” (1954 [1934], 271). Grounded
theory methodology is a research process thaga¥ &in experience. It ensures that the reseaicher
not isolated from the empirical world and raw evide is not treated superficially.

Grounded theory methodology encourages the ressaiechecognize when triangulation has been
achieved. It is the researcher’s responsibilityetmgnize when theoretical sampling is required and
when theoretical saturation has been achievedlibaiate effort was made in this study to ensure
that the raw evidence of values usage represemtidasas possible range of diverse contexts,
applications, and purposes. This might have beeomglished in a shorter time using fewer
examples—I did continue to process new examples after these appeared not to contribute
something new to the existing body of evidencendarstand now that the purpose of this extended
exercise was to use repetition to train my mindasuts previous habits. Only gradually did | be@am
accustomed to distinguishing between what GlasgiSarauss identified as the descriptive pre-
classification of values based on substantive ctariatics on the one hand and the explanatory
categories that are indicators of original thougtis way of interacting with raw evidence requires
the researcher consciously and deliberately tmputold previous perceptions and understanding
that may be based on descriptive categoriesthieiefore the most challenging aspect of grounded
theory methodology even as it is the most importactor in developing original theory.

2.7.2 Triangulation in the case study

Of Yin’s six sources of evidence, three apply t® pinesent study:

Data triangulation: Four sources of evidence were collected from 189%2005: The use of minutes
of meetings, newspaper articles, administrativentspand formal studies provided different
perspectives of the same event. Applied to thegmtestudy, Yin's list of strengths of documentation
as a source of evidence are stability (“can besresd repeatedly”), unobtrusiveness (“not creased a
a result of the case study”), exactness, andahilitover a long span of time (2000, 86).

Direct observation: | was actively involved during the event as a manab¢he public, not a
researcher. Though I could not have predictedithaiuld revisit this event looking specifically for
examples of values usage, | was a keen obseribe @rocess even without the title of “researcher”.
The advantage now is that | am familiar enough witghevent to recognize factual errors in the
documentation. | found one such error. On Yin'sdisthe strengths of observation, | covered the
events in real time and covered the context oktlent (2000, 86). Potential weaknesses listed by Yi
are selectivity (I supported the project and asdigt the process), time-consumption, reflexivatya
cost/hours required by observers (2000, 86). Titerlthree are not applicable because at the time |
had no particular interest in or sensitivity to gsaf “values”, there was no study underway, and |
was not acting as a researcher.
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Participant observation: Through prior interactions, | was familiar enougithvthe context of the
case study to be “insightful into interpersonaldgbur and motives” (Yin, 2000, 86). The potential
weakness of participant observation as noted byisrthias due to investigator’'s manipulation of
events” (2000, 86). Because this case study isrigal, past events are documented.

Interviews were not used as a source of evidenas) #ough these are described by Yin as “one
of the most important sources of case study infaon& (2000, 88). The advantage would have been
to solicit other perspectives about values usagggnpially augmenting triangulation. Using readily
available written words provided a much more effitimeans of uncovering spontaneous usage of
“values”.

2.7.3 Limitations, transferability and generalizabi ity

Limitations

In the analysis of values usage on which the grednideory is based, examples in planning theory
and applications were included along side exanfptes many other fields but accorded no special
status. That the theory about diverse usage otsakas not developed specifically from the
perspective of planning or for the purpose of plagmight be viewed by some as a restriction on
the potential of such a theory to be useful to péas.

This is a study of examples of the way that thedtferlues” is used. Such usage necessarily takes
place in a broader social and historical content.afi of which can be brought to bear on a single
example or in a single study.

Using a method that depends on comparative logicpiay a role in shaping the results of
research. There is no denying that in this thestls the research method and the conclusions about
values are comparative in nature. Grounded theathodology also encourages subjecting raw
material and ideas about analysis to rigorousrgstn this thesis, Chapter 4 on Objections to ¥alu
Usage is used as a control for comparative logtooth supporters and critics portray values as
essentially relative, rather than absolute, thggests that the claim that values are essentiltyive
carries more weight than if supporters or critichia had portrayed values as essentially relative.

Transferability and generalizability

The explanatory potential and range of applicatibtne theory about diverse usage is supported
by being grounded in actual examples of valueseidagplanatory power with respect to planning is
further tested by applying the theory about diversage to planning in general, to sustainability
planning, and lastly to a particular case of suastaiity planning. Together these address the géner
research question, whether explicit and delibana&eof “values” is neutral, beneficial, or detrirtadn
to planning.

Though the exact process and context may not Iieaitgnl elsewhere, Vision 2020 is an example
of how a real-life planning process incorporatdtedent usages of “values”. Although Vision 2020
was designated as a model, in one respect atitieasy be considered atypical. That this case
involved a highly controversial local issue mayititnansferability of results. It is also possible,
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however, that if a better understanding of valugghtrhave been beneficial in this controversiakgas
planning processes not involving highly controwvarssues may benefit likewise. The presence of a
highly controversial issue is not unambiguousipeita benefit or a detriment.

2.8 Methodology and Values

For the purposes of this study, | distinguish amibregroles of values in
1) research in general,
2) research when descriptive, substantive valuesharsubject of investigation, and
3) research when the study of values is exploratooybalues in general.

Of these three, the last may be judged by a mgoeaus methodological standard because it also
subsumes the first two. The present researchtliofast type.

Much attention has been paid to the influence séaechers’ values as biases, attitudes or
preferences on research in general. As it pertaitise present study, this aspect of values is
subsumed above in discussing the role of the researMethodology should assist the researcher in
being wary of superimposing her own preconceptions.

The second group pertains to studies that aimdories values substantively. The role of
methodology in such cases is to provide meansuelde accurate descriptions of the substantive
content of values, whether raw material is gathérgetheans of focus groups, surveys, or polling, and
S0 on.

Distinguishing between the first and second graspmt always straightforward. These two types
of relation between values and methodology werdatal in the “Comparative Study of Values in
Five Cultures”, more commonly known as the “Val&tady” (Vogt and Albert, 1967). This
landmark, large-scale study of values was the éirés kind, undertaken shortly after the end of
WWII. At the time there was much excitement abbetpotential of “values” in the social sciences,
particularly because of expectations about therpiatieof values for explaining and determining
behaviour. Those who designed the study recognizegotential problem.

“The role of values in the observer’s perceptiansich presumably
affect all inquiry, is often confused with methoolgy for studying
values as a distinct class of phenomena. Thesesigscome
entangled in disputes over basic and applied seiéfi¢ogt and
Albert, 1967b, 5)

Methodological problems in the study reflected “gineblematic history of the values concept”
(Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 3), in particular as tbeial sciences themselves had contributed to that
history. Issues related to aspects of values, asaoncern about researcher bias, continued “iihplic
or explicit dialogues with earlier theories” thagne not always relevant to the study at hand (Vogt
and Albert, 1967b, 5).
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Although not necessarily presented in terms ofufeaf, this same phenomenon of attaching other
issues to the central issue is evident in the misfhmong proponents of competing versions of
grounded theory methodology. Issues specific tamged theory methodology were argued on a
broader level, bringing to the debate questionsdpplied to research in general. The result i§ tha
some extent at least, proponents of both versibgsooinded theory methodology have perpetuated
existing divisions about how research should belooted, in dichotomies such as objectivity and
subjectivity, positivism and constructivism, andoso

Research of the third group seeks to understand ig’/b@ing claimed or intended when some thing
or some idea is described as “a value”. In thigtypresearch, methodology must satisfy not ordy th
demands of the first two groups but additionallpgmse a plausible role for values in research
design. The risks of conflation increase when #search is about non-substantive and non-
procedural aspects of values. This type of researetien more likely to be snared by existing
theoretical disputes about values, disputes tletlassify values and claim them for one or another
theory or discipline or faith. Had this presenteah into values begun in a more traditional way b
using existing theories about values as a sprirmghdlaen it too would have been more likely to take
its direction from existing disputes that may thetwes now function as descriptive/substantive
categories to pre-classify further discussion dvade

The inclination to derive hypotheses from existingories was one of the problems that spurred
development of grounded theory methodology. Exgstiontroversies about values are reflected in
this thesis but the need to respond to existinguties did not determine the research process. | was
therefore able to proceed without first definindues. Defining values before undertaking research
would likely have been shaped by my own understandf values at the time, by some attempt to
anticipate a definition of values that might beste planning, or, sadly, by frustration at being
presented with so many ways of understanding “&ltret feeling compelled to pick one may have
prompted a purely arbitrary choice.
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Chapter 3
DIVERSE USAGE OF VALUES: ABRIEF HISTORY

3.1 Introduction

The word “values” is so much a part of everydag iif the English-speaking Western world that it is
hard even to imagine that it was not always sd; gtih today not all cultures have a word for
“values”, and that whatever substance there mighola general concept of values is fluid and @ th
process of developing. Since the late 1800s, tke ad “values” has undergone many changes as the
word was applied in different ways to serve a \grid purposes. A sketch of the historical coniaxt
which values evolved may help in understanding wivariety of usages coexist today.

To consider diverse usage historically, | postutatiexible and vague concept of values in general
and treat what appear to be discretely and difiddferent usages of “values” as competing
interpretations of values in general. An exhausisteor schema of types of diverse usage of “vsilue
may well be impossible to compile for the past present and is surely impossible for the future.
Examining examples of how diverse usage is and&as applied may be a useful way to improve
understanding of values usage.

3.1.1 Postulating a general concept of values

Postulating a general concept of values—even wittefining it—is a means to consider values in
general as a group. Values usage is so varied,yeswihat even to posit something like a general
concept may already be challenged as taking a@tegrds advocating some particular meaning of
values in general over others. To say that a carafepalues originated at some point or another in
history is similarly contestable.

Abraham Edel distinguishes between a general conée@lue and “the idea of the worth or value
of something” which “had always been around indgbemon language, but it had rarely been made
the subject of philosophical analysis and contreye(Edel, 1988, 14). Edel searched for roots ef th
concept of values prior to the2@entury but found noridecause he rejected approaches that used
the word “value” or “values” in more limited appditton and did not appear to refer to a broader
concept of value (Edel, 1988, 14).

The assumption that there is a shared understahdahges” is common in literature about values.
As a starting point, assumption of shared meaniag discourage awareness of the variety of usage
and the need to consider how usages differ. Fanpbke Edel's orientation is from the social

! Edel does mention a German connection in passinfpbuses almost exclusively on origins of “valuies
English-speaking Western culture.
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sciences and his usage of “values” is applicabladce than moral values. Tony Moyers (1996), by
contrast, focuses strictly on moral values not paréicular usage but as if moral values were the
totality of values. He compiles a descriptive higtof moral values that extends back in time to
ancient Egypt, predating any of the modern usafjsties™. In order to accomplish this, Moyers
uses the modern day understanding of “values” apdrimposes it on his presentation of history

Taken together, various explanations and histafiggrticular ways of understanding values in
general may create a picture of a broader condeglges; a general, flexible, and vague concept of
which there may be as many interpretations as #reréeas to which “values” can be attached.
Postulating the mere possibility of a concept dossequire that the concept have a hardened or
static definition; the mere possibility acts adacpholder while its potential explanatory power is
explored. Awareness of diverse usage of valuegmeigl may prompt reconsideration of particular
usages that may previously have been considerazhtiigoossible usage, the only way of
understanding values in general.

3.1.2 Language as an indicator of a concept of valu  es

Merely by naming certain objects or ideas “valu@g’bring to bear the distinctive structure of the
English language. The English meanings of “valtiedjues”, and “value judgement” are matched
most closely by the German nouns “Wert”, “WertaiddWerturteil” (Terrell et al., 1997). That
values language originated uniquely in English @edman speaking cultures was no accident; both
of these languages have a propensity to see tHd imaerms of objects, of nouns. Other languages
may place a more equal emphasis on nouns and eedhsft the balance to make verbs domifiant
(Abley, 2003; Grenoble and Whaley, 1998).

2 As discussed in Chapters One, Two, and Five,deraio avoid confusion between values and other
descriptors with which the word “values” is oftesed as interchangeable, in this thesis only valsages that
explicitly use the word “values” are considerecegamples of values usage. Identifying implicit \vedwequires
already having particular usage that provides@aitier what counts as implicit usage of the wovedllies”.
% See Objection Two in Chapter 4 for an argumerttshperimposing the idea of values on material et
not originally presented in terms of values chanesriginal material in ways that are not alwapgreciated.
* In Spoken HereMark Abley contrasts emphasis on action in Andisin languages with noun-dependent Indo
European languages. The Yuchi language spokere i@ktahoma area is described by Mary Linn as being
“stative/active, meaning that “instead of encodimg notion of ‘subject and object’ on nouns, like @o, Yuchi
cares about the ability of that subject or objednttiate action; i.e. the animacy of the noun’b(@y, 2003, 73).
Speaking of the Cree and Ojibwa people in Ont&igqert Ross is quoted as follows: “My Aboriginaéfrds
talk a great deal about what it's like to have $e &nglish all day, and they generally descrilaes ia strain. If
we truly recognized that we occupy a universe ofstantly transforming things, people and relatignshthen
we would have no choice but to discard our healgee on nouns to capture and describe it” (AbRHQ3,
125).
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That there is often a lack of action associatet watlues has not gone unnoticed. In the early
1900s, pragmatist philosopher John Dewey attentptddaw attention to the relation between
flexible and vague valuing and “valuésMore recently, Dean Charles Lauter advocatecctinea
way of understanding values to a class of gradgatindents at Lawrence University. Values that are
both verbs and nouns are the “more powerful” values

“We have a serious problem, in that many of theieslof a general
nature that we consider most important exist omlihe noun form;
values such as peace, happiness, wisdom, honestigej
community, goodness, truth, courage. Each of theeds a helping
verb to put it into action.those values that are verbs [are] some of
the most potent and critical values we can utilidgese are such
words as value itself, which has both the verb famvalue, and the
noun form, a value.” (Lauter, 2000)

The emergence of the noun “values” and its subsegquigration into popular language would not
have happened had the word and idea not filledrgrtyespace in language and thought, a space that
language users chose to fill. In her “celebratiblost words”, Sperling introduces the reader ® th
notion that we place value judgements on wordstggeaof “natural selection” of the most fit:

“Since the dawn of language, words have been gbiraygh a
process of natural selection in which only the nfibsturvive. Every
one of us, as a reader, writer, and speaker, shiapesurse of
language by choosing the words we want to conveyr@ssage and
rejecting those we deem inappropriate in one comteanother. In
short, we place value judgements on words...One matshfer that
because a word died, it deserved never to have.liyg977, 1)

From this perspective, all words are expressionsjaigements about the value of each word in
terms of whether it enhances the ability to comroaite in particular contexts. The same applies to
the word “values” itself—the word “values” too ia axpression and judgement about the value of
the word “values”, about the message that the wardconvey. As an expression of value about
values, the word “values” has a special staturearthave rhetorical power and authority far beyond
ordinary names and often appears to be in a ppgfiprivilege with respect to that authority not
being open to challenge.

To speak in English of “worths” today conveys noh¢he privileged stature attached to “values”.
Ongoing debate about which word to use to talk ab@lues” was already evident in the late 1800s.
One of the reasons the word “values” was prefenasl because it was both a noun and a verb—and
because the adjective “worthy” seemed to havefardifit meaning.

® In “The Problem of Values”, Dewey asks whetherthes antecede, or do they depend upon valuation —
understanding by valuation a process of refleatstémation or judgment?...If they antecede, doesatain
merely bring them to light without change, or diderodify antecedent values? Does it produce ndueg?”
(1913, 2609).
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“Some English philosophers object to the use ot¢he Value as
the equivalent of the Herbartian ‘Werth,” and sigjdgbat some such
word as Worth would be more appropriate. | supptosepartly the
want of a convenient corresponding verb, and esa tlegree of a
corresponding adjective (for ‘worthy’ seems to haweonnotation
which does not quite correspond) that has prevehiethtter term
from coming into general use. If this difficultyuwd be got over
(say, by using ‘esteem’ and ‘estimable’ as verb adljdctive, it
might be convenient to use ‘Worth’ as equivalenEigenwerth and
to confine ‘Value’ to Wirkungswerth. It is a pithhdt we have not
also a convenient word to describe subjective valaalistinguished
from objective.” (Mackenzie, 1895, 448-9)

More recently, George Grant (1969) and Edward ArdfE95) argue in favour of using the word
“worthy” in place of “values”, precisely becauseitsfdifferent meaniny

In 1968, Ethel Albert wrote “Few languages haveeaegal term equivalent to ‘value™ (1968, 290).
Some other languages shared variations or narramimgs of “values” but until recently most other
languages have not had a separate word that ceesegp a concept of values in general. Since the
time of Albert’s observation, translations of “va&i have spread prolifically into other languages.
English continues to influence global communicatswrme version (or versions) of the English
“values” migrates to other languages and culturesther languages, these words too will be
judgements about some aspect of “values”.

From a linguistic perspective, values understoogidgements are necessarily contestable. In this
respect they are unlike values used to represemtthing so unquestionably true that it is not inche
of judgement, as when values are referred to asofate” or “intrinsic”.

3.1.3 Nietzsche’s usage of “values” triggers a need for a concept of values in general

In the latter part of the @entury in Germany, Nietzsche called for a “critigpf all moral values”
(1956, 155) and a determination of the “true higmgtrof values” (1956, 188). This critique was
directed not only at the dominant religion andhrat his own society but also the value of religion
and truth in general (Nietzsche, 1973, 15). Nid¢ie&g:call for “the transvaluation of all valuedie
Umwertung aller Werte,” amounted to a call for auening of Western culture because “he
undermined the epistemology, metaphysics, moratience, and the very logic of Western thought”
(Pletsch, 1991, 14). The tool Nietzsche used wasnaapplication, a new usage, of “values”. For the
purposes of the present thesis, two main featur@sacterize the “transvaluatiSrof values:

® These arguments are discussed in Chapter 4. €awgition is the starting point for Objection One;

Andrew’s position is the starting point for Obj@etiTwo.

" The phrase “die Umwertung aller Werte” is varigushnslated as “transvaluation of all values”vakiation

of all values”, and “re-evaluation of all value&Transvaluation” is the English word used commanly

scholarly journals prior to the Second World WartHe 1960s, Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale
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(1) No idea should be considered so sacred, alesotuirivileged that its value cannot or
should not be questioned.

(2) How values come to be values matters.

Outside of economics, calling something “a valuegvyious to this was not an invitation to debate
about the extent and conditions under which somgtiriight or not be valuabléo ask “how
valuable?” would have introduced something forémthe philosophical use of “value3o long as it
was only a word with an unambiguous meaning, “\&liiad no need of a larger condeplietzsche
used the word “values” to introduce the possibiliiit what were called ideals or values or absolute
truth might be no more than illusions and coulatballenged. This new usage expanded the range of
how it was possible to understand “values” andipreted the emergence of a broader concept of
values. The notion that values are unambiguously andirgytvaluable continues today as one of
many usages of “values”.

popularized Nietzsche’s writings in their trangdas. Both used “revaluation”, notably in their joiranslation
of The Will to PoweK1967). Brian Leiter also uses “revaluation” is Nietzsche on Morality2002).Earlier,
Francis Golffing had used “transvaluation” in triatieg Nietzsche’d'he Genealogy of Morald956).
The Random House Dictionaf¥987) defines revaluation as “to make a new waiseg valuation” but
transvaluation as “to reestimate the value of,@sp basis differing from accepted standards’ndatisage
back to 1905-10. One of the translations for then@@a prefix “um” in “Umwertung” is the English word
“about”, applicable here in the sense of “turn-aboather than “pertaining to”. Applied here it g1&pts an
“about-turning of values” rather than simply a fenxion. Nietzsche’s call was for a new procesgabdiation
in the strong sense of valuating again entirelfiediintly. His “good and bad” valuation used a cogtgdly
different set of criteria, amounting to an overtnghof conventional values rather than the weakess of
revaluation.
8 Discussions about which values were best or cemisr most desirable could take place irrespeaifv
whether the idea of values was attached to absotutanderstood as relative. Nietzsche’s usagalakg was
new because it acted on the level of values inrgénather than on the level of particular valueparticular
positions about values. See Objection One in Ch&jutgr for a more detailed discussion of the ngvaitd
implications of Nietzsche’s usage.
° Edward Andrew credits Hermann Lotze with havingdduced American philosophy to “values discouiige”
the 1880s when Lotze’s works were translated imgligh (1995, 5). In 1890, George Santayana usew/tind
“value” in relation to both Lotze and Hegel: “Thiference is not great between a person who, liggeH
finds the value of the world in the idea it expesssand one who, like Lotze, finds it in the divireppiness it
produces” (1890, 201). In 1895 J. S. Mackenziesdfient as previously having proposed the terms¢éfran
Value, Market Value, and Dignity or Worth, wherenEg Value corresponds to subjective value and Dygori
Worth to Eigenwerth [intrinsic values]” (1895, 449¥hat is lacking, says Mackenzie, is a way to tddkut
objective instrumental values “which are not ecoidr(l1 895, 449).
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Almost immediately, Nietzsche’s writing was a sdbjof discussion in English language scholarly
journals®. By 1897 an eleven volume translations of hiseméd works was underwayln its new
application to social life, epistemology, and mityakhe idea that “values” could be either right o
wrong or good or bad was different from the naremsnomic sense in which values had previously
been understood as synonymous with “price” or asptioducts of desire and dem&ndt was
different too from utilitarian calculative approashto values, approaches that measured fit but did
not necessarily question the value of whateverevalas used as a criterion (Means, 1880). The new
application also differed from previous use of twied” as synonymous with moral and ethical
ideals®. For better or worse, Nietzsche's new usage difesl made social, religious, moral, and
epistemological values potentially contestable meghotiable.

The idea that values could be examined or quadtifeed roots in a broader social and
philosophical context. For example, ArHistory of the Modern FacMary Poovey tracks the
conjoined history of facts and values if"x&ntury Britain, asking “How and why did happinessl
value come to be understood as concepts that beughantified (and by extension commodified)?”
(1998, 280). The theological utilitarian movemesided “to discuss virtue in mathematical terms”
(Poovey, 1998, 282) but that movement failed togasupport for the idea that facts could be truer
than values. People believed that real truth wasvknby faith, by values, and were suspicious of the

10 Examples of early authors are W.F. Trotter in 1&#arles M. Bakewell in 1899, and Charles Graygima
1901. In 1907 Erville Bartlett Woods of the Univigyof Chicago discusses values in relation todtwecept of
progress. He discusses the work of three writers take a “natural-process theory of moral valuesite-of
whom is Nietzsche. Woods also cites another Amergzghor’s treatment of Nietzsche, Grace Neal Dolso
(1907, 796). Georg Simmel’'s “A Chapter in the Psdlphy of Value” was published the American Journal
of Sociolog in 1900.
11n 1897, W. F. Trotter reviews Alexander Tille'sllection of Nietzsche’s works in English. He ssay/
noting that the collected works is evidence of “Tingeasing attention which is being paid to Nieb&s' in
Britain (1897, 258). Tille’s translation is alscsdiissed by Bakewell in 1899.
12|n criticizing the narrow approach to values asimds by economists, J. S. Mackenzie writes “Itrsean
abuse of language to say that in the strict sems@alue anything without reflecting upon it angngaring it
with a standard...whether or not we are to maintaé the consciousness of value involves a judginehe
ordinary logical sense...it can hardly be denieckast that the consciousness of value involves jedgim the
sense ofudgementpon. It is one of the normative facts in our psgahlife. It involves comparison with a
standard, and this surely implies judgment...Desivelives feeling, but it also involves the apprelh@msf an
object: value involves feeling, but it also invadueeflection upon a standard of comparison or uperidea of
an end.” (1895, 435)
13 Andrew credits Lotze with being the first “to umihe morally good with beauty, happiness and bs#iriinto
one complex of all that has Value™ (1995, 5). B01, Charles Gray Shaw of New York University wasige
of both Lotze and Nietzsche.
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use of numbers to represent truth. At that time,idiea of measurement “had less to do with
guantification than with determining the ‘fit' beten the action and God's laws” (Poovey, 1998,
282). The now generally assumed close associaétween the idea of measurement and the idea of
guantification came much later.

Where determination of “fit” was the primary purpad examining values, the standards by which
value was judged were set by religious faith. Beeahe standards themselves were never in
guestion, the word “values” could refer to both pneducts of determinations of fit and the standard
used to determine fit; no purpose would be seryediftinguishing between these two usages.
Whether some value was actually valuable or notvea® meaningful question, provided that two
other ideas remained unchallenged:

(2) religious faith itself and

(2) the idea that faith, whatever its substantiveracter, embodied real truth—something
that facts and numbers could not.

Nietzsche’s usage of “values” in the late 1800dlehged not only values as the products of
determinations of fit but also the very standarsisdito determine fit, the truths of religious and
metaphysical faith. This new usage of “values”edithe possibility of fallibility with respect to
claims about truth and goodness. Was “value” somgttinat could be proven or justified? If so,
how?—by empirical means, by religious insight, gtihematics, by metaphysics, by analytical logic,
by reason, by instinct, by ethicdhhaw? Once the idea of “values" becomes fallibldeielops into a
general concept, the appropriate application otwhippears to follow no rules and has no bounds
except as these are stipulated in and for spexidications.

3.2 Early Years of Values

3.2.1 Values and democracy

Nietzsche attacked ideas and institutions thathedisndividual human will and derided the masses
that unquestioningly followed their leaders. AltigbuNietzsche was known for favouring aristocracy
over democracy, Nietzsche’s new usage of values as essentiatiiestable was almost immediately
recognized as a tool that had significant potefbiatiemocratic societies.

14 Nietzsche’s position on democracy is much too demio be encapsulated briefly and definitivelydidn
part this is because of a writing style that expéte reader to “ruminate”: “One skill is neededstlmday,
unfortunately—for the practice of reading as anthg skill to ruminate, which cows possess but enognan
lacks. This is why my writings will, for some tinyet, remain difficult to digest” (Nietzsche, 1958B7], 157).
Ease of encapsulation is hampered because ndthal positions on democracy are stated explieitig need
to be extrapolated in light of possible implicaBoiterpretations range widely and the passagenefhas
made the question more, not less, complex. The rmad@ional interpretation is of Nietzsche propasa
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Professor John Stuart Mackenzie was a prolific @uoh journal articles from the late 1800s to the
1930s, broadly cited by others. He is generallydesd as belonging to the British Idealist School,
best known for its metaphysical belief in absolutegecting atomistic individualism, and reacting
against empiricism. That his starting point wasligi@rent from Nietzsche’s would seem to
predispose him to attack and dismiss the new usbgaues, as many ditl As an idealist and as
someone whose focus was on both the scholarly erudigal political import of moral valu&s
Mackenzie’s positive reaction to Nietzsche’s usaigwalues” may provide some useful insight into

society in which values favour the elite, where &Trigher must not be made an instrument of therlowe
(Nietzsche, 1956 [1887], 261). Georg Simmel dessribe values Nietzsche supports as a “depreciatialh
democratic ideals” (1991 [1907], 141). Further, “ietdsche’s liberalism is not of the familiar kirfd.
espouses, certainly, a social idea, but one inlwthie technique of orientation toward social gtmlsased on
individual freedom and on the accentuation of ifdiial being...[and] “specific individuals are unegaal
priori” (1991 [1907], 146-7). Edward Andrew describestkBehe as sharing Aristotle’s “aristocratic
anticommercialism” (1995, 14) and prompting theéfdscheanization of the American academy...manif&st n
only in the ubiquity of values-discourse but alsdhe universal espousal of pluralist values...thbemmon
aspiration to be more pluralist than anyone el$696, 157). The TInternational Conference of ISSEI
(International Society for the Study of Europeaeds) in July 2006 includes a workshop on “Nietzsche
Europe, Democracy”. The pre-conference descrigifdhis workshop states “As a fundamental prireiqi
his political philosophy Nietzsche emphasizes &t democratization of Europe is irresistible’ §i5l, 2006).
In reviewing Brian Leiter’s interpretation of Niszhe (2002) Bernard Reginster objects that Leiter
““democratizes’ Nietzsche’s ideas too much” (20@3)llingdale describes Nietzsche as prompting
consideration of what democracy really means—“Do want total democracy (to paraphrase Dr Goebloels)
do you think we have sufficient or do you want €8 don’t you want anything very much? None okthe
guestions can be answered by Nietzsche, buahsuggest that there are ways of considering therohwiave
not yet occurred to you” (Hollingdale’s prefaceNretzsche, 1968, 10). Simmel notes “It has freqydrgen
stressed that Nietzsche’s doctrine is in oppostiidnis personality: a rude, warlike, and yet bacttt cry
erupts from an extremely sensitive, quiet, intresipe, and lovable man...But nobility is the poinwdtich the
ideal Nietzsche teaches and the reality of hisreateet: it is the high-water mark of his persdyeahg from
which he floats into the empire of human desirefn{8el, 1991 [1907], 179-180).
15 Two of Nietzsche’s most strident critics were Tep(1897) and Bakewell (1899). Bakewell questiohy a
writer “at first sight, so bizarre, so absurd, samsphemous” would be so in vogue. He complainsiietizsche
is being treated as a prophet “by the unthinking) amcritical crowd” and “by the half-cultured yottlasking
why he has been “taken up in academic circlesiqodatly in Germany and special courses...devoted]lin
seriousness, to the consideration of his viewstaBee of this positive reception, Bakewell consider
understanding Nietzsche’s work all the more impurtashether one agrees with it or not.
16 Mackenzie was President of the “Moral Instructi@ague” in London (Mackenzie, 1908, 273, fint. 1).
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the roots of subsequent diverse usage. As wellkbtate’s fluency in German allowed him to play
an important role in disseminating German ideasiathee new values usage in Britain and
internationally through journal articles.

In 1900 Mackenzie explores “the source of moraigattion” in a presentation to the Bristol Ethical
Society (1900, 464). He begins by observing theg¢fisicism and agnosticism” appear to becoming
more widespread in his own soci€ty

“What | mean is. that in our time scepticism has distinctly begun to
creep—as it did in the time of the Greek Sophistg#te-the practical
aspects of life, as well as into the more puregptietical. |1 do not
think that this would have been as true of thedasieration as it is
of this...Speculative doubt did not in many suchanses materially
affect practical moral conviction. Whatever mayttue of other
countries, our country has in the main been failfuprofession, if
not in practice...to the great moral traditions whachk broadly
associated with the ideas of Christianity...But hththere is some
change...l do not mention this as a sign of detelimng for | am

not at all sure that it is.” (Mackenzie, 1900, 4855)

Mackenzie observes that Nietzsche would have “sdenwre surprising in the last generation”
(1900, 466) when people were less in the habieofdsceptical. The “skeptical habit of mind” that
had previously been characteristic of “more pusglgculative problems” is now characteristic of
how people address questions of “practical moralie predicts “...that this questioning attitude of
Nietzsche will become more common as time goeqH®00, 467). As this questioning attitude

" Nietzsche makes a similar observation in 1887: he.$mell of a failure, or a soul that has goneestilVe
no longer see anything these days that aspire®togyeater; instead, we have a suspicion thagnill
continue to go downhill, becoming ever thinner, enplaced, smarter, cosier, more ordinary, mordferent,
more Chinese, more Christian—without doubt mareisirgg ‘better’ all the time... This is Europe’s true
predicament: together with the fear of man we hase lost the love of man, reverence for man, camice in
man, indeed theill to man Now the sight of man makes us despond. Whahism today if not that?”
(1956, 178).
In 1899 Bakewell describes Nietzsche as a produdtsdime whose writings reflected “certain verider
spread tendencies and favorite theories of thisgdgentury” (1899, 315): “The reception which Ngsilze’s
works are being accorded shows that he is far ft@amding alone; that the feeling of discontent \aitrpresent
moral standards, which he has made articulatdaised by many of his contemporaries” (1899, 314atR
writer reflects historical context may be a benatpservation in most cases, but observing this wfesme who
argued for perspectivism, for recognizing horizbed to perspectives, this observation is potdgtiabre
incisive. It raises the question of whether Nietzess work may be so bound to its own time and pthagit
may not apply in other contexts, or, if it applitsen perhaps for different reasons and with dsffer
implications.
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becomes more common, it will be “more and more s&mgy for those who believe in moral
principles to be able to give some reason for dfith that is in them” (1900, 467).

Nietzsche’s usage of values did not single-handedstroy the firm foundations of traditional
societies but was a product of its time, reflectumgl articulating an already existing social trend.
Mackenzie notes that not everyone agrees with hahdevelopment of such a questioning attitude
might be a positive development; others view scepti as an expression of fearfulness and
pessimism, a necessary consequence of losing fithtertain foundations.

“They fear that we are losing our old anchoragetsefve have
found any new moorings, and that a general decayooél purpose
is to be anticipated, giving rise to a recrudeseeasfdarbarism.”
(Mackenzie, 1900, 467)

Such scepticism has arisen, he says, becausegbi&pon is undergoing a second change in moral
and social consciousness. The first change in thisiBpeople’s moral and social consciousness was
in response to the “economic or social problemthim 1800s. Before that time, people were
individualists; since that time they have beconwial-problemists” (1900, 468).

“...recognition of this problem has, to a great ekteittered men’s
moral conceptions. The good man of two generatiguswas an
individualist—not in the sense in which an indivadist is opposed
to a socialist, but in the sense in which one winoks mainly of
personal obligations is opposed to one who thin&siy of social
obligations...The good man of our time is one whaolthj not of
personal virtues and duties, but of trades-uniowsmunicipalities
and model dwellings. This transformation has meangénlargement
of our interests, a shifting of our centre of gtgva readjustment of
our moral estimates. But we have accommodated lvesst all
that, and it no longer suggests any very seardhopgry into the
basis of moral obligation.” (Mackenzie, 1900, 4§8-9

The British person with a recently expanded sefhsaonal and social conscience is how again
confronted by a new need to expand the scope ailraad social conscience. British imperialism has
consequences that demand a conception of indiwdgpart of an even larger society.

“...this enlarged consciousness of our relationfiéovrorld has
come to us in a somewhat disagreeable way, andeeas
accompanied by much that is in the highest degogectionable —
by much, even, that might not unreasonably leaid Gsar that we
are losing some of the best results of our padization, rather than
advancing to anything better. But it should be nexmered that the
same might have been said of the early beginnihgsrosocial
consciousness.” (Mackenzie, 1900, 469)

Mackenzie describes this period as just as greatakening for his contemporaries as it was for
their grandfathers to learn that more than beidgiduals they were also members of a British
society. Both events become stages in the develapofiésocial consciousness”, neither presenting
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itself clearly at first “as an enlargement of theral consciousness” (1900, 469). In both situations
people must learn what are their duties and oligatin the new context (1900, 470).

Mackenzie makes it clear that he is “not an adnofédietzsche” and does not agree with
Nietzsche’s claims that “Christian morality is anaddy of slaves”. Nevertheless, suggests
Mackenzie, what Nietzsche has written about slagstality may be applicable to British society,
particularly before individuals gained a sensehehtselves as members of society.

“But | think this statement may be applied with sotruth to express
the general nature of the advance that is at ttmept moment
demanded. The moral consciousness of this courdoyiple of
generations ago was not that of slaves; but | thinkas too much
that of men who did not sufficiently realize how fiawas possible
for them to control the conditions of their liv8%he economic
changes of the past century have to a large extgmessed on
men’s minds the great possibilities that lie befixem...It would be
low indeed...if we were to renounce these great abbgs, and hark
back to those merely individual ideals which weréded by
comparison little better than a morality of slav¢slackenzie, 1900,
470-471)

A “progressive morality” does not support unquestigly following the authority of either a
leader or an idea, for “there is something slainstine thought of an authority which we are simjaly
obey” (Mackenzie, 1900, 475).

“...modern thought, as contrasted with the thoughhefancient
Greeks, has tended too much to express moral aedshey
depended on some law above us, instead of somih&inde seek to
realize. | believe that the morality of Christignitas in essence a
morality for freemen...But its significance hadtpabeen forgotten;
and, | think, it is true that we have to learn tee@cipate ourselves
again.” (Mackenzie, 1900, 475)

What a “progressive morality” requires is that dedmow and care about who it is that has
authority in their society rather than holding tigho “established traditions”. Mackenzie saysttha
this is what he means by claiming there is a neathtlerstand “the source of our obligations” (1900,
471). One by one, Mackenzie considers and rejscp®tential sources of authority the state, “the
will of a divine power”, conscience, and reason.

“And thus we are led away from the idea of a laat gttands as an
authority above us to the idea of some good atwtiis reasonable
for us to aim.” (Mackenzie, 1900, 475)

That Mackenzie applies Nietzsche’s usage of vabuesomes up with a different answer,
demonstrates how “a questioning attitude” to valuesd not result in the same conclusions. This
leads Mackenzie to an idea of “some good” thatireguhat individuals reject unquestioning
allegiance to higher authority in order to aimédommon good. A questioning attitude towards the
idea of “good” can rescue Christianity as a “maydior freemen”. It is substantively different from
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Nietzsche’s claims that Christianity is a dangerntiusion that represses the human will. Nietzsshe’
usage of values, in Mackenzie’s hands, is the@lgtiand practically supportive of progressive
morality and social democracy.

Eight years later, Mackenzie continues to promdegzdche’s ideas as being helpful to social
democrats. In a presentation to the Moral Instouctieague, Mackenzie considers two different
types of a moral ideal, the more common civic ideal the other more challenging ideal, best
represented by Nietzsche’s prototypical “Superman”.

“One is what we may call the civic ideal, the idehtocial service,
of self-sacrificing devotion to the welfare of tbtemmunity in which
we live...Against this...we have the ideal of whiclrétent times
Nietzsche is the most eloquent apostle— the idetdleo’Superman,’
the realization of a strong individuality, the itl#@at urges one by
all means to love his neighbor as himself, but foamake sure that
he really does love himself...The establishment ohsan ideal
would, as Nietzsche puts it, involve a ‘transvatwabf all values,’ a
reconsideration of what is really to be admired pradsed in human
life.” (Mackenzie, 1908, 276-7)

That both these two types (and others) already exjgeople’s minds creates difficulties for moral
education. One remedy is to cultivate both theiViitibal side” and the “social side” of people. The
Moral Instruction League, he says, “has been wissdding the word ‘citizenship’ to ‘moral
instruction’ in its syllabuses” (1908, 279) to prat@ the civic ideal. As well, those who teach n®ral
should look for what moral ideals have in commarstantive ideas to which all moral ideals “attach
value”. These are “qualities” to which people imgel “attach value”.

“There is a great difference between the Utilitargand the
Intuitionist, between Nietzsche and Tolstoi, betmwt®e Christian
saint and the citizen-soldier; but | think you wabdind that they all
attach value, though in somewhat varying degreesi¢h qualities
as courage..., self-denial..., regard for others..., kess to animals,
honesty, fairness of mind, self-control, perseveeathoughtfulness,
interest in human progress...And it is, in fact, éhgeneral and
common elements, which may very easily be madédke for

more special developments in different directiofsackenzie,
1908, 280)

Mackenzie's application of Nietzsche’s usage otigalto social democracy predates both world
wars and is in sharp contrast to the blame cast sherades later on Nietzsche’s Zarathustra for
inspiring the Superman of the NaZi§. The new usage of “values” requires the reconatiter of all

18 George Grant argues that Hitler would have beemprbtetype of the weak revenge seeker that Nie&zsoh
clearly despised. Nevertheless, Nietzsche mustdmae responsibility.

“The very clarity and force of his criticism of tl®iropean past liberated many Germans from théitaal
religious and moral restraints of their traditisn,that they were opened to a barren nihilism whiak a fertile
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values, irrespective of beliefs about their immyit challenge. Slavish obedience to ideas is as
inconsistent with democracy as is slavish obedi¢méeaders. Even those values that may appear to
be common to all humans cannot claim privilegetuséa because not all people “attach value” to
them in the same way.

The contestability of values applies also to treaidf democracy itself—to the value placed on or
“attached to” democracy. As evidence of his williegs to apply the contestability of values even to
what he himself favours most, in an article tittféthe Dangers of Democracy” (1906) Mackenzie
considers the value of democracy. He recognizeéstitaeveryone will support his willingness to
examine an idea that at the time is being procldivh “religious fervour”, as having “infinite” ah
“transcendent” value, and as “an end in itself"089130-131).

As earlier Mackenzie had explored the “source ofahabligation” (1900, 464) by examining and
assessing the most likely competing explanatioase too he attempts to build the strongest possible
argument against democracy by considering the bbyecof its severest critics. He considers and
responds to the preferences of Plato for an arestgaf merit and to the concerns of Aristotle that
democracy serves the interests of the state, npi@ef the state. He refutes objections that
democracies do not represent the general will,adl@ncannot accomplish what they purport to
accomplish, and promote what is of least, not makte. Mackenzie concludes that a democratic
society is not one that corresponds to some dafiaition or ideal but is the responsibility ofode
who shape it. Democracy can be both “the rule efpople” and “the rule of the best” (1906, 140).
Such an approach to democracy allows Mackenziertolede that ideals and a questioning attitude
are not incompatible so long as the value of idsa¢xamined closely rather than simply assumed.

“...everything that is worth anything in human lifeoiscontains an
ideal. The important thing is that the ideal weédhefore us should
be something that has real value...if we mean by eaoy a real
self-government of the people, each one being altbie do, and
trusted to do, that for which he is best fitteckrth believe we mean
something which has a considerable value for ue) éwe do not
wholly succeed in achieving it. Even only to ainitais to realize its
spirit and to realize its spirit is to go a longyawards its complete
achievement.” (Mackenzie, 1906, 141)

field for the extremities and absurdities of Na&ib8ocialism. Nor do | imply that his lucid but inoderate
rhetoric is the best way to put forth one’s thosglmdeed it might have been better for humanilyigtzsche’s
works of high genius had never been written, ariften, published. But to raise this possibilityplies that it
is better, at least for most men, not to be tolémstthey are...From whom should some knowledgedueh?
How much is it good for any one person to know®q4, 24-25).
' The Nazi application of Nietzsche’s usage of valpeovides another example of how the area of egijiin
can modify values usage. Where Mackenzie the lstesdiademic and practical moralist applied it ie oy,
the Nazi usage appropriated what was useful andrelied the idea that a questioning attitude shbald
attached to values.

51



Whether an ideal has “real value” can not be iatlltut can be assessed rationally. The way to
accomplish this type of democracy and to guardrsgjaine dangers raised by the objections is to
cultivate the spirit of citizenship (1906, 142).eTdnly real serious danger faced by democracy “is
that it may fail to be true to itself, that it migrget its own ideals” (1906, 144). A questioning
attitude even about the value of democracy aseal hlue is not a threat to democracy but a means
to secure and sustain it.

3.2.2 Setting the stage for diverse usage by detach  ing values from absolutes

As the word and idea “values” began more genetalBcquire an identity separate from broader
consideration of “what is valuable”, articles abwalues appear with increasing frequency in
scholarly journal®. As several scholars cited below attest, thissigtas generated by Nietzsche'’s
use of the term in the late 1800s to identify wiaperceived as false beliefs or illusions. Theges

of “values” made it possible to challenge all spblenomena together as a group, making possible an
across-the-board challenge of values—what Nietzeahed the “transvaluation” of values. On this
usage, calling something “a value” automaticallyamethat its claim to truth was being challenged.
As well, because what Nietzsche identified as fadeefs were the dominant beliefs in the socidty o
his day, to call something “a value” was to chagiemot only the truth of beliefs about value bsbal

the broad social agreement that supported the dombeliefs.

In an overview of the first quarter of the"2€entury, Wilbur Urban describes the phrase
“transvaluation of values” as the most significahthe Darwinian epoch for having detached the idea
of values from absolutes and linked values to pestspe.

“The category of value is, to be sure, in a sessadas philosophy.
But in another sense the realm of values is nesxpdoration and it

is only in our day that this exploration has beadartaken with all
the resources of modern psychological and logicalyais. It is
scarcely necessary to indicate the various caubehwave led to
this exploration. They may perhaps be summed tipaphrase
‘transvaluation of all values,” which bids fair, @ our epoch is seen
in its true perspective, to be recognized as thet significant phrase
of the Darwinian epoch.” (Urban, 1926, 101)

Urban writes proalifically about values in the eat§00s. In 1908 he observes “There has scarcely
been a time in the history of thought when the [gwbof “value” has so occupied the centre of

20 Articles in scholarly journals are used here asgtimary source for considering the discourse ab@lues in
the early years of the concept. Despite diversecgopes and applications, common themes echo thootig
the early literature about values. A search forténe “values” turns up articles about values beigig in the
late 1800s in all of the following journalfhe American Journal of Sociolggyhe Philosophical Reviewhe
Journal of Philosophy, Psychology and Scientifiaiides American Sociological Review, International
Journal of Ethics, Mind, The Quarterly Journal afdhomicsandThe American Journal of Theolagy

52



attention as at the present” (1908, 42). Othersaaglared S. Moore declares 1909 the official gear
birth of values as philosophy, a new stage in thdysof values.

“The year 1909 was marked by the birth of a neviogbphical
discipline—the philosophy of values. In saying thido not, of
course, mean to imply that the problem of values &ny sense a
new one, but that during the past year for thé finge the systematic
description, classification, and explanation ofuesl was entered
upon quite independently by several of our foreniusikers.”
(Moore, 1910, 282)

In the war-time of 1917, Herbert Schneider’'s obatons leave no doubt that there has been much
discussion about values, not only as a topic oblsely interest but also as one propelled by events

“The problem of values has been in the front raofikhe battle-line
so persistently during recent years that it maynsdesirable to let it
rest in peace for a while. It has been attacketh fat sides, and
some claim to have vanquished it. It still seemisaee some life,
however; in fact its very hardiness invites attmtilt is evidently a
vital problem in current thought, and the eventEuimope seem to
have revived rather than extinguished its vitali{g917, 141)

In a few short decades of use, there has been sb attention to values from so many different
directions that there is already confusion aboluesusage. Already there is enough use of “ethical
theory” and “values” as interchangeable that Sadereneeds to remind his readers that the former
arose “independently”.

“The problem of goods, good and the Good, is ateahone for
philosophy, but it was not until comparatively nettg that
psychology became interested in it. Apparentlydtrbt like the
terms ‘good’ and ‘goods,’ perhaps because of timeraphysical and
theological connotations, perhaps because of tigjectivity,” so it
adopted and adapted terms which were better switésl purposes,
namely, ‘value’ and ‘worth.” (Schneider, 1917, 341

To clarify what values are and what they are nohn®ider proposes closer attention to language,
particularly to the distinction between “the adjeet'valuable™ and “the noun ‘value™ (Schneider,
1917, 145).

“Current usage has ...identified the term ‘valueghviwvaluables,’ so
that one can often hardly tell which of the two megs is
employed, and considerable confusion has resulted th®whole, |
think, the term ‘value,” when used concretely (ugavaluesetc),

is used in the sense of “something valuable,” faaale object.’ |
shall attempt to keep this distinction, and whete hot substitute
the terms ‘valuables’ or ‘valuableness’ the conteit | hope, make
clear whether the term is used concretely or atthgra(Schneider,
1917, 145)
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Although Schneider’s attempt at a solution may redeed to confusion, this tendency to turn to
semantics to find a solution to the problems cikatediverse usage has persidted®chneider’s
frustration is directed at reclaiming the meanihg aord, a meaning that in a relatively short time
already appears to be going astray. “Values” begaa rejection of “absolutist ethical theory”. They
served that purpose by drawing attention to thel fi@e“revaluation and reorganization of social
activities.” But now, says Schneider, values haseb

“...pressed into service to bolster up the very thmgrhich it
constituted a reaction. Certain values have beethapsized and
given absolute significance; they are viewed asgshio be
conserved. The plea here is that the psychologwloes should not
turn traitor to its own cause by becoming a coresére and
conservator.” (1917, 154)

Schneider’s assessment of the problem foreshadeaxsonfusion, contradiction, and cross-
purposes that would continue be attached to the aod concept of values. In such a short period in
the life of an idea, its meaning is already beinmpgverted. What began as a challenge to absolutes is
itself now being used to justify absolutes.

One clue as to what might have inspired such atesbbetween ways of understanding “values”
comes in 1880, from D. M’ G. Means’ review of Spers criticisms of utilitarian methods and
positions. At issue are questions such as whetdalive reasoning might be used to derive moral
values in mathematical fashion (Means, 1880, 48Bgther values are essentially relative (Means,
1880, 397), and Spencer’s claim that “no part efduet can be understood unless we understand the
whole, not only of human but also of animal condaaotd not only all present but all past conduct”
(Means, 1880, 400). Means argues that this attemmgimove all uncertainty is bound to lead to
errors in estimating what is valuable.

“[Spencer’s] system has the strength and the wesskoieother
systems that assume a knowledge of final causes.n@stich
system is favourable to freedom, for it involves Helief in a part of
mankind that the freedom of the rest can lead tmtheir misery.
The only ground of freedom is in the uncertaintyraf future.
Remove that, and the lives of all men ought to beked out for
them, and any divergence from what is known todoetfe general
good must be punished. This is the doctrine oRbman Church. It
is also a doctrine to be learned from [Spenc@®@ata of Ethics’
(Means, 1880, 402)

The tension between a desire for certainty andgr@tion of the significant, if often
unacknowledged, importance of uncertainty contintogalay a role in values usage. Satisfying the

2L |In 1988, for example, Edel suggests Dewey's amroa values might have been understood better if

“linguistic chance had fastened on the term ‘wor#ther than ‘value’....There would have been less

temptation to make a substantive out of value arehdier attentiveness to context and process"§,198).
54



desire for certainty, prematurely or not, seeseahlneated as firm ground. A questioning attitude
towards values allows uncertainty and the possjtmii fallibility to be part of study and learning.

Diverse usage emerged early in the life of the oemcept of values, setting set the stage for
subsequent diversity of usage. Nietzsche’s usafjeabfes” may have reflected prevailing concerns
and perhaps precipitated renewed efforts to defemdonnection between the idea of values and the
idea of certainty. By treating the aspiration tarfiground as merely an illusion of certainty,
Nietzsche’s usage of “values” may have exacerbsadetl instability and feelings of uncertainty. A
new version of values-as-certain usage emergegsponse. It differed from the prior treatment of
absolutes as ideals in being a more mature and @yection of a challenge that simply could not be
ignored. Firmness and certainty attached to clamassomething is valuable could no longer be
assumed to be the default usage of “values”. Magkethe idealist, accepted that values would have
to be justified and maintained that this was combpatvith the use of ideals. Those who disagreed
would continue to use the word with an unambiguppsisitive and firm meaning.

Treated as contested meanings of a newly emergnergl concept of values, both values-as-not-
certain and values-as-certain may be diverse atsetograpple with the same challenges rather than
discretely isolated from one another. This alsayests that how a general concept of values is
understood may change depending on what partioskges are dominant at any given time. The
concept may not exist independently of its constéuparts, of diverse particular usage of “values”

3.3 Values Usage Continues to Diversify

The relation between individuals and states, whetievalue of ideals such as democracy could or
should be contested, the need for individuals teemaasoned judgements about value, how to know
what was valuable and what was not, whether vadoakl or not provide firm ground—all of these
opened up new arenas in which “values” could be.ule social, economic, and political contexts
changed and events generated new ways of addressihgssues, the everyday world too became a
source for new and diverse usage of values.

3.3.1 The role of context in shaping diverse usage

To explain the major influences and growing poptylasf the concept of values, Edel identifies three
broad trends that influenced values in the earfy@mtury.

(1) Industrialism created a need for consumechtmse amongst commodities. Free choice also
became possible in other areas—"in occupation,drriage, in residence, in mode of life, even in
ideas” (1988, 19). Free choice and the decisioneinehphasized comparison and measurement.

“Choice requires comparison of alternatives andesomeasurement
of properties and some measurement of propertles. T
pervasiveness of measurement in modern life isanlsviHence the
process of valuation becomes entrenched and gaeetal he
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ordinary idea of the worth of something, alwaysusubin the
common language, has to be self-consciously deedld1988, 19)

(2) The publication of Darwin'$he Descent of Ma(1998 [1874]) prompted two different
directions for values. A naturalistic conceptiorhaimans cannot explain freedom of choice, action,
or responsibility. Therefore some principle musfdaend in morality in order to fully explain human
life. Philosophical idealists were driven to “restthe human spirit by the need to avoid “the
consequences of a purely naturalistic view of m&@thers attempted “not to reduce spirit to nature
but to find a comfortable home for the phenomenspaft in nature”. Where values were treated by
the former group as “transcending both nature andes-perception”, they were secularized by the
latter (1988, 20).

(3) Although “value” had previously been used iomamics, it was not a broad enough concept of
value to apply to other disciplines. As economiegedoped, its concept of value broadened to
include desire but desire came to be treated ucadfit.

“The labor theory of value in the earlier classieabnomists fixed
on congealed labor in commodities as the cruc@bfawhereas the
later classical economists turned to the psychotdglemand and
desire...At first, relying on Benthamism, they assdroardinal
measurement for pleasures and pains and ther&fossibility of
calculating the total utility of a commodity acraedividual
valuations...Eventually...all attempts at interpersawhparison
dropped away, and total valuations had as theirdo&asis the
individual's uncriticized expression of preferenesesl aimed at an
overall maximization.” (1988, 19-20)

Substantive changes in response to changing sariditions were often more obvious than
changes in how values in general were understootthi€émidova’s study of the rise of cheerfulness,
for example, links it with the “rise of individualin” by which “human agency gained value” (2005,
7). Although by the twentieth century cheerfulnead become the “main emotional norm” in
America, in the 18 century sadness and melancholy had been all-peev4Reople sought to
partake in sadness and valued its expression” (Z005

“Moderns developed an impatience with helplessnekigh was
accompanied by a distaste for grief and later taé@d into male
aversion to tears. Since cultural meanings forrogyosition, the
opposite emotion to sadness—cheerfulness—begaanie as a
symbol for virtue when virtue was found to residéhwgelf-help. A
cheerful countenance came to be seen as a sign factive
personality, capable of solving its own problemise hiewly valued
gualities—a self-attained material and moral weliAlg and an
ability to control one’s life—were represented ®eging in good
spirits at all times.” (Kotchemidova, 2005, 9)

As cheerfulness became the social norm, the syoftelvell-functioning individual, it helped to
identify which individuals were capable of makimgir own decisions and established a new
standard by which to identify problem behaviour aedsonality. Unlike speculative moral ideals
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arrived at deductively, it was a value that coudtl e understood without also understanding its
history and the broader context of values to witietas attached.

The value of happiness also changed. Deal Hudsalgzas how ideas associated with positivism
changed how happiness was understood. Hudson ldesthie current conception of happiness as a
“momentary” state of well-feeling attached to pla&s resting on “unexamined notions of
happiness...embedded in the patterns of life” (198§, The older conception is a deeper meaning
of well-being, a life well lived that could be halg to public scrutiny and judgement to see if the
person’s claim to happiness could be justified 6.9%). He argues that in general we place a higher
value on the current conception: There has bediftfrom the older meaning, rooted in the Greek
idea of eudaemonism, to a life where material conion becomes the highest good (1996, xix).
Hudson locates the beginnings of this shift in*B8century. It was during this same period that
positivism became associated with value. Hudsooribes positivism as

“a rejection of the abstract ideals of speculagligosophy and a
move toward a concrete and social form of thinkift] took on the
meaning of value...which has resulted in the iaglat techniques
capable of bringing about desirable effects andtstting the
creation of stable foundations, whether in personalational
character.” (1996, 13)

The factors to which Hudson attributes a substarthange in the value of happiness are similar to
those associated with the emergence of a new udagdues. Hudson identifies the problems as:

1) If there is more than one conception of happintestesult is confusion about happiness
(1996, xviii);

2) That happiness is so pervasive a part ofemaryday experience that it tends not to be
examined, leaving only unhelpful vagueness (199§, and

3) Happiness can no longer appeal to an agreed upgective” standard (1996, xix).

Applying these points to values, there was no csinfuabout values until people acknowledged
that there was more than one conception. The squaintl suggests that awareness of competing
conceptions of values need not be automatic. Ttheddisappearance of an “objective” standard of
values prompted a new usage of values and the emer@f the new concept of values.

Among other influences on values, the two worldsaarecipitated feelings of uncertainty and
instability. For Dewey, the impact on society of fhirst World War was magnified because “the
earlier period of optimism” was replaced by inséguand uncertainty. The situation was “almost
incredibly” even worse after the end of the Secéfatld War.

“Insecurity and strife are so general that the pileng attitude is one
of anxious and pessimistic uncertainty. Uncertaagyo what the
future has in store casts its heavy and black shader all aspects
of the present.” (Dewey, 1957 [1920], vi)

The insecurity and “pessimistic uncertainty” miglatve had a moderating effect on the
“questioning attitude” that Mackenzie had obserorly decades earlier. Speculative moral
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philosophy had failed to prevent the world wargtiPalarly after the Second World War,
preoccupation with what was good and ideal was lanpgd by questions about what was normal and
what was deviant in societies (Thomson, 1998).al¢ wot the idea of certainty and firm ground that
was rejected but philosophy for having failed thiage certainty. The new social sciences were
charged with this responsibility to “reveal” valubat could be treated as certain.

“The great hope was that an ethical value systantddme found in
the science of psychology; that psychology coul@akthe values
which humans carried, psycho-biologically, withireimselves from
the earliest age, and that society would be orgdrtis encourage the
healthy development of these natural values.” (T3mm 1998, 46)

Identifying values had been part of the mandatoofal sciences from their earliest days. Treating
values as something to be revealed meant thatisigning attitude was not needed and that
principles such as freedom of choice became legsritant. The effect was to reinvigorate the
opportunity for what Mackenzie had called “slavigtgvotion to the authority of people and ideas.
The authority of an “objective standard of socm@ahitol” was considered a sufficiently impersonal
idea that it could be applied in the service ofchemmon good. It would require

“...changing our measure of values from the subjestitvindividual
criterion where it now rests to the social criter@ the good and
development of society as a whole...based upon thmplabest
possible scientific and objective analysis of tbaditions of social
activity in the individual and the group.” (Bernat®10, 341)

The world wars created an opportunity for statesxfmeriment with large-scale social projects, in
the process generating changes to substantivesvahgecreating new usages of “values”. Education
applied the new knowledge gleaned from “large-soadanizational and management techniques”
(Smith, 1998, 66) that had begun in the 1930s ndi$hed during the Second World War. Smith
identifies the Normandy landings of 1944 as noydrding on an “unprecedented scale” but also
“much of the planning and procedures were new” 81%®). The result was that “People no longer
did things as individuals, or as communities, sus@all cogs in a large system” (1998, 67). The
official theory of learning, on Smith’s accofmtwas now based on the ideal of the Prussian spldie
“totally standardized, reliable, and predictabl®398, 47), an ideal made possible by developments
in behavioural psychology.

Following Smith, from the mid 1800s forward—the saperiod during which a concept of values
emerged—teaching gradually became “a science dmudoy experts” (1998, 48). Changes to the

22 John Taylor Gatto has a similar account of theohjsof education irA Different Kind of Teachg2001). He
also describes changes to children’s books thatptace during the early decades of the new conafept
values: "Without explanation or warning, timelesttaral myths disappeared from children’s booksmeen
1890 and 1920, replaced by new synthetic mythsliil were encouraged to accept... In the thirty-pesiod
in question, our textbook industry suddenly becanseeator of values, not a reflector of them; dhky

monopolistic nature of school publishing allowet thhansformation” (2001, 127).
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relationship between teacher and student detegibnattil “we have finished up with almost no
individual relationships among them at all” (1948). Behavioural science techniques replaced the
importance previously placed on personal relataord learning from peers (1998, 44) and having an
effective means of control eliminated the needfiost (1998, 55).

Those values that once had been learned from hoetations could no longer be taught or learned
in schools that were modelled on behavioural psipdyo ethics and good character had to be learned
in different ways. When values became part of threi@ulum, this changed what “values” were—
both substantively and in how values in generakwarderstood. Smith’s description of values as
“the right answers to questions” is another exaropleow a questioning attitude and a desire for
certainty might be combined in values usage.

“To the extent that any of these values are officiegarded as
having educational relevance they are taught edeagasubject as
the right answers to questions not as ways of Tife effort to teach
them fails...In such a context there is no pointvareconsidering
how students might acquire patience, persistermceage,
steadfastness, or hope. Or how they could fagaon that happiness
is material self-satisfaction, together with conperior authority and
helplessness in the face of it.” (Smith, 1998, 59)

In the fall of 2006, public schools in Hamilton, farno plan to adopt an academic approach to
values that is similar to the approach denounce8iroith. The purposes are described as “building
character”, “bringing civility back to schools”, @ftto make a student an individual in society who
contributes on many levels”. At the time of the ammcement in April, 2006, there was no decision
on what specific values the schools will “incul¢ate a newspaper article, the reporter contrasss t
public school system “with its tapestry of faithedacultures” with the Catholic school system which
has much less difficulty deciding which valuesaith the teachings of Jesus Christ and the Catholic
Church (Faulkner, 2006). The teaching of moral ealis revisited by the same newspaper a few
weeks later. In a full page article about Muslimgdiamilton preferring to send their children to
Catholic, not public schools, a past presidenhefilamilton Muslim Association explains: “People
believe there’s better discipline in Catholic sdsand that any religious values are better than no
religious values” (Boase, 2006).

One value that may be taught is Empathy, with timpgse of “building character to reduce
violence” and so that “students will intervene topsbullying” (Faulkner, 2006). Under the heading
“Our Values”, the School Board’s website lists R&gpInnovation, and Accountability (Hamilton-
Wentworth District School Board, 2006). Four valsaggested by students are Fairness, Respect,
Courage, and Integrity (Faulkner, 2006). Of thesdy Respect overlaps with the Board’s own
values. This use of values applied to moulding &ti@r and citizens differs from Mackenzie’s not so
much perhaps in the list of what values shouldroenpted but in how ideas about values in general
can shape what values are believed to be able t@dth are examples of applications of values to
moral education but Mackenzie’s approach, adapted Nietzsche, was to emphasize critical
valuing as an activity. Similar to the approachatues advocated by Lauter (2000) and Dewey
(1913), Mackenzie too approached values as verbs.
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The emerging behavioural science disciplines tlalgdd to change ideas about education in
general and specifically about how values can @k, Behavioural science now promised to make
it possible for governments to mould citizens whmid be appreciative of democracy. Curiously,
this took place during the same era that the rbthedindividual gained more stature in societyeTh
more important the role of the individual, the meystematized education became appealing to the
state. The industrial state needed a labour farcesttch modes of production and youth who wanted
to do the work. The value of education to the stateeased as schools were believed to be able to
mould ideal citizens and workers. There were otbasons as well for the state to be interested in
moulding citizens. John Gatto, for example, nobed the moulding of citizens in the US was spurred
by increasing numbers of immigrants. Between 18801920 in particular, there was fear that the
influx of immigrants on a mass scale would thredgercient ways of distributing wealth and
authority” (Gatto, 2001, 124).

No single usage of values could become dominasbareties in which there were multiple
purposes and ideals. Edel observes that the inogeasmplexity of society inevitably brings changes
to ideas.

“The scope of human purposive activity in such clemp
organization, especially at the pace at which & gawing in the
second half of the century, brought theory andtpra¢ogether,
strained to the breaking point older intellectuahdtomies of theory
and practice, knowledge and valuation, and in géneparted an
active attitude to the consideration of questidnsatue.” (Edel,
1988, 23)

The emergence of individuals with a questioninguate towards values coexisted with the idea
that individuals were “cogs” in whom values coukdibstilled. The diverse usage of values comes
not from a general concept of values alone but fiteerassociation of values with other ideas. Where
these other ideas appear to contradict one andtiséiquld not be surprising that the usage of
“values” reflects such contradictions.

3.3.2 Values and mental health

By the time the Second World War had ended, mémalth had become a global pursuit. The World
Federation of Mental Health was an agency thataasean advisor “on social, political and cultural
policies to bodies such as UNESCO” (Thomson, 1998, It was hoped that attention to mental
health could lessen the chances of future wars/bgcoming “national and ideological divisions”
(Thomson, 1998, 50). It would do this by providilagnew value system which would overcome
national and ideological divisions” (Thomson, 1998). The Mental Health movement as a large-
scale social program and the Values Clarificatimvement on an individual level both illustrate how
the idea of value-neutrality could co-exist witle ildea that some values could remain immune from
contestability. Values Clarification demanded vaheaitrality from the teacher but not the student;
the Mental Hygiene movement used science to disgtasfoundational values, considered firm and
beyond questioning.
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The issue of value-neutrality reflected a more gargebate about whether social-science should
or could have anything to do with values. Dewey atiter progressives supported a legitimate role
for the state in shaping the values of its peopterécognized the dilemma.

“When ‘sociological’ theory withdraws from consid¢ion of the
basic interests, concerns, the actively moving aoha human
culture on the ground that ‘values; are involved #rat inquiry as
‘scientific’ has nothing to do with values, the witable consequence
is that inquiry in the human area is confined t@atik superficial

and comparatively trivial, no matter what its parad technical
skills. But, on the other hand, if and when inquatiempts to enter in
critical fashion into that which is human in itdlfsense, it comes up
against the body of prejudices, traditions andtinsbnal customs
that consolidated and hardened in a pre-scierge” (Dewey,

1957 [1920], xxvi)

The insecurity, uncertainty, and strife followirigetworld wars (Dewey, 1957, [1920], vi) were
diagnosed as counterproductive to achieving goaaahbealth, whether or not such feelings were
justified. In 1915, Perry had argued that someeshave a positive effect on the human mind
because they contribute to mental hygiene andliegtcan have this positive effect whether or not
the belief about the value is true.

“By the instrumental value of subjective beliehigant the liability

of belief to bring about the existence of otheueabbjects, real or
ideal, whether it be true or not. Value of thistsoay be described as
mental hygiene. There are certain beliefs, sudheabelief in the
triumph of good, or the belief in the supremacgpifit, that have a
generally wholesome effect upon the human mindy Hig
achievement through removing anxiety or throughiring
incentive, or, where the belief is a belief in Huhievement itself,
through affording confidence. These values depenithe content of
the belief and are independent of its truth.” (21915, 10)

Behavioural science could attempt to change feglofgnsecurity and uncertainty without being
required to make judgements about whether thesiedeevere true or justifiable. If some values
were good for mental hygiene and others not, whathes were good and bad could be resolved in a
value-neutral way. The use of mental hygiene als that purpose and the criterion for classifying
values as good or bad for mental health evokesdheer determination of value as a question of fit
using unquestioned truths as criteria.

Whether the incontestability of values comes albegtuse of religious faith, impersonal truth, or
objective truth, the effects are the same. Apgpiietthe service of democracy, the goal of mental
health was an arena in which behavioural sciena&lamnverge with a moral philosophy that was
oriented towards impersonal and objective truth.

“... mental health was conceptualised as both thdywioof and the
foundation stone for a democratic (and often alsoaalist or at
least ‘planned’) society...‘Mental health’ thus prded an
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apparently value neutral way to evaluate the gdedihd the good
society: an answer to the ‘crisis of valuation’ eihfaced those
disillusioned with political ideology and religigret still searching
for values to tackle what was perceived as a lengrpolitico-moral
crisis...” (Thomson, 1998, 45)

3.3.3 Values, deviants, and the Mental Hygiene move ment

When the National Committee for Mental Hygiene iméxica was founded in 1909 by progressive
reformers, mental iliness was considered “the reesbus social evil of the time” (Cohen, 1983,
126). The response to mental hygiene thus becarperfe example of social interventionism on a
massive scale” (Cohen, 1983, 140). Mental hygigroénts of view” quickly spread into education,

as a means to address behaviour problems in tlwelsciMisbehaviour was to be treated as illness or
cases of “maladjustment”, not as misguided mor&lighen, 1983, 130). This required more than a
set of instructions on how teachers should respomneguired a change in the methods, goals, and
values of teachers (Cohen, 1983, 132). In ordeettirue and lasting”, change could not be achieved
by legislated reform (Cohen, 1983, 132). Cohenrilesse the zeal with which mental hygiene
proponents approached their task as utopian, fatfat was “quasi-religious” about the scientific
method.

“Many hygienists envisioned a society free of alilgems; a society
in which war and even unhappiness was eliminatedktito the new
knowledge of human nature vouchsafed by psychatdymental
hygiene. Indeed the mental hygiene movement tockspects of a
quasi-religious phenomenon; the truths of psychiatsurer
foundation of the New Society than the truths foimthe Bible.”
(Cohen, 1983, 141)

This same scenario played out in youth educatiooutihout the United States. From the late
1880s to the 1920s, the YMCA developed progransptead Christian values throughout schools to
promote clean leaving and Christian citizenshighwhe aim of creating a Christian social
democracy (Setran, 2005). The aim at first wasitomize “opportunities for immorality” (Setran,
2005, 2). By the 1930s, the influence of the Mehbadiene movement led to replacement of

“...themes of Christian democracy with emphasis autlyo
‘personality development’. Rooted in the literatoremental
hygiene, this perspective grew out of a desire géetrthe needs of
young people who were ‘depressed’ by the econoiloaitions of
the 1930s.” (Setran, 2005, parag. 67)

MacLennan documents the transition of the Canaldiental Hygiene movement from volunteers
to professionals. Here too, ideas about behaviaaiahce were rooted in values as ideals, sudheas t
“social value of motherhood” and “the ideal famil{f’987, 2). By 1926, the connection between
social ideals and science was firmly entrencheutéctice. Professionals scrutinized child-rearmg t
ensure it embodied “the ‘scientific’ principlesmental hygiene” (1987, 13).
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3.3.4 Values Clarification

“Values clarification” was introduced in 1966 byuis Raths and his co-authors. They noted the
absence of a general definition of “value” in tleial sciences but did identify something that all
values have in common: All values are valuable.

“About the only agreement that emerges is thatl@eveepresents
something important in human existence. Perhapsusedt is such
a pivotal term, each school of thought investsitihts own
definition. For the same reason, a particular @ébmis not often
acceptable elsewhere. The definition of this boak closest to ones
used by those who talk of the process of valuiathar than of a
value in any identifiable institutional sense.” {Ra 1966, 10)

By describing values in this way, the authors ar&ioming that their own particular usage will
necessarily treat values as “something importafg™well, values must satisfy specific criteria in
order to quality to be called “values”. These ci#@re summarized as “...those beliefs, purposes,
attitudes, and so on that are chosen feely andytiifully, prized, and acted upon” (Raths, 1966, 38)

Values Clarification is described as being lessceomed with particular substantive values than
with the process by which a person finds theseegallihe method is distinct from “most research
dealing with values [that] has tried to measuretwiadues people have and not the process they used
to get them” (Raths, 1966, 10). By focusing onghacess of valuing, Values Clarification takes an
active approach to values. Without examining vathese is no way of knowing whether the criteria
are met. Because this knowledge depends on thédndi making decisions about criteria, values
must be truly personal to an individual. The airtoiprovide teachers with a method to assist
students in their growth, though the authors aclkedge that their book would not be news to “many
sensitive teachers” who had been doing much the semValues Clarification for many years, “even
if they have been calling it something else” (Raft866, 8). Values Clarification is a more
systematized approach to what had previously beag th the tradition of the Socratic Method
(Simon, 1995 [1972], 9).

An important assumption is that “by an intelligpnbcess of choosing, prizing, and behaving”
(Raths, 1966, 10) it is possible for humans tovarat values and that values arrived at in thismaan
are defensible. The authors find a similarity betwéheir value theory and “certain approaches to
critical thinking” (Raths, 1966, 8-9). John Deweyseory of Valuatior{1939) is cited as work with
a similar orientation and background material (Rafl®66, 9, 206), linking Values Clarification to
the progressive education tradition. Even as Valllasfication is presented as value-neutral, it is
imbued with and affirms a sense of democratic psgpdo qualify as “a value”, the value must be
freely chosen and personal. For this to happermlpean not simply be told by others what they
should value.

“As a matter of fact, in a society like ours, gawed by our
Constitution, teachers might well see themselvesbéiged to
support the idea that every individual is entitledhe views that he
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has and to the values that he holds, especiallyermhese have been
examined and affirmed. Is this not the cornerstafinehat we mean
by a free society?...By definition and by social tighen, values are
personal things.” (Raths, 1966, 36)

Citing previous research, the authors affirm tleabtimber of children’s problems currently
attributed to emotions...are more usefully seen sgltieg from value disturbances” (Raths, 1966, 4).
Values Clarification is thus a remedy for behavadyoroblems. Moreover, value disturbances may be
caused by a lack of values as well as by wrongegalu

“...several kinds of problems children often exhihischool and at
home are profitably seen as being caused by valuesiore
precisely, by dack of values...we have found that when children
with certain behaviour problems are given valueseigmces of a
particular kind, those problems often ease in sitgrand/or
frequency. In short, there is strong support ferribtion that values
must be added to the possible explanations of remis behaviour.”
(Raths, 1966, 4)

Not only can Values Clarification remedy behavidymablems, it can also develop in individuals
gualities that make them good citizens and alladividuals to become more successful in their
personal lives.

“...those who have used this approach in their Ineé@ge become
less apathetic, less flighty, less conforming ak ageless
overdissenting. They are more zestful and energaiice critical in
their thinking, and are more likely to follow thrgiu on decisions. In
the case of underachievers, values clarificatianléd to better
success in school and on the job.” (Simon, 199%, 12

Values Clarification has a complicated relationshith value-neutrality. Teachers are to take a
value-neutral stance but the values of their stisdemist be personal in order to be genuine. Althoug
Values Clarification purports to be neutral abatistantive values, the notion that values can be
“lacking” implies that some values are good valtineg all people should have. Simon, one of the co-
authors of the 1976 book, unambiguously statestymezars later that respecting the “needs and
rights of others” is a purpose of values clarificat

“...attention to the needs and rights of others sthaiways be a part
of the values-clarification process...This is why daaculcation and
modeling are so important. Concepts of justicecsfland morality
do not necessarily occur spontaneously; they meigtdiilled as well
as discovered. So consideration of moral and dtisisaes should be
a part of the values-clarification process.” (Simb@95, 11-12)

Whatever else it may have been designed to do,ggalliarification is also a strategy for
inculcating values and developing good citizengs Tisage of “values” does not correspond exactly
to other usages, such as by the Mental Hygiene mentor Mackenzie. Although the usages may be
diverse, however, they are not unrelated. Valuesifitiation “questions” values only in the sense of
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determining fit, it emphasizes an active approacheiues, and it considers values as both good and
useful to individuals and the societies in whicesth individuals function. It purports to be neutral
about values even though quite clearly it suppibidse ideal values which are consistent with being
an ideal democratic citizen. For legitimacy, iieslon systematization and consistent application o
the same process by each individual even thouglesahust be “personal” to the individual.

That all values must be “something important” angstrsatisfy specific criteria in order to qualify
as “values” creates something of a predicamentoi@pas there is lingering uncertainty about its
importance or its ability to satisfy the criteréa) idea can not qualify as “a value”. Values aee th
products, the end results of a student’s indivigwatess of clarification. While the student is
engaged in the process of clarifying, the ideaslirad can not be called “values”; at most they migh
be called “potential values” because until the ehtthe process is reached, it is impossible for all
criteria to have been satisfied. Applied on a beoadcial scale, it becomes even more difficulise
the word “values” with any precision. Criteria amting to one usage, whether met or not, need not
match criteria for another usage. It is more thessiple that at any given time people talking about
values will be talking past one another.

The big picture of such a usage of values wouldrbaggregate description of what values are
prized by at least one individual. No further cars@ébns could be drawn, however, about the level of
social agreement about values or what counts aalte”. The connection between individuals and
the common good cannot be bridged by such a uddgalaes”.

By establishing stringent criteria that cannot ket omtil the end of a process that determines
whether or not something qualifies as a value, ®al0larification anticipates the end of a search fo
values. Once something qualifies as a value, tisere further need to question it. While a potdntia
value is still in the process of being examinedréican be no talk about “values” without stretghin
the meaning of values to the breaking point. It@ssequences, this is similar to the ground on
which D. M’ G. Means had earlier criticized Spenfmeranticipating the need to know everything
before anything can be known. Values Clarificatets boundaries for what qualifies as a value so
explicitly that there is no room for a questionaitjtude about values. This usage of “values” is a
clear example of how a particular usage establisbeserely a definition of values but determines
what can count as a value.

The description of Values Clarification as a systgminvestigation of values by individuals does
not at first appear to suggest that its usage ali/&s” involves protecting values from a questignin
attitude. Both Values Clarification and the Mertglgiene movement, however, protect from
guestioning the firm and certain values on whiairtmethods are based. Both grant privileged status
to the ideal values that the processes are desigresive. The ideal values are granted immunity
from a questioning attitude.

This way of understanding values as absolute idea@ssecond generation of absolute values,
different from the usage of “values” as ideals hr@dated Nietzsche. This post-Nietzsche usage of
values-as-absolutes gets its privileged statuasain automatic right, because the definition
precludes any other understanding of values, loat faith in a method that uses fixed criteria that
are required to be the same for every person wsayalues Clarification process. The usage of
“values” has no flexibility in such an applicatiorhis suggests that in order for all values to be
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connected through a concept of values in genarah a concept must be sufficiently flexible and
vague that it need not require all particular usageflexible as well.

3.4 Summary of History of Diverse Usage

Starting in the late 1800s, values emerged agiadisirea of study that was comprised of a wide
range of diverse components—not despite but beazfube flexibility in ideas about what values
could be. This flexibility was made possible whia idea of values was detached from the idea of
absolutes and attached to the idea of perspedthat.agreement about values in general turned out
not to be necessary in order for use of the wodtlidea to propagate becomes an essential feature of
an emerging concept of values in general that appedolerate a wide range of usage. The

flexibility of values makes diverse usage possa#id prevents the general concept of values from
hardening into an absolute or a static artefact.

The general concept of values took shape as theofdealues was successively applied to other
ideas and ongoing debates, whether triggered hyt®we conceptual pursuits. If values were
subjective, emotional, desires of individuals, timuld be one thing but if values were objectively
and impersonally true, whether by science or aslsdealues would be something entirely different.
If values were specific to cultures they could heleed one way; if they were true of all humans in
every society, they could be studied in other wiyglues were matters of faith, understanding
values as expressions of truth would be more apjateghan understanding values as judgements.

Nietzsche’s usage of “values” precipitated the gyaece of a general concept of values by
introducing the possibility that all values are matuable by definition, that the value of somethin
might be an illusion, and that a “slavish” obediena the authority of values is counterproductive t
understanding what is most valuable. In detachHiegdea of value from the idea of absolutes,
Nietzsche’s use of “values” as a tool for identifyifalse beliefs engages a questioning attitude and
willingness to acknowledge uncertainty, both epigikogically and socially.

Accepting the idea of a concept of values thabispnescriptively definitive requires at least some
awareness of the diversity of usage. The examplesame discussed above need not be
representative to make this point. Most certaihBytare not exhaustive; each new application of
values to other ideas has the potential to beconenainstance of diverse usage. Without a general
concept of values, diverse usage might reasonablinderstood as a series of discrete examples of
the word “values”, the same word with different amdelated meanings in different applications.
That particular applications of “values” preserdgrtiselves as being definitive of all values illustsa
how easily values might be assumed to be homon§men a willingness to accept that different
usages may be related as diverse examples of a@omomcept, awareness of even one other way of
understanding values could be sufficient to proogpisideration of whether a single usage can be
prescriptively definitive of values in general.

Diverse usage was reinforced by how the ideas tohwtralues” were applied in turn contributed
to and shaped a concept of values in general. §ubsevalues usage diverged from Nietzsche’s
understanding of values, responding not only twitto other ideas and events, each new application
making a contribution to a general concept of \&llde “questioning attitude” diminished in
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importance where the idea of values was attachd@tiplines, approaches, and methods that were
valued because they promised certainty where pus\approaches had failed. In such applications, a
second generation of values usage emerged that ingaied values as incontestable and objective
absolutes. This usage would coexist with the neammg of values as contestable but now needed to
be clearly labelled as “absolute values” to digtisg it from other usages. Prior to Nietzsche'syesa
there was no need to draw attention to the closec&gion between values and absolutes because all
values were understood to be absolute and cowdo@npositive.

That the usages were diverse rather than merdarelift homonyms is reinforced by the frequency
with which features of usages of “values” overlapen when the usages themselves appear to be
disparate. Anticipating that there is an end tostrch for values at which point all will be known
was characteristic of Spencer’s utilitarian usagieabso echoed much later by the usage in Values
Clarification. Even if a questioning attitude igju&red during the process of establishing whatlaeva
is, there will be an end point at which knowledgewt values will no longer require questioning and
values can revert back to being treated as absdlbs values on which methods are based are
themselves not to be questioned is common to usdgath Values Clarification and the Mental
Hygiene movement.

A variation of this feature is essential to thegesaf values as a “determination of fit", where a
single overriding value or set of dominant valuets as the criterion by which all other values are
derived. The overriding value derives its authofigm faith or belief and is immune from challenge.
Faith and belief are also the only available mearssipport absolute values when these re-emerged
as a second-generation usage. Unquestioned faithedief for “a value” can coexist in the same
usage with the idea of value-neutrality, as dematesd by values usages in behavioural science
applications and in Values Clarification. That ideance treated as absolutes can not only surute b
thrive if they are critically examined is demonsgdhby British Idealist Mackenzie’s application of
Nietzsche’s new usage. Mackenzie also adopts Nietzs socio-political dimension of values;
slavish obedience to ideas is as inconsistenta@thocracy as is slavish obedience to leaders. Years
later the Mental Health movement abandoned con@dost slavish obedience to support the
inculcation of values as a means to mould demaxcéizens. Results of such tightly-managed
approaches to values were expected to be predicaabol controllable. That Mackenzie’s treatment of
values differed in substance from Nietzsche's destrated that applying a questioning attitude to
values could lead to unanticipated conclusions.

Hudson worried that having more than one concepfdrappiness results in confusion,
demonstrating how the loss of an objective standatanly changed ideas about values in general
but also in more specific ways. The emergence eédhblness as a value demonstrated that values
were not only products of deductive reasoning lngrged in response to events and a broader social
context. Edel reasoned that no single usage otsatould become dominant in increasingly complex
societies with multiple purposes and ideals, yejdescale state projects after the world wars naade
effort to reinstate values as objective standaad®th on science. In these applications a questionin
attitude toward values would be counterproductivé antisocial, in the same way that Nietzsche’s
usage of values emerged as a revolutionary toddoral change. A questioning attitude could be a
serious threat, even to democratic societies, amitplarly so if the value of democracy itself was
guestioned. When Mackenzie subjected the idearabdeacy to rigorous examination, he was fully
aware of the religious fervour that protected der@og.
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This approach to a history of diverse usage sug@adling something “a value” can and does
make a difference. How particular usages defineestan have a significant impact on the content
or substance of values. Whether values are trgatesively as received knowledge or actively as the
results of judgments by humans may affect what, tfeond why something is valued.

3.5 Implications of the History of Diverse Usage of Values

Whether or not all diverse usage of values is edlafirough a concept of values, there is no questio
that the word “values” is used in a variety of walhkis suggests there may be reason for concern
about the possibility of miscommunication and caidn.

Should explicit use of the word “values” be avoi@d€abjections to values usage are discussed in the
next chapter.

3.5.1 Implications for planning methods and approac hes

That there is more than one way of understandiniguaing “values” suggests that planners have a
choice in deciding whether to use the word “valuégiw to understand it, and whether planning
should have one usage or several.

That there appear to be no boundaries to limintimaber or nature of particular usages of values
leaves wide open the question of what criteriamas should use in determining what usage or
usages might be a best fit with planning.

Values understood as incontestable and unconditag be easier to systematize and
operationalize than values to which a questionttigude is attached. This may act as a constraint o
the willingness of planners to subject values tticat scrutiny.

3.5.2 Implications for the politics of planning

That values usage arose in a time of scepticisnmpaasimism about the future may be significant.
The context of uncertainty may have contributed tillingness to look for non-traditional answers.
This suggests that how values are understood rfi@y oii times when events generate a greater
psychological desire for certainty.

The large-scale use of values as a means for statesternational organizations to mould citizens
suited for democracy did not question that demagcjastified manipulating people’s values. What
weight should be given to existing values whendhegsgpear to present a barrier to planning goals?
Do planners need to take a stand on whether dt isowvithin a planner’s mandate to “mould
citizens” by inculcating values?

The appeal of certainty may influence which valaesdesired. In the history of diverse usage, the
word “values” was used both as firm and certain ashdequiring a questioning attitude. If planners
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are presented with both usages during a partiapg@lanning exercise, the first impulse may be to
give more weight to the value that is presentefirasand certain.

3.5.3 Implications for sustainability planning

The history of diverse usage suggests that theringboalues for sustainability will vary according
to how values are understood.

If values are understood as timelessly true and giben the challenge is to determine how to
organize society to fit with timeless values. Thizuld be a case of the “determination of fit” model
of values usage discussed above. Determinatiah adés not require questioning the overall purpose
that establishes criteria; only whether somethitsgviith the purpose and its criteria.

If values are judgements that result from a questgattitude, then it is not possible to predict
whether the products of valuing will be compatibienot with sustainability. The Mental Hygiene
movement example suggests that manipulating vatugsrve an overall purpose may be justified by
a quasi-religious faith in that purpose.

If conventional values are perceived as a hurdistdistainability to overcome, something to be
replaced by more appropriate values, this suggiestsalues arde factounderstood as being
potentially good and bad and/or right and wrongaltues are not only always good and right, this
suggests more opportunity for fallibility. Knowinghich values need to be changed is more
challenging when there is no firm and certain $&atues to act as a guide and when there is sharp
disagreement about substantive aspects of values.
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Chapter 4
OBJECTIONS TO VALUES USAGE

4.1 Introduction

The idea of values, once an agent of change, itealies under attack on ethical, philosophical, and
political grounds in the 20th century. Just as 2diehe had challenged Christianity and other values
dominant in his day, challengers in thé'2@ntury argue that “values” itself has becomewa ne
dominant value that needs to be overturned. Iisdinee way that Christianity and other dominant
values worked in the background to shape sociegygbodness of values language too is an illusion,
a false belief so pervasive and so deeply entrehtttae it shapes how we think and what we value
without drawing attention to itself as conventitmour day, to challenge convention requires
challenging values language, not merely the vatlisare produced using values language. To
object to values language on these grounds isstmasthat it is a powerful factor in determining
what people value—that using values language aséaum by which people value affects the
content of what is valued. The contrary view ig tha& word “values” is treated as if it has powed a
authority because it is so all-pervasive but thi@hgpower and authority are undeserved.

Objections discussed below are presented undéoltbeing headings:

Objection OneValues are relative and cannot be virtues
Objection Two: Values are narrow individual prefezes
Objection ThreeValues are relational but treated as if they werte

Objection Four: Whether or not something is catlegtalue” makes

no difference

Although the first objection is inspired in largarpby George Grant’'s argumentlirme as History
(1969) and the second in large part by Edward Amdrargument inThe Genealogy of Values
(1995), the objections outlined here are a mucheatdted and partial rendering of the broader
arguments each puts forward. A greater emphasibdesplaced here on those points in their
arguments which speak to the same questions as thisgd in the present research. Objections One
and Two, therefore, are not intended to be a tatksnent of either Grant’s position or Andrew’s
position. Further, their arguments are elaboratebsaipplemented by other sources as appropriate in
order to make the strongest case for each objedti@ome respects Objection Three is a rebuttal to
the first two objections and is derived from quassi that arising during the study of examples of
explicit use of the word “value”. Objection Fouregshistorian Jacques Barzun’s dismissal of the
word “values” as a starting point.

Were any one of these objections to be allowedaiods use of the word “values” should be
discouraged and curtailed.
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4.2 Objection One: Values are Relative and Cannot B e Virtues

In connecting reason, virtue, and happiness indibee of the Good, Plato took as true that “Human
existing was at its heart to be trusted as goodagG 1969, 28). In mainstream western thoughtether
had previously been no questioning of whether wiaae called ideals were necessarily and
unambiguously good, true, and valuable. From Nadtegorward, the concept of values placed
humans “beyond good and é¥jlirrevocably changing how ideas about good aribiaze

understood. Henceforth, ideals of goodness, taritl,value could all be treated as potentially false
as being illusions. It is the shattering of thididféhat differentiates the modern concept of eslu
from earlier usage of “values” as co-extensive widels and absolute truths.

In Time as histor§1969), George Grant presents the case againaséhef values language to
consider matters most important, matters beyonddaeh of “values”. The primary ground for
rejecting Nietzsche’s use of values is that as msmae are not fitted for living the conception of
time as history” (1969, 45). Humans are not equippehave the whole burden of creating meaning
placed on our shoulders, on our own “will to do9§®, 17).

Usurpation of responsibility for creating meanimglgurpose inevitably requires humans to master
actively, to create actively. This is a task propeeserved for God (1969, 11). Grant argues tbat o
concept of history is unique to western Englishliziation (1969, 1). We understand history as
“man’s collective development through the agesffedentiating humans from non-human species
and from nature, which then become the objectainofvdll to master (1969, 4-5). This concept of
“history” “determines our apprehension of what (%969, 2) and is central to how we see ourselves
as “historical beings” (1969, B)History is something humans create; time goesdod despite what
humans do.

Because the word “values” has the same type of pdhe call for humans to take active
responsibility for our values is the very esserfcelty because that is precisely the source of our
trouble. Grant rejects Nietzsche’s concept of husranlimited to perspectives determined by our
horizons because seeing our future as a successimnizons reinforces in us the notion that we are
and must be historical beings, who “think our oraon to the future together with the will to
mastery” (1969, 10-11). The very idea of progressl§ us increasingly to associate historicity with
the future, as the site of potential. The futureliere we create, and therefore where humans wo se
themselves as historical beings properly residé4123). Living in the future, humans lose any
sense of purpose that is larger than humans:

! Nietzsche’8Beyond Good and Evil: A Prelude to a PhilosophthefFuture (1973) was published in 1886.
2 The extent to which language itself reinforces wnmerstanding of the human focus of history isemor
noticeable when the English word “history” is comgghto the word for history in other languagesE#tonian,
for example, the word for history is “ajalugu”. Tisdated literally as “time’s story”, it is absenfogus on
humans or human development.
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“We will, not so much for some end beyond will, lbot the sake of
the willing itself. In this sense, the challengdla# will is endless to
the resolute, because there is always more ‘creédtdoe carried
out. Our freedom can even start to make over our species.”
(Grant, 1969, 19)

If there are no limits, there are no reasons no¢tmake humans into beings that fit human
purposes instead of purposes grander than humamsaking life expectancy by solving medical
problems serves a human purpose. This is pareafationale underlying Ray Kurzweil's conception
of the merger of humans and machines, one thaledgas the current role of values, beliefs, and
knowledge.

“Historically, the only means for humans to outlevdéimited
biological life span has been to pass on valudgfseand
knowledge to future generations. We are now apinga
paradigm shift in the means we will have availablereserve the
patterns underlying our existence. Human life etquezy is itself
growing steadily and will accelerate rapidly, ndwattwe are in the
early stages of reverse engineering the informairocesses
underlying life and disease.” (Kurzweil, 2005, 323)

Only 35 years after Grant’s observations, the viayshich we understand “progress” are
increasingly turned inward on humans, on the pdigsb and promises of improving or replacing the
human species through cloning and genetic manipulaEor people who see themselves as historical
beings, there is always more “creation” to be déhenan purposes tied to mastery and advancing
control become the purposes of planning.

4.2.1 Loss of the old purposes in creating a new pu  rpose

Grant laments that values language in modern sosiénbued with a historical relativism so deeply
ingrained that we rarely notice or acknowledgeitssence. Historical relativism and values language
are complementary concepts. Together they deterhanewe live.

“We are taught early to use the language of valioesay that our
values are dependent on our historical situati@hthat this
generalization proceeds from any objective studihefpast.
Civilizations and individuals have lived by diffetevalues. As there
is no way of judging between the value of thesees| we are taught
early a very simple historical relativism...[laterg are taught to
express that historicism with greater sophisticatidowever, the
almost universal acceptance of this relativismsnethe semi-
literate in our society is very recent. The belieft men are enfolded
in their historicity and the consequent historiehtivism with its
use of the word ‘values’, only began to be the fepuocabulary in
this century.” (Grant, 1969, 26)
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Following Nietzsche, humans had to find a wayve lvith the knowledge that we ourselves are
responsible for creating our own purposes andttiesie purposes cannot be sought or found
anywhere in the nature of things. This way of timgkand way of life became a way of actively
creating ourselves (1969, 30). Humans became hetprioduct and the purpose of willing and
creating, of time as history rising from scattereiths of universal truths whence purposes had once
come:

“Till recently it was assumed that our masteryhef earth would be
used to promote the values of freedom, rationadity] equality—
that is, the values of social democracy...the ragpelitical
wisdom.” (Grant, 1969, 31)

Grant asks what is intended to be disturbing qoesif modern liberal movements who have
turned their backs on God and purposes largertibaran. Without a concept of God, “What kind of
reason or evidence then sustains the belief thatareeequal?” (1969, 32). Taking Grant’s question
further, why is equality better than inequalityiB@ality better than irrationality? Freedom better
than confinement? Justhyis truth better than a falsehood or an illusion?

Grant reminds us that before the introduction dfies language by Nietzsche, not just our values
but our very outlook on life was different becauwsebelieved that there was wisdom, justice, and
even happiness that resided in the nature of ththgse enveloped individual humans in their
expansiveness and (in Grant’s terms) could be loVkd problem is so serious than it cannot be
addressed by using values language. Goodness daamnedched by following the path on which we
who talk about moral values now find ourselves.

“...men did not think about their actions in [valuésjguage. They
did not think they made the world valuable, but thay participated
in its goodness.” (Grant, 1969, 44-45)

Talking in terms of values is a dead end. In “Theehican Culture War”, James Davison Hunter
draws a clear line between values and what is trallyable: “What we have in the contemporary
American culture war are competing understandifigeeosacred, competing faiths—in reality
competing parochialisms. And this fierce compatiti® all about which moral vision will prevail”
(1998, 7-8). To talk about what is moral and saanédrms of values demeans the value of the moral
and the sacred.

“In tracing this debate over moral authority...itlear that what is at
the center of today’s normative conflict is morarthvalues’ and
‘opinions’. Such language misconstrues the nattitheocultural
forces at play and the moral commitments of thodesiduals and
groups involved. The language of ‘values’ reducesain
commitment to preferences and ‘lifestyle’ choicEsday's conflict
burrows deeper into the culture and deeper intpleéo
pretheoretical consciousness. What we are dealitigh&re are two
fundamentally different conceptions of the ‘sacraadd the moral
authority by which people apprehend the sacred..ungdr, 1998, 7-
8)
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4.2.2 Imagining the perfect is necessary because hu  mans are not beyond good and

evil

The idea of perfection is necessary for humansgelcbecause it is unchanging and complete. It is
atemporal and acontextual. It gives meaning to vdradd” is and should be. Considering “good”
without a concept of a perfect good leaves us heagdor meaning or creating our own meaning of
good. The former is not necessary; the latter immhd.

“l simply state the argument for perfection (sommets called the
ontological argument): namely that human beingsatéeyond
good and evil, and that the desire for good isokdm hope without
perfection, because only the desire to become geattes in fact
make us less imperfect. This means that the alimsrdif time—its
joys as well as its diremptions—are to be takensimaply as history,
but as enfolded in an unchanging meaning, whicimisuched by
potentiality or change.” (Grant, 1969, 47)

Humans have been conditioned to think of moraktypamething about which humans can make
judgements. Morality, however, is a human inventiothe same way that values are a human
invention; both anticipate and call for action gumdgement by humans. The idea of perfection is
impersonal but values are highly personal, irrespeof what they are about private matters or
public matters.

“How can we think of ‘morality’ as a desiring attemm to perfection,
when for the last centuries the greatest morabpbphers have
written of it as self-legislation, the willing otio own values?”
(Grant, 1969, 48)

Perfection cannot be measured; it simply is. #asomplete on its own that making it relative to
other ideas alters its true nature. To conneceptdn to truth is to demean it; the moment we call
perfection “true”, it should be perfectly clear thauth is a human judgement, a way to measure
perfection by some human criterion. Once madeivelaperfection is no longer infinitely absolute
and thus no longer perfection.

“The use of the language of ‘truth’ is an assertbralue about
what we consider ‘good’ and ‘evil’, which we with impose upon
ourselves and others.” (Grant, 1969, 27)

Considering perfection in terms of truth is similarconsidering perfection in terms of values.
Although calling perfection “a truth” is one suata, relating perfection to a concept of values is
another. Both are equally harmful to humans. Calbierfection “a value” is an outrageous and
grievous insult to perfection.
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4.2.3 Historical beings live in the future

When humans think of time as history, we acquisergse that humans have some measure of control
over future events because we view time past ages0f events created by humans. Despite time
and events being unknowable and unpredictable, \'enwen Grant’s view this can be mitigated by
the collective (social) planning of human future.

“...the inscrutability and unpredictability of eventaist not be over-
emphasized, in either the individual or the collectase. We can
plan our lives so that within limits the future eéepls on what we
have done and are doing. This is truer collectitiedn individually
because of the greater ability of the collectivedatrol the results of
chance...” (Grant, 1969, 12)

Grant appreciates the need for humans to plan bkesnthe point that the purposes of the
collective are not always sound and not necesseoitgeived as an attempt to reach perfection. The
collective is so much better at planning than adéviduals who plan according to individual
purposes that humans tend to become complaceritegyial to believe there can be no greater
purposes (grander and external to human purpdsas)hose adopted by the collective. Simply
because a collective has devised a purpose doesakat the purpose good; collective purposes
sometimes turn out to be harmful. Planning, thergfeequires a way to “envisage the future” at the
same time as it requires a keen awareness of whwameto plan and what we want to accomplish—
the purpose of planning.

“(Indeed the greater ability of collective thanindividual purposes
to be sustained against accidents is one of tls®nsavhy, in an age
given over to making the future, we all more andertouly exist in
the collective, and less and less pursue purposehwanscend it.)
Indeed our surrender to the oil cartels has tauglgcologically that
the best laid schemes 0’ mice an’ men gang afeg-dff would be
however facile pessimism to carry the tag toolfanman purposive
doing is both possible and potent. And the moregierithat which
we wish to accomplish, the more we have to envisiagéuture in
which it will be accomplished. The presence offtitare in our
imagining is one reason why men are so effectiv@er doing.”
(Grant, 1969, 12)

Humans can and should plan for the future but shdalso with a deep appreciation of what is
truly good. Casting the truly good, the perfecttarms of other words and ideas—whether as truth or
values—necessarily diminishes goodness and peteatid is counterproductive to planning. Not
only is values language essentially and necessatdyive, it reinforces the frivolousness of
individual preferences and removes a necessarysvaahmotivation for scrutinizing the quality of
collective human purposes. Grant's pre-modern vetliat such “perfection” is knowable (to a
degree, by some) as well as absolute.
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4.3 Objection Two: Values are Narrow Individual Pre  ferences

Objection Two takes Objection One as its startioigfp In The genealogy of valué$995), Edward
Andrew argues that values should be confined t@tiomomic sphere because values overtake and
destroy social and moral principles when such jples are recast as (mere) values. Values language
is inevitably a servant to economics and possessilreidualisn?. Relativity cannot lead to

goodness. Therefore, we must reject values langmegyeler to constrain the negative impact of
values.

Calling truth or justice a value demeans truth jastice and minimizes our ability to see either
clearly. Values language necessarily precludesnge high value on what is good for all. Becatse i
is relative, it requires valuation by the indivilaad serves whatever preferences are personal to
individuals. It encourages individuals to presesities as unchallengeable, as dogmatic. Values are
“temporary and negotiable” (1995, 164). That theystrbe estimated means that they cannot be
esteemed, be loved (1995, 167).

“When we replace expressions such as “the sardttitfe” or “the
right to life” with “the value of life,” we have,grhaps
unconsciously, removed life from the sphere ofitivaluable into a
sphere whereby we estimate its value in relaticother things—the
costs of hospitalization, the use of fetal matenahedical research,
the amount of suffering, the desire to control pifecesses, and the
like.” (1995, 168)

Values usage, as handed down from Nietzsche, pesstirat all perspectives can and should be
considered. Andrew challenges the idea that vadbesld be attached to perspective, citing a passage
from Nietzsche to illustrate the impact of perspegin on considering the value of justice. What
Objection Two supports is the old way that Nietzsslvalues usage rejects.

“Task:to seethingsas they areMeans: to be able to see them from
a hundred eyes, fromanypersons. To stress the impersonal and to
characterize as moral seeing from the eyes oféfghbor was a

false way to see. To semnyneighbors and froomanyeyes and

from loud personal eyes—is justice (das Rechté&ad¢ew, 1995,
161)

3 Andrew’s argument against values is much broatisling also with the aesthetics of values of both
Nietzsche and Proust. As well, he states catedlyribat his argument is not that “value-philosophy
contaminated by its market origins” (1995, xxi)dahat “it is not the economic origins, but ratties
postmodern ignorance of economics, that cheapenssi of the word values. A critique of values tsigque
of liberal pluralism, a critique of the marketplaafenoral options” (1995, xxii). Values languaggitked over
from the realm of economics into the realm of adfonce political philosophers after Mill and Mdost
interest in “economic discourse” (Ideas, 1998-1999)).
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Perspectivism treats the theoretical possibiligt tiumans can “entertain the totality of ‘subject
positions’ or outlooks” (1995, 162) as somethinattis likely to happen. Andrew argues that it is no
only not likely to happen but it is an impossilyilitmpersonal justice is a common good and provides
a remedy for this impossibility. It is also “is paf to the weak, or those in need of justice” (899
162). By contrast, “a vocabulary of choice, wilhdavalue” appeals to “those free from the urgerfcy o
need” (1995, 170). Treating justice or any othengmn good as a value makes it impossible to
consider the common good because the common gawmgéssonal but values are not.

“Justice, as a value depends on whether one igff@mple] a Jew or
a Gentile; it is not impersonal but depends updartzang the ‘loud
personal eyes...by taking up the point of view of srm@ponent.”
(Andrew, 1995, 163)

The necessatrily relative nature of values meaaisvilues are essentially temporary and
negotiable (1995, 164). What is relative lacksisightly solid ground to justify commitment.
Economic values are expected to be relative, nailaks are not—“Principles are nonnegotiable,
values are negotiable” (1995, 164). Whenever wevalees language, irrespective of what is being
discussed, the subject is made relative, subjeamne individual. Thus, “Values are the good
privatized and personalized” (1995, 160).

Andrew argues that values language originated dnspilled out from the exchange values of the
market sector and that Nietzsche used market védu@smodel (1995, 169). Values language is
therefore a tool for liberating economics fromstatus as one of many sectors of social life and
elevating it to a position of dominance over otbacial sectors. Values language does this by
destroying our belief that there are ideas thatemthy; that there is such a thing as “truth” tisat
above and beyond human truth.

Values language uniquely distinguishes a way aiking, one that should be not superimposed
where it does not belong. Values and social denoycaige not compatible: “Not only the specific
content of Nietzsche’s values but also the gerferai of values-discourse is biased against social
democracy” (1995, 10). Andrew decries those whadréhe language of values back into writers
who never used it, or confined its use to the spbéeconomics” (1995 xi).

Recasting the arguments and positions of otheoslra terminology of values is common. Berke
and Conroy (2000), for example, restate the postiaken in the WCED'®ur Common futuras
ones having to do with “societal values”, even tifothe only “values” cited in the report are
“economic values” (WCED, 1987 155).

“...the Commission attempted to weave together mulspteetal
values to confront the challenges of reducing awesamption and
grinding poverty. These values are sometimes e as the
‘three Es’ of sustainable development: environmeabnomy, and
equity.” (Berke and Conroy, 2000)

* Andrew also notes that Nietzsche was not familigih “economics discourse” (1995, 4) and “shared
Aristotle’s aristocratic anticommercialism” (19954).
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Objection Two holds that calling “environment, eoory, and equity” values cheapens them by
making them relative. Values language is an assauituth, not a neutral tool. It opens the door fo
market values to “invert natural goodness” (1999, dy undermining moral values that could be
used to constrain the market sector (1995, 170).

“...values lack a ground on which to stand or makeasdstOne
trades with values as one stands on principle.ttéw, 1995, 159)

Values language works to undermine the truly goatomt our even realizing it. Calling what is
universally and eternally good “a value”, underrsiméhat is truly valuable. Calling greed “a value”
does not merely reflect inverted values; it assistee inversion of what is good and what is it
only is using values language inappropriate wheieghto impersonal and unchanging good, this
way of talking is also detrimental to humans.

4.3.1 The impact of values language is undemocratic

Objection Two holds that values language has clihhger we live for the worse. Assigning the
highest value according to what brings the higpese in the marketplace threatens democracy
because economics is a small part of life and doesleserve to be treated as the most important.
Values language cannot reference something thaipersonally valuable without also imposing a
subjective and personal judgement of value. Judgterae expressions of active estimation, of
valuing.

“[Values language] is a language of relative estiomand founders
in expressions like absolute values, intrinsic galwbjective
values—in short, values without valuation.” (Andreb@95, 167)

Following Nietzsche, values are understood as figyiiiom individuals instead of from impersonal
principles or even from the collective (societyigcdBuse values are by definition personal and
subjective, declaring one’s values is tantamoustdsing off discussion before it starts. “These ar
my values...” is in sharp contrast to “... These a1y opinions about retributive justice’...” (1995,
164). Without discussion there can be no colledti#eisions about what is good for the collective.

“Dogmatic insistence that everyone has her owne&preempts
and vetoes in advance any discussion of humanaeregida common
good.” (Andrew, 1995, 163-164)

Speakers of values language “exhibit a subjec&veamty, a point of view that likes where it is”
(1995, 164). Individuals come to use the logic stachdard of market values to describe their private
lives, eliminating the need to think critically mrake thoughtful judgements. Even as they are
relative, values are also arbitrary and therefenel to be claimed dogmatically.
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“Avalue is a value because | say it is, and remalise it is
inherently good, or inherently reasonable.” (Id¢4998-1999Y

Values language is compatible with liberal plumralisut not with social democracy. More than
merely reflecting a consumer society, values lagguainforces atomistic and possessive
individualism. It is this type of society that isope to divisive “interest-group pluralism” (1995,
164).

“An unqualified espousal of the language of valisdgheral but
undemocratic, just as a market economy liberalizegioes not
democratize.” (Andrew, 1995, 157)

“The language of values inclines toward individsiapatterns of
consumption and away from collective consumptionatrd a
negative income tax and away from pubic provisibooonmon
needs.” (Andrew, 1995, 170)

4.3.2 Narrow individualism and market values both p  roliferate in the absence of
constraints

Because no values exist until they are creatediyaims, humans who use values language
necessarily become active valuers. Following OljadDne, value does not begin and end with
humans and humans are not fit to be creators akvéiinbuing what is truly worthy with humanness
makes us less human by allowing us to base valuesgrice. It opens the door to allowing market
values to define all that is valuable. By freeindividuals from all constraints, the concept ofues

as popularized by Nietzsche helped to cultivatsessive and atomistic individualism that emerged
first in the 1600s. It has permitted and promotediaconstrained dominance of the market in social
life—economics becomes more important than anytblag. Market values not only allow
economics to dominate social life on a larger sbatealso liberate the individual consumer from
traditional constraints, creating the opportundgy possessive individualism to flourish.

“The value lingo goes with a privatized lingo iniainthere are no
common goods. All goods are to be understood agatues of
particular consumers. And so | think the languaigeatues
necessarily privatizes what is common...a consigneron-civic,
way of looking at things.” (Ideas, 1998-1999, 120)

The loss of a common standard and a purpose ldrgerthe individual heightens the profile and
importance of individuals. “Values clarificatiordkes these objections to their logical conclusipn b
making individuals the seat of what is valuable.

® This is a re-statement of Andrew’s position by [Da@ayley, host of the CBC radio program “Ideas”.
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“[Values clarification] has given up hopes of ashihg moral
development through moralizing, through persuaaimhnormal
sanctions, through even the use of notable exarmmiplg®ad it
attempts through situations and discussion to rethgeindividual
reflective about his/her preferences and choicetha expectation
that stable, publicly defended, and consideredegaWwill occupy the
self. (Values clarification has been seriouslyi@gzed for its
heightened individualism and for social naivet¢gtlel, 1988, 28)

Individualism and the market economy spurred edlcranwards. Both were seen as ways to
achieve freedom and power; both viewed constrainiseedom as challenges to be overcome. Of all
the social sciences, economics contributed the tadse growth of atomistic individualism that had
no need for critical thinking.

“Economics was the one social science that ealitgdaof
value...Eventually...all attempts at interpersawahparison dropped
away, and total valuations had as their bedroclstibs individual's
uncriticized expression of preferences and aimeahatverall
maximization. In these theoretical developments citncept of
valuation is separated from any constraint provioethe object that
is being evaluated or by the process of indivickadiing... The
generality of the value concept thus expressearfettered
individualism within a community where the sociahas the
maximal achievement of individual achievement."d€E 1988, 21)

Absent a larger context, the individual's own prefees become the framework within which
decisions are made. The market sector is not &issume the role of larger than human purpose and
therefore should not be allowed to dominate sdiallts influence needs to be curtailed and
confined to the market sector. Values are perfentlied to the market place and cannot be
rehabilitated to consider common good.

4.3.3 Using another language to talk about the good and worthy

Values language is powerful enough to shape oasidéout what is valuable but not powerful
enough to take us toward what is truly worthy. ‘Ml requires engagement by valuers who
inevitably must interpret value as a relative eation. “The medium—values-discourse—not only
bears the message of subjectivity but also is tesage” (Andrew, 1995, xiii).

Although subjectivity of values is the primary tat@f Objection Two, values language is also to
be rejected because it “oscillate[s] between stibjgcand objectivity” (Ideas, 1998-1999, 112).

“The idea that values are an outsider’s appradsal,not an insider’s
expression of belonging suggests that values hawbjgctive, as
well as a subjective dimension...Values are subjeatigofar as
they manifest my identity or my self estimate, 8isb objective
insofar as they can be developed, promoted andyekain(ldeas,
1998-1999, 112)
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The “instability of values language” (Ideas, 199899, 112) is caused by dividing the world into
subjects and objects. That values are not firmrmplaan which to stand is not simply because they are
relative but because we cannot commit to objectsvie create in the same way that we can commit
to a world to which we belong and that we love. tWdut love to point us towards what is inherently
worthwhile, we are left with values” (Ideas, 199899, 112).

“Grant brings forth the experience that the languaigscience, the
language of subjects and objects out of which vietgeworld of
scientific facts and, conversely, the subjectiveglaage of values
opposing it, does not describe a world that pelpdein. The world
is neither objective nor subjective, and we havediovert a world of
things that are around us into scientific objeststoipping them of
all their qualities and then we project back omiase things those
gualities that we call values. And so it’s a redutof familiar
things to a world of objects and then a re-progctf qualitative
aspects onto them which are said to come out afubgectivity of
the individual, which we call values.” (Ideas, 198899, 112)

Values “are always seen from the outside”, as dystéi “the value of various religions” is
“comparative” and not an evaluation of “the expece of revelation as it appears to an individual”
(Ideas, 1998-1999, 112). Seen from the outsideiegahre objects and not experience, in the same
way that Dean Laut®rcontrasted values as nouns to values as verbitteethe “more powerful”
(Lauter, 2000). Values language uses both nounsend to navigate between subjective and
objective perspectives of the world.

Andrew has two solutions for remedying the negaitiveact of values language. One is to call for
a “language of love” (Ideas, 1998-1999, 111) tdaep values language, something Grant also
advocates. Where there is love, there can be kotakhlues: “Anything you love isn’'t a value”
(Ideas, 1998-1999, 111). Where values languagarisfal because it is necessarily and essentially
relative, the language of love is beneficial beeaarscording to Objections One and Two it is a
medium through which individuals can consider comrgood. Words can change how we think and
what ideas we have.

Andrew’s second solution is to use two paralleblzages, one to talk about what is valuable and
one to talk about what is worthy. Values languag&@ppropriate for the marketplace” because it
“entails that nothing is intrinsically good and woly is intrinsically worthy” (1995, 170). Humans
need another language, “a grammar of the commod, §tmtalk about “universal principles and
common goods” (1995, 170). Values are a creativefawill and “not appropriate to a polity where
we should have unshakeable principles” that arectiered by our common reason” (Ideas, 1998-
1999, 112). Andrew is satisfied to have these amgliages function as “a duality or plurality of
discourses” (1995, 169). The two languages wouktate in parallel but be applied to different
situations; which would be applied where is “a mator political deliberation between citizens”
(1995, 169).

® See Chapter 3.
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4.4 Objection Three: Values are Relational but Trea ted as If They Were Not

Objection Three agrees with the first two objectitimat values are relative, that values require
individuals to make judgements, and that considenhat is valuable in terms of values has the
potential to change the nature of what is valudbMiffers in two important respects. First, Oltjen
Three does not view these features of values asimeglt agrees with Objection One that anything
that is treated as a value cannot also be absmiumdinite but maintains that this does not preeu
using values in the service of the common goodth€aontrary, considering multiple interpretations
and valuations is essential in deciding what thraroon good is. Second, Objection Three does not
agree that it is the relativity of values thatadbtame for the failure to examine and contest
declarations of value when values are presentdd“aiiigmatic insistency” and “subjective
certainty”. It agrees with Objection Two that sUmeal, anything-goes values are indeed
characteristic of everyday usage but interpretsdhia symptom of a poor grasp of values and not a
necessary result of values language. Unlike tisé tiivo objections, Objection Three does not
maintain that it is the essential character of @slthat makes them a negative social force. The
problem is not with what values are but with hoeytihave come to be used.

4.4.1 A passive approach is not unique to values re  flects a larger context

Even before people talked in terms of values, theapaged to devise arguments and situations

similar to those now accomplished with the helpaities. If we could act as if greed were a value
even before values language was introduced, theeséanguage cannot be said to cause greed to be
valuable. About a century before Nietzsche intredulcis usage of values, Rousseau wrote:

“The ancient political Thinkers forever spoke ofnals and of
virtue; ours speak only of commerce and of moriElyey appraise
men like herds of cattle. According to them a nsawarth to the
State only what he consumes in it.” (Rouss&&@86 [1750], 16)

By calling dominant social ideas and norms “valy®sétzsche drew attention to conventional
ideas that were assumed to be valuable but wepersasive and powerful that they escaped
examination. In articulating a particular usageaities, Objections One and Two do not give enough
attention to the importance of questioning valuesaloise, following their interpretation of Nietzsche
they treat values as an act of will rather thametrof reason.

Objection Three holds that using values languaggn@dically is not a necessary consequence of
values. To the contrary, dogmatic use of “valuesS made it easier for beliefs about what is
important to be protected from challenge, on bpiktemological and socio-political dimensions.
Treated dogmatically, valuehiould notbe contested because this infringes on the fregdanhrights
of individuals and valuedo not needo be contested because there is nothing moredw labout
values. If there is no need to contest values,egatan be declared dogmatically and arrived at
arbitrarily. This is a passive approach to valueguiring no effort on the part of valuers. An
understanding of values that allows anything taléeared a value by anyone but not expect this
declaration to be contested or examined contriltotestyranny of ignorance that does not support
either liberal pluralist democracy or social denaagyr.
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Neither dogmatic insistence nor subjective ceryamexclusive to values language. Rational
society requires “the capacity to tolerate doub#iner, 1999, 189-190) and encourages dissent.
The willingness to evaluate and think criticallgu@es an active frame of mind. This way of thirgkin
must have sufficient power or authority to commaetef while not obliterating doubt and
scepticism. Kaminer argues that the high valuegulam irrationality in today’s culture allows
political agendas to prevail without being examinedhallenged (Kaminer, 1999, 186). Neil
Postman argues that the belief that stereotypidgsaperficial information is equivalent to
knowledge is encouraged by popular media (Postr88,1150-154). Whether or not people actually
place a high value on irrationality and superfityalthe impact of widespread tolerance for thase i
more than substantive; the idea that values cdrebhted passively becomes yet another diverse usage
of “values”.

Kaminer calls “democracy’s vice” the assumptioratteveryone who has a right to be heard has
something to say that’s worth hearing” (1999, 233iat science is disconnected from truth and is
reduced to “a mere viewpoint” (1999, 74) happenres larger context where most everything is
reduced to “a mere viewpoint”. The need to makg@ndents loses out to a question of rights—
everyone has a right to their own values. If alles have equal value, either on grounds of
everyone’s right to have their own opinion or oowgrds that there is no means or set of criterfarto
judging, then there does not seem much point togairalues. The assertion that something is “a
value” becomes rhetorical jargon when a dogmatidadation of value meets with no resistance.

Diverse usage of “values” flows from applying “ve&if to other ideas. Whether or not the idea of
common good is valued, and to what degree, is stantive question about what is considered
valuable but the value of common good is shapedtimtever usage of values is being used. Michael
Sandel argues that since the Second World War v&laree been used to support the public
philosophy of procedural liberalism dominant in thé. (2005, 20). Procedural liberalism aspires to
a neutral government and treats values as beiaghait to an individual's freedom to choose. To
achieve neutrality, procedural liberalism must rr@ima strict separation between politics and moral
values. Doing so, however, leaves politics witheldrger purpose and “creates a moral void that
opens the way for intolerance and other misguidechiisms” (2005, 28). Sandel argues that
attaching values only to the rights of individudéstroys the idea of civic virtue. Attaching values
only to the rights of individuals is a particulasage of values, an outcome of how the idea of galue
is associated with ideas about irrationality andtradity.

The concept of values and its diverse usage islads is the case for all tools, values too can be
used for good or ill. Ken Goldberg argues “each mexention for communication or measurement
forces us to recalibrate our definition of knowletigGoldberg, 3, 2000). As a relatively new
invention, values have the potential to make atpescontribution to knowledge. We have failed to
recalibrate our understanding of knowledge andetpdo support this potential. Values have been
recalibrated to fit with existing approaches toWwrexlge and existing social conditions. The status
guo acted on values rather than values acting@stttius quo. This is not a rigorous test of the
potential of values.

To simply ban a word as popular as “values” isreasonable and the idea that discussion about
common good can be rescued by replacing the waltliég” with the word “worthy” may prove
more an expression of hope than a useful presanip8o long as using the word “values” requires no
effort, it appears unlikely that values will be apgched with a questioning attitude.

83



4.4.2 Values as relational

Objection Three agrees with the first two objectitmat allowing values presented with “dogmatic
insistence” and “subjective certainty” to stand emested does not assist in determining what g tru
valuable. Objection Three considers what is tralable to be determined by individuals acting
within a collective experience in a historical cotit Determining what is valuable is the result of
perceiving and appreciating relations among idiéas not a determination of fit with an ideal that
not itself contestable but requires questioningsigaificance of similarities and differences.

At a later time, a value may turn out not to hagerbas valuable as first believed. Considering
values as relational creates a conceptual spatkedgrossibility of error and a reason to explohg w
and how a given value came to be believed to heatwde in a particular historical context. This
approach to values as relational expands the raingbat is relevant to cognition so that includs a
of “the material, social, and ecological aspectsagfnition” (Bowker and Star, 1999, 288). It
combines a focus on values as the responsibilithefndividual with a focus on values as the
responsibility of the collective. By contrast, fivst two objections see values language as neglgssa
invoking an individual and anti-social form of catgyon. In describing the approach that informed
their research into classification, Bowker and Staracterize the two different approaches that
Objection Three treats as being complementary.

“In brief, the research in this tradition seekgtound activities
previously seen as individual, mental, and nonad@s situated,
collective, and historically specific.” (Bowker afdar, 1999, 288)

Appealing to a vague ideal may lead to new confusiben people understand or interpret the
ideal differently. Objection Three does not protésitt there is no such thing as “truly valuableit b
that merely having some idealized version of whdtuly valuable provides no real guidance for how
different interpretations of the truly good andfpet might be resolved. Such a usage of “ideal’sdoe
not anticipate differing interpretations or divetsage that cannot be resolved by referring to the
ideal.

Whether or not the word values is used explicdlyention needs to be paid to the process of
determining what is truly valuable as jointly a iledge-seeking exercise and a political process of
arriving at agreement. Both of these aspects optbeess may involve trial and error. Objections
One and Two do not detect a need to anticipate bacause the answer (whatever is truly valuable)
is already assumed to be known and further apitsiire derivations of the ideal and therefore als
good and true. They are determinations of fit. fingathe truly valuable as an incontestable ideal
does not allow for situations in which an ideag¢itsrather than the consequences of aspiring to an
ideal—is less than ideally good and true or folilfdity.

When the answer is not assumed to be known in @gyamthe first instance all interpretations of
“what is truly valuable” must be considered coraitilly legitimate. This is similar to scientific
methods permitting and encouraging a wide randg/pbtheses, ruling out no hypotheses
prematurely. Using values language allows for eiwdye recognized as a legitimate and potentially
valuable component of the process of discoveringtughvaluable, extending the possibility of error

84



to include descriptions or interpretations of ttieal. Objection Three accepts a concept of vahas t
is comprised of diverse usage of “values”. The twg objections understand their particular type o
usage to be co-extensive with the whole of valué, a concept of values in general.

That the first two objections find the relativitf\alues objectionable is directly related to their
belief that firm and certain knowledge about trattid goodness is possible. Principles are firm
ground on which to stand (Andrew, 1995, 159) blesare not. Ideas about relativity are relatove t
ideas about firm and certain ground. Firm and aekaowledge is sourced in something impersonal
and external to humans, such as God, Nature, @pimgsics. Objection Three, by contrast, holds that
firm and certain knowledge about truth and goodtiegsis not altered by human apprehension is an
illusion; that this belief is itself an exampleladw values, whether or not they are explicitly edll
“values”, can be so broadly pervasive that thepge@xamination and are not contested.

Neither is it clear that individuals value consiglg in the same way; to classify values according
to whether they are individual and subjective gp@nsonal and objective obscures other potentially
relevant features of valuing. For example, whert-lgased value judgements” are replaced by
numbers, the value still originates with individu@lut now in a completely different way:

“Polls, focus groups, and other forms of markeeagsh had made it
possible to replace the old gut-based value judggnéor which the
individual himself was responsible, with judgmebéholden only to
“the numbers”—to assign a kind of Q Rating to ctdtiexperience
that had never been quantified or measured nunfigrimefore.”
(Seabrook, 2000, 7)

It is not sufficient to claim that humans need @emi of perfection, of what is truly valuable,
without also considering how such an idea of p&idaamight be knowable socially. If knowledge of
the truly valuable as an ideal is direct, transpiar@nd immediate for all persons in the same way
then there is no need to prepare for fallibilitysarprise. If knowledge of the truly valuable isply
another way of describing a personal experiendaittf, then considering common good would still
require accommodating different personal experienEéminating values language will not
eliminate subjectivity. Values Clarification hagiailar problem in defining values as having to be
personal, as prized by an individual, without pdivg a bridge between the individual and the
common good. As Edel noted above, Values Clarificatvas criticized for its “social naiveté” (Edel,
1988, 28).

Both of the first two objections criticize valuesdause they are relative and relativity because it
not firm and certain. To leave ideas about whéitns and certain in the domain of uncontested
beliefs creates an opportunity for individuals km privileged knowledge of the truly valuable and
for states to act in the name of the truly valuatatbout expecting to be judged on the quality,
immediacy, or directness of their claim to knowledghe result is the same, whether dogmatic
claims are made about values or about what isdimthcertain. Objection Two’s argument rests on a
belief that firmness and certainty are preferable quarrel with values is secondary; values and
relative estimation are not valued because theyrexteappropriate to a polity where we should have
unshakeable principles.” Unshakeable, firm, cenpainciples are the goal to which values language
iS not a means, suggesting that people would fiedsier to talk about firm principles if only the
language of values could be eliminated as an otigdru
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“There are some things that are intolerable. Itale about the value
of liberty, then it's always something to be traddidagainst some
other thing...if we’re employing the language of \veduwe’re
encouraged to think in this way, to start tradifigpne good for
another.” (Ideas 1998-1999, 112-113)

Objection Three characterizes the first two obgwias deeply sceptical about the potential of
humans to make subjective choices about the congood and claims that their scepticism is
misplaced. Contrary to how values are describethéyirst two objections, values as nouns are
treated passively, not actively created or expeadnObjection Three is itself deeply sceptical of
whether values can be widely understood in theectireative, and subjective way that the first two
objections assume they already are.

4.4.3 The negative consequences of values usage

Objection Three agrees with the first two objectitimat because values are relative, phrases such as
“absolute values”, “intrinsic values”, and “univatvalues” are nonsensical. Users of such phrases,
however, include religious institutions that delseriheir religious values, fundamentalists who balk
terms of incontestable values, and governmentgnixgtions, and international bodies that talk
about values firm enough to be deserving of comeimThese are not necessarily cases of outsiders
describing someone else’s values but of insidessrdeng their own values; they are subjective
declarations about values presented as if they algeetive. Describing them as “absolute” refers to
their use and presentation as incontestable, eotsie of their substantive application. That such
phrases are used so commonly means they cann@rbisskd as an error without understanding

why use is common or explaining the standards bighwérror is determined. Andrew, following

Grant, explains such usage as being caused byngtability” of values language, shifting between
subjectivity and objectivity (Ideas, 1998-1999, 118 the first instance values are subjective; in
application objective.

What Andrew and Grant characterize as the instghufivalues language, Edel calls flexibility
(Edel, 1988, 26). A competing explanation for wiyagses such as “absolute value” are so prevalent
is that this is a different usage of values. Th&t fwo objections describe all values usage estiose
because this is the way that they define valugeireral, following their interpretation of Nietzeth
usage. Objection Three holds that the first tweotipns articulate a particular usage of values tha
aspires to be the whole of values but is not bexaatual usage shows another usage of values.

Users of phrases such as “absolute values” neeggneé that values are relative, subjective, and
creative. Theirs may be a second-generation udagdues as absolute ideals—not the older usage
of the word prior to the development of a concdptadues but a usage of values as firm and certain
that developed in reaction to Nietzsche’s usagabfes as fallible, a challenge to convention, and
absent an objective standard. Such usage of vakiabsolute ideals may be an example of how a
flexible and vague concept of values allows paldicusage to make differ from one another.

The consequence of this usage of values as abstatls is to neutralize the revolutionary aspects
of Nietzsche’s usage. The consequences would sathe whether this was a deliberate strategy to
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defuse a powerful challenge to convention or aorefb create certainty from the new confusion.
Less effort is required to treat ideas as firm esdain than to question them. Ease of application
alone could explain the popularity of values usagabsolute idedls

Objection Three rejects the claim that any of thewapeting usages of values represent the
concept of values in general. All invoke particusages of “values” in order to make their
arguments, the substance of their arguments depgodi the other ideas to which values are
attached. Mackenzie for example, endorses “valt@sirecisely the same reason that the first two
objections reject it. Values are not the end batptocess.

“While, however, the idea of Value has the advaataigdirecting
attention to the metaphysical (as distinguishethftbe purely
psychological) implications of ethical theory, @esns to me, at the
same time, to have the advantage also of a cextigieriority over
the old metaphysical idea of ‘the Good'. The laiseioo apt to
suggest some single end, such as pleasure or fi@nféz be
attained, once for all, at the end of a proces®reds the idea of
Value lends itself more readily to the conceptibam organic
system of ends, possessing various degrees of wbdlso serves,
better perhaps than any other conception, to engehtse
essentially normative character of ethical scieasdyeing concerned
primarily neither with the simple study of existepaor with the
simple inculcation of rules of conduct, but witte timvestigation of
the worth of actions and of types of character.&{kenzie, 1895,
447)

Usage of values as absolute ideals is in competitath with the idea that “worthy” is preferable
to “values” and values usage as relative. All¢fmeages are used concurrently, sometimes
competing and other times isolated in parallels d@&scription of valuing as a process of
determining fitness with an incontestable purpgg#ies to the first two but not the third. The
popularity of the phrase “absolute values” perpesithe idea that moral values are not sourced in
humans and not a creative act of will, even whenviilues begin as subjective. If they are not
acknowledged as being sourced in humans, moraésaannot be applied where values usage is

" Fundamental conservative values presented astistable, as absolute, played a major role in @9 2).S.
election. The contest had been as much about firétida of values in general as it had been alibatcontent
of values. Linguist Geoffrey Nunberg called valtibe ‘v’ word” of the 2004 campaign, noting: “A feigner
listening to those claims might think that this veasply a disagreement about who has better valikesyal-
Mart versus Costco. But it goes deeper than ttiatdally about what ‘values’ means, and what ralkies
ought to play in political life.” (Nunberg, 2004) h radio interview in March 2006, Nunberg says éwt ook
in the so-called liberal media...in domestic politicantext at the word ‘values”, | see that constveavalues
are anywhere to three to five times as commorbasdl values. And that’s not a matter of some timening
down from the editor of those papers, nor is ilyeamatter of a conscious decision. It’s justttivalues’
nowadays in American speech evokes conservatigrarrtitan liberalism” (Nunberg, 2006).

87



relative. Usage of values as absolutes minimizegm@nalizes the idea that treating values as
relational has potential. In comparison to somefhirat can be presented with authority and
certainty, every other type of valuing pales asnuoe than a diversion, no more than entertainment.

Minimizing relative values effectively isolates theAbsolute values and relative values cannot be
compared and contrasted and connecting relatienstescured. Objection Three maintains that
because values are relational, not recognizingtdhaectedness of all spheres of life perpetuates th
idea that some aspects of life can be valued sighataut not together or as a whole. This impedes
our ability to value them. The remedy is to recagrthat boundaries segmenting aspects of life are
no more than descriptive, substantive categoripsrguposed on other categories humans have
constructed to make sense of the world. Understgnorticular usages as related by a concept of
values in general makes it possible to comparecanttast them and to find underlying categories
that reflect other criteria and themes. Comparingrde usages makes valuing an act of meta-
analysis that requires an active usage of valudgsawjuestioning attitude.

Objection Three is in agreement with Objection Tihat values of the marketplace should not
determine all other values but disagrees aboutetinedy. Objection Two seeks to isolate and contain
the marketplace in order to protect what is woithgociety, at least so long as economics is
misunderstood.Objection Three seeks to contain it by illumingtielations between the
marketplace and other aspects of life.

Treating different applications of values as dieausage of a concept of values suggests that there
may yet be an opportunity to rescue and rehatlitelues”. By taking responsibility for the
authorship of values and inviting controversy, ealunight yet be rescued and put into the service of
democracy. Objections One and Two claim that, tegjply, values are already treated this way.
Objection Three disagrees. Objection Three, howeseleeply pessimistic. In contemporary culture
we would do to the word “worthy” what we have daaehe word “values”.

4.5 Objection Four: Whether or Not Something is Cal  led “A Value” Makes No

Difference

Objection Four is dismissive of “values” becauges‘just a word”. Compared with the first three
objections, the fourth objection to values usagg agpear at first glance to be a minor players It i
simple and straightforward but not minor becau$a# the power to completely obliterate the first
three objections. Where the first three objectiamgie about how the power of values should or not
be put to use, Objection Four finds no power inwioed at all. This means that calling something “a

8 Andrew suggests that the need for such segregagied not be permanent. He finds the origins afesl
language in the time when economics was cast ont other affairs of social life: “My guiding hygegsis is
that values-discourse spilled over from economits philosophy at the time when political philoseph
ceased to consider economics to be an integrabparbral philosophy” (Andrew, 1995, xv). If econm®
were understood differently and its limits appresia then values language might be different (Awdd95,
XXii).
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value” makes no difference because the word hapeoial meaning that distinguishes it from other
descriptors such as preferences, attitudes, beleésests, principles, and so on. It disagreeh thie
first three objections that values are necesseeigtive. According to Objection Four there are no
necessary features associated with “values”.

There are several variations of this objection. €laems the word “values” is meaningless because
it is a linguistic embellishment, a “junk” word thia momentarily fashionable. Andrew (1995), for
example, calls them “ornaments” (Ideas. 1998-1999). William Connolly considers the
superficiality of values:

“Those who roundly condemn ‘cultural relativism'—anlikely
stance usually attributed to those who do notraffirthemselves—
do not appreciate how violent it is to treat crogkural differences
as if they were different ‘values’ painted on theface of the same
acts and identities. They thereby fail to appreckaw dicey and
permeable the boundary is between the positiveoteatization of
cultural norms and the infliction of injury throughltural
imposition.” (Connolly, 1995, 195)

Maio and Olson (1998) conclude that some valuestarsms”, “...values may be widely shared,
rarely questioned, and, therefore, relatively hesetognitive support...” (Maio and Olson, 1998)
That values are truisms is not considered a negeasage of values. Their study showed that some
values function like truisms while others do nodl @imat the habit of using values as truisms varies
across age groups and societies. Maio and Olsofvakes” both as truisms and as metaphysical
absolutes. In neither of these applications aneegtreated as contestable.

“We do not argue that values must always be truisttessimply
suggest that values are currently truisms for ngeople and will
probably remain so until individuals begin to thirdrefully about
why the values are important to them. Perhaps opeded
guestioning of values may never occur, becausesaue
metaphysical absolutethat is, doctrines that are taught with the
sanctity of tradition and that are necessary fersimooth running of
society.” (Maio and Olson, 1998)

The more compelling version of Objection Four begaith historian Jacques Barzun'’s dismissal
of values: “In any context the wok@luesis surely the emptiest in current use” (2000, 7693 the
most compelling because Barzun explicitly addressesof the central themes of the first three
objections: relativity. Objections One and Two ctjeoth values and relativity. Objection Three
rejects passive usage of values but not relati@tyection Four rejects values “in any context” but
not relativity. Barzun describes Nietzsche as gpetist in the search for truth (2000, 670) and
“naturally immune to the contagion of populism” (80 671). He discusses Nietzsche’s “assault on
the character of both the mass man and the intedieconformist” (2000, 671). He highlights some
of the most significant aspects of Nietzsche’s giuBarzun, however, makes no association
between Nietzsche and “values”.

Barzun attacks usage of “relativism” in the samg tirat the other objections attack “values”
usage.
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“In the realm of ethics, the most blatant absurdityhe day is
wrapped up in the bogey woRElativism Its current misapplication
iS a serious error, because it affects one’s utalalsg of physical
and social science and derails any reasoning abeurhorals of the
day. Nine times out of ten, the outcry against fatan is
mechanical, not to say absentminded. Everybodyppased to
know what the term means’ it has become a clicagéstands for the
cause of every laxity, corrupt or scandalous cohdusupposed the
product of a relativist outlook. When linked witliberal politics, it
implies complacent irresponsibility.” (Barzun, 200060-761)

As do the first two objections with respect to wHpBarzun too associates relativism with
pluralism and its opposite with absolutes but sl Objection Three. “One must therefore ask the
anti-relativist: ‘Whose Absolute are we to adopd anpose?’ The plural state is full of them, down
to the several sects of any one religion” (200Q,-762). Objection Four is not neutral with respect
to common good but does not relate it to valuegudage. Barzun also notes that the firmness and
certainty idealized by anti-relativists is itselfuglgement arrived at by comparing the presennhto a
uncritical ideal of the past: “When the anti-rel&i deplores the present state of morals he igifgd
it relatively to a previous state, which he belewas fixed and eternal (2000, 762). Looking for
some “fundamental principles of conduct that th@ltworld acknowledges as binding and not
subject to change” he finds none, not even prabibigainst killing (2000, 762). Where the firsotw
objections proposed parallel languages and the dtifection found use of the word “values”
objectionable, Barzun’s solution is to reject theh® “relativism” and instead substitute the word
“Relationism”:

“One would then notice that science is Relationigst and last. The
whole effort is to establish relations between mimeena, ultimately
between pairs of well-defined sense impressionshéynedium of a
material or numerical yardstick...Form in art—fitn@sanything—
consists in a subtle or vivid relation between p#nat cannot be
arrived at by means of an absolute formula. Inetgdact is the
great art that makes for civility, for civilizatipand tact is nothing
but the subtlest relationism in action.” (Barzu@0@, 763)

Although Barzun does to “relativity” what the ottasjections do to “values”, he is not impressed
enough with the word “values” even to give it ses@ttention. He prefaces his dismissal of “values”
by saying,

“What is absurd is the habit of believing the orttebe the truth and
the facts negligible. Almost as bad is to impo# ¢ast of thought
and the jargon where they are not needed; fornaostao say,
‘everybody tends to maximize their values.’ Insteficseeks
pleasure and tries to avoid pain—if that is indgegithought behind
the vague abstraction.” (Barzun, 2000, 769)

The meaning of “values” can never be clear enooglit hot to be an obstacle to clear thinking and
communicating. “Values” is just a vague abstracteoword with no meaning or power.
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4.6 Summary of Objections

4.6.1 Calling something “a value” can and does make a difference

Taken together, the objections address one ofubstipns that this present study of the word
“values” was designed to answer:

Given the frequency with which the word “valuestused as
interchangeable with other descriptors, such aggrences,
attitudes, beliefs, interests, principles, and spa@an calling

something “a value” make a difference?

The first three objections derive much of theic®from what they judge to be one of the essential
features of “values” and the power of this featiorshape what is considered valuable. All three
agree that values are essentially relative, ir@speof whether they purport to be about whatusyt
valuable or what is frivolous and narrowly persoiBdcause values are essentially relative, they can
be neither absolutely true nor absolutely good.agjliee that calling something that simisly
absolutely, infinitely, or immeasurably good “aweal automatically changes its meaning so that it no
longer can be something absolutely good and certain

Objection Three identifies a second essential feadtivalues as a corollary. If values can be
neither absolutely true nor absolutely good, thegtbe conditional and contestable and a therefore
guestioning attitude must be attached to the ifi®alaes. Because they are relative, values require
critical examination. This aspect of values appeatdo be appreciated, either by the first two
objections or by how the word “values” is used wseawhen values are presented as unconditional
absolutes, they are allowed to stand without beorgested. This is unfortunate and perhaps
irreversible because of how the meaning of the weatlies” has evolved, but it is not an essential
feature of “values”.

The first two objections fail to take this secomejps Instead they focus on the dogmatic
presentation of values, arguing that values arggpted as if they were absolute and incontestable
even though they are not. The “absoluteness” ofrddigally presented values stems not from an
objective good (sourced externally to humans iregain but from sourcing values in individuals.

This makes all values subjective, at least in itts¢ instance. The problem with values, therefe,
that they are individual judgements about narradwilual preferences and cannot also be individual
judgements about the common good because the comooahcannot be relativized.

Objection Three’s expanded position on what isr@sseo values language provides a rebuttal to
Objection Four’s position that calling somethingvadue” makes no difference at all. Were values
recognized as requiring a questioning attitudentasis Objection Three, use of the word “values” as
jargon and linguistic embellishment that obfuscat@®mmunication (as characterized by Objection
Four) would not be allowed to go uncontested; dsealues” would need to be justified in an
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ongoing way. Objection Three’s rebuttal to Objestipur dissolves unless values continue to be
treated as conditional and contestable.

That calling something “a value” makes a differersca fundamental point and may now be
treated as a conclusive because both critics goubsiers of values language take the same position,
agreeing that the relativity of values shapeseadtin part, what is valued and how it is valugds
conclusion is also supported by the historical wiesv of diverse usage (Chapter 3) which
demonstrates that how calling something “a valuakes a difference depends, at least in part, on the
particular usage of values by which it “counts’aagalue. That considering what is valuable in terms
of values has the potential to change our ideastakloat is valuable describes and explains how
assumptions about what values are can establigirdie@d on which to make normathjadgements
about the content of values. How values are unaletstinderlies positions taken about what is
valuable. That there are many ways in which “vdlaee understood and applied, notwithstanding
what is or is not an essential feature of value=gama that values usage cannot be assumed to be a
constant that requires no critical scrutiny. ThHéedences among the first three objections
demonstrate that agreement about essential fegltwfe¢alues does not also mean that the next steps
will not diverge.

That the first three objections themselves all @wrsthe value of values language by subjecting it
to critical scrutiny suggests that if this kindsafrutiny can be applied to values in general,ausih
also be possible with respect to specific valuesspecific positions about values. For Objections

° | recognize that distinguishing between normajticgements and judgements about what values “are” i
treacherous ground. Certainly it can be arguedttiege is no judgement that is not also normatvégast in
some respect, if the context expanded. There iffemahce, however, between attempting to undedstetmat
an idea is, without presuming in advance whataousth be, and determining whether the idea and its
consequences are or might be desirable. Howevercedahis difference, treating everything as Wére
equally normative blurs what may be useful to dgish. Some judgements are more overtly normasiwete
less. In this case, distinguishing between therpdua identify what is a common starting point:ti€si and
supporters of values language agree that valueglateve but not about whether it is desirablddlps to
grasp the double-headed position taken by Objedtioee in distinguishing between what now is andtwh
might be possible. That Objection Three does mat fine idea of values being relative undesirablg pnavide
the motivation but this does not mean that Objaclibree’s position on relativity emerges from amative
stance. Considering what values necessarily argre=ga different kind of judgement from the judgerm
about whether values language is desirable. Objedtnree is saying to the first two objections, “@igee that
values are necessarily relative. We agree thatsadte subjective and that they are presented dogtha But
you are making an error in assuming that subjectogamatic declarations are necessarily the onlgiptes
result. Even if we disagree about whether valueguage is desirable, you have made an error irstaterg
the narrow range of possible consequences of valuesrstood as relative”. The ground for Objeciitimee’s
position on a questioning attitude is articulate€hapter 5 as part of the theory about diversgausvalues.
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One and Two to argue otherwise would be to revetglep scepticism about the ability of others to do
what they themselves have done.

4.6.2 Calling something “a value” has consequences

Having established what values are, the Objecteodve into what are more clearly normative
positions about the desirability of features idiggdiiin the first stage; the same features now tmeco
part of the normative argument.

Values language is one way (but not the only wéypasidering the broader question of what is
valuable. Once agreement has been reached abagdbsetial feature(s) of values language, its
ability and effectiveness in addressing the brogdestion remain to be considered. The
consequences of using values language are the treerdéferences that follow from calling
something “a value”.

Agreement that values are essentially relative s\éaatt there is agreement also that values
language precludes having knowledge that is ceb@apause it changes whatever is or might be
timelessly absolute and certain into somethingikeauncertain, and impossible to prove or vakdat
conclusively. For Objections One and Two, thisas aesirable because what is truly worthy is
timelessly absolute and immeasurable and sourdednedy to humans. For Objection Three, this is
desirable because any attempt by humans to apptetieat is timelessly absolute and immeasurable
transform these into human knowledge, even whanigmot attempted by using values language. All
human knowledge is necessarily conditional andesiable.

All three objections agree that it is desirableifmlividuals and collectives to consider the
common good. They agree that

o Dogmatic and uncontested claims about values areemeficial for democratic
societies because they put an end to discussion.

They disagree about whether

0 Values language necessarily prevents individuadscafiectives from considering
the common good. (Objections One and Two)

0 Values language encourages narrow individual peefses, as opposed to good
from the perspective of the collective. (Objecti@se and Two)

o Individuals can only value on the basis of narrodividual preferences, as the
preferences of consumers, not of citizens. (Olgactiwo)

o Treating values as contestable is necessarilyyaed| by what values in general
are. (Objections One and Two)

0 Treated as conditional as well as contestabldngadlomething “a value” is a
starting point for discussion. (Objection Three)
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4.6.3 Judgements about the desirability of values|  anguage

For Objections One and Two, values language issiradg#e both because it is relative (conditional)
andbecause values are presented dogmatically (urtgamelly). Values language is necessarily
harmful because:

e it disconnects consideration of what is valuabterfrabsolutes, making all values conditional
(whether they are about absolutes or narrow pretes,

e narrow subjective judgements are presented dogatigtend uncontested,

e when humans use values language we automaticallyreesresponsibility for creating values
but we are not god-like and not equipped to crealiges,

e it is harmful to democracy, and

e it encourages citizens to see themselves as consume

Values language is not necessarily harmful (Olgeciihree) because:

e treating values as unconditional and incontestslh®t a necessary consequence of values
language

¢ values language changes a quest for a single @omakt of determining multiple related
goods

¢ does not require overstating conclusions by prasgitiiem as a single correct answer

¢ the possibility of absolute truth and goodnesais thing; human knowledge of it is another;
the desire for firm ground and certainty is on@ghithe possibility that such exists is another,

e that values are subjective judgments made by iddals need not preclude discussion of the
common good nor encourage narrow individual preiees of consumers

4.6.4 Action to take about values language

For different reasons, all objections agree thatesalanguage as it is now used poses a threb¢to t
ability to collectively consider the common gooWatues” is potentially a negative and damaging
force because it diminishes the capacity of indiaid and society to grasp what is truly valuable.
The first two objections argue that this is necelysso; that “values language” is an attack ortfasit
is good and truly valuable and, lamentably, a vicfor the status quo, mob rule, and narrow
individual preferences.

For the first two objections, there is and can bgmund on which values or usage of the word can
be “rehabilitated” by understanding or using thedwdifferently. The remedy is to consider the
common good and what is worthy by using a langubgedoes not relativized absolutes, the
language of love.

According to Objection Two, values language shdadatonfined to the sphere of market values—
where values are intended to be relative and iddalipreferences can be narrow without doing
94



further harm. Objection Two is concerned aboutptevasiveness of a consumer mentality and the
role that values language plays in perpetuatirgrtientality and spreading it into other aspects of
life. It establishes a pattern of valuing from gegspective of a consumer. The remedy is to kedp bo
the marketplace and values language separate fl@higireally valuable.

The third objection distinguishes between actuabeof “values” and how it might be used if a
guestioning attitude were taken toward values. Ritwmrperspective of Objection Three, if values
language is to continue to be used, the remedyriscognize that isolating sectors of society i$1bo
unrealistic and unhelpful. The problem is not talties enable the marketplace mentality to
dominate social life but that the relational asméatalues is not appreciated, that a questioning
attitude is not attached to values, and that mgatalues as if they were unconditional constréies
natural suitability for cross-sectoral applications

Only the third objection holds out a possibilityatiexplicit and deliberate use of values might be
useful to planning but is sceptical about whetlsues usage that necessarily engages a questioning
attitude can become common usage. It questionshehtiie opportunity to realize that potential has
evaporated in light of how the concept has evol¥¢dhe same time, it recognizes that abolishing or
even curtailing values language, as it is now usedot feasible.

4.7 Implications of Objections to Values Usage

4.7.1 Implications for planning methods and approac hes

If Objections One and Two are correct, then vaaresnot only unhelpful but may be harmful to
planning for the common good. Talking in terms afues necessarily entrenches narrow individual
preferences and destroys our ability to imagineréeption that is not tailored to human wants and
needs. Planning, therefore, should not use vaaregihge.

The alternatives, to speak of “worths” or use agiaage of love”, allow humans as a collective to
consider what is absolutely good. Therefore, theyide an overall purpose or framework within
which to consider common good, and these discussi@ay involve debates and consideration of
means, but what is truly worthy is not to be cotges

With or without using values language, Objectiome@nd Two preclude debate about what is
truly worthy. This may work for planning in homogmers societies but would present a problem for
most planners.

Currently, values are treated as if they were itestable and unconditional. If Objection Three is
correct, then current usage interferes with and imasgrate any benefits values might have as a
planning tool. Objection Three could be satisfiezt@va questioning attitude to be attached to all
values and values might be a useful planning tool.

Treating all values as contestable may add to &éintkcost of planning processes and encourage
planners to scope which values may be contestedvhiuth not.
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4.7.2 Implications for the politics of planning

The first three objections all agree that eitheresearily (Objections One and Two) or because of
how values are misunderstood (Objection Three),nsomgood cannot be discussed and collective
decision-making is not possible if values langusgesed. Although deeply pessimistic about the
possibility that values can be broadly understandeguiring a questioning attitude, Objection Three
maintains that if this were the case, discussi@mugathe common good in terms of values would be
possible.

Even were planners themselves not to use “valdiesy, would still need to understand diverse
usage of the word by others, at least well enoogirasp contributions offered in values language by
participants in planning processes.

That the desirability of values language may indigbate suggests “a politics of values” that may
find its way into planning processes. This debateld focus on whether humans are fit to create
values (Objection Three) or what is truly worthysnaome from an authoritative source external to
humans.

4.7.3 Implications for sustainability planning

A dilemma raised in Chapter 3 is confirmed by thgeotions. If sustainability planning treats alll
values as relative, the first three objections eginat what is timelessly true and good is beybed t
reach of sustainability. Not only is it beyond redy means of values language but competing
interpretations of what is timelessly true and goodld not be admitted either because
interpretations, like values language, also retadiwhat is absolute.

If the purpose of sustainability planning is toiaspo what is truly valuable, then this purpose ca
never be contested or scrutinized, whether or albtes language is used. The result of using values
language or a language of “worth” is the same. Bedld to something similar to the “determination
of fit” usage of values, where the overriding doamihvalue is granted immunity from contestability
and survives by means of faith and belief. Under aimbrella, what is a value and what is not can be
guestioned and debated. Values as judgements Wweulestricted to the lesser values.

Following Objections One and Two, if conventionalues are to be changed fundamentally in
order to bring about sustainability, sustainabitié&nnot aspire to timelessly true and good untess i
prepared to forego examining the overall purpose.

Confining values language to the marketplace (Qigjec wo) reinforces isolation among social
sectors and may constrain how well sustainabiléypers are able to coordinate choices that involve
all sectors. This may serve to reinforce the stqtuss In these circumstances values could not be a
tool for social change because the relativity déiea in the marketplace would not allow them to be
compared to what is unconditionally and incontdgt&ioie and good in other sectors.
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Chapter 5
THE DIVERSITY OF VALUES USAGE: A THEORY

5.1 Introduction

In describing the lack of “consensual definition$'values, Hechter observes that this “gives each
writer both the obligation and the license to define ternde nové (1993, 3). This may come as a
surprise to those who assume that there is a sisiggged meaning of values. After all, if there ever
no shared meaning, no single, generally agreed debnition of values, how could values be the
focus of so much attention, be used with such ®aqy, and yet not draw attention as a source of
miscommunication? One answer might be that the m&semption of shared meaning, justified or
not, itself discourages awareness and further tigaggon. Communicators muddle through.

However, if Hechter is right and values usage #iooally created de novd, then what pertains
to each usage is properly understood in light af garticular usage and no other. Values might as
well be described as discreet homonyms and theiéagegof values becomes a truly treacherous
ground for novices.

Cross-usage comparison is riddled with potentiatlacations. There must be some understanding
and explanation of how usages differ. Each stehetomparison needs to be qualified so that the
understanding of values accurately reflects bathotiginating application and the destination
application. Comparing only two usages in precist@itlis potentially a cumbersome and wordy
exercise; comparing more than two could be tortdouboth the writer and the reader. Relying on an
assumption of shared meaning may be the reasosiaategy as the lesser of evils, even when the
assumption is incorrect, because qualifying eveplieation of the word “values” may create more
confusion and even less understanding

This chapter proposes another possible explan&dramssumption of shared meaning, that values
usage may be related not irrespective of diverageaibut because of it. What all values share,
however much they may differ, is that they are egpions of a general concept of values. This theory
about diverse usage postulates a flexible and vegueept of values in general that does not exist
independently of the diverse ways of understandaiges. The concept of values acts like a genus, in
that there can be no single actual member of aegiep that is representative of the whole genus.
That particular usages of values share some featswene of the time, also implies that they differ
with respect to some features, some of the timaicBkar usages, like species, can be classified as
belonging to a general concept of values not becthey are identical to some composite
representation of the concept but because thelyathethe same and different from the concept of
values in general. What this analogy leaves op#émeigjuestion of whether and what the genus
requires that all values have in common.

Another analogy to a flexible and vague conceptaddies is the idea of “dogness” in Meillet’s
example of how a child learns the meaning of “dddie concept of dogness begins with knowledge
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of particular dogs. When first learned, “dog” ipapable to a known dog; what follows is learnig t
apply that word to other dogs.

“...itis only as he hears the same word appliedieroanimals that
he strips it of its concrete character and givesgeneral value. One
sees, from this example, that the general valweoofls is, in large
measure, a social fact, and that the generalitgeomeaning of a
word will often be proportional to the size of ip@up: in the dialect
of a village of shepherds, thegis truly the shepherd’'s dog; but in a
language such as French, the wdog excludes any special
connection to a given breed and refers in an atistray to an

animal species.” (Meillet, 1961, 1018)

In the previous analogy to genus and species, ther@implied action or movement. Meillet's
example suggests that there is ongoing movemewebkatknowledge of particular dogs and the
knowledge of an abstract idea of dogness. Exteritisgo a concept of values suggests continual
movement between particular instances of valuegauaad an abstract concept of values. A concept
of values in general may be created first fromriqdar usage of values and then elaborated by
relating subsequent particular usages to a conéetiues. As with dogness, if there is no exposure
to or recognition of subsequent values usage shditferent from the first values usage then this
limits how a concept of values in general is uniherd.

The concept of zero changed commerce in the Ifalyeo1300s by making double-entry
bookkeeping possible (Kaplan, 2000, 110). In conu@enegative numbers were now just as “real’
as positive numbers. In the same way, the condegtloes from Nietzsche forward included both
positive and negative values. A third analogy betw#he concept of values and the concept of zero
speaks to how the concept of value creates atde@an-directional scale by acting as a placeholder
for both negative and positive values.Tlime Nothing That |SRobert Kaplan (2000) observes that it
is not simply the concept of zero acting on nega#imd positive but in turn the negative and pasitiv
acting on zero—"the friction of these mutually exsive bodies...redefined zero” (2000, 110). In the
same way, the concept of values is redefined ngtlmnnew values usage but also by the inclusion
of negative values and the interaction of negadive positive values. It is this aspect of Nietz&he
usage of values that precipitated the need fomaegu of values. More than simply challenging the
dominant values in his society, it was the namihthese ideas “values”, rather than simply illusion
that changed the vocabulary for how to talk abalues.

Unlike zero on a mathematical scale, the concepaloes has to be more than two-directional
about what value counts as a real value and whag v&actually a “disvalué’(Allen, 1993, 8).
Diverse particular usages of “values” not only dee parallel but can be found in the same

! Allen defines the primary meaning of values as&tmakes objects good or bad, or right or wrongnie
way or another. Values, then are specificationgoaidness and badness...That is as much as we can do t
define value itself. There have been many attetoptefine value or goodness, but they all breakrdow
(Allen, 1993, 4). He therefore requires a vocalulartalk about “bad” and “wrong” values and udes term
“disvalues” for that purpose.
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conversation, even uttered by the same persoralgif a single two-directional line for positiveda
negative values, the concept of values acts gsldice where all of these diverse usages intersect.
Without it, the diverse ways of defining values ainall be talked about together as “values” and
every conversation about them would need to quahfiengthy detail, every instance in which the
word “values” is used. The concept legitimizesiogllanything a value without requiring that the
claim that something is a value be stated uncanditly, incontestably.

The two preceding chapters have focused on diftegnwith the purpose of establishing that there
is in fact diverse usage that may be a sourcemfus@mn and cause for concern. The purpose of this
chapter is to consider whether diverse examples kavugh in common to allow comparison and
contrast, and, if so, what might that be. This joass different in kind from those that begin lva
proposition about how values might be connectedtestdthe proposition. This study was not
designed to test, for example, Nietzsche’s usagaloes, John Dewey’s usage of values, Values
Clarification, or any other particular usage. Agpeif this theory about diverse usage may echo
aspects of how others have used the word “vallBeause this theory is grounded in actual
examples of values usage, such reflection is désiend to be expected.

The theory about diverse usage aims at a diffenedérstanding of values in general than if there
were a single meaning according to which all usanygd be ruled as correct or misapplication. With
no single, commonly agreed definition of “valueséite is nothing by which to judge which claims
about particular usages might be justified. Thest $kage of the research was conducted purely from
the perspective of values does not mean that ifzoge will be perceived as neutral by everyone.
From the perspective of those who already haveradnderstanding of what values in general are, or
must be, there still may be insufficient reasomeigeconsider whether diverse usage exists. The
treatment of their understanding of the whole déiga as but one of many particular usages might
reasonably meet with resistance.

Determining correctness is not the purpose seryesiibh a concept of values. It is the very
flexibility of the concept and the span of ideasvtuch it can be related that allow particular wesag
of values to aspire to be the whole of values.

5.2 Obstacles to a Theory about Diverse Usage of Va lues

In an entry on values in theternational Encyclopedia of the Social Scienice$968, Ethel Albert
observed that interest in a general theory of vidded as the fluidity of the concept became more
apparent—“The diverse lines of approach are netyliko converge with ease in a unified theory and
methodology” (1968, 288). As the idea of “valuesisamore broadly applied, new ways emerged of
disagreeing about what values “really” are and egient about values in general became even more
unlikely. By 1987, John Fekete, writing from a poetlernist perspective on values, is looking for
something only vaguely similar to a general theairyalue. The expectations have changed
dramatically.

“I am not talking of a unified axiology, of a simgtliscipline, of an
abstraction from specialised studies. What issatdss an emerging
intertextual discursive field in which the point\aéw of value
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orientation may disseminate, in which value commgninay take
the form of an intervention, and in which a valhesdretical
approach may hold greater attractions than theesgoitations of the
onto-epistemological tradition...there can be nestjon, of course,
of a discursive field being occupied by a singldied theory.”
(Fekete, 1987, xiv)

Not only do particular usages differ from each otlach usage of values also provides its own
criteria for determining what counts as diversegesd his means that potentially there are as many
different criteria for classifying diverse usagevafues as there are ways of understanding what
values are. A theory about diverse usage of vatugeneral, however, can not be developed solely
from the perspective of a single understandingoptieation of values, just as the child in Meilket’
example may first develop a sense of dogness froowiang a particular dog but dogness will not be
limited to that particular dog.

Albert may be correct and a general theory abdwatsplects of values in general may be neither
fruitful nor possible. Neither is it useful, howeyto leave the diversity of values usage a murky,
unexplored territory. The theory proposed herepisari‘'single unified theory”, nor is it about all
aspects of values in general. It is a middle-rAttgeory that seeks to explain the diversity of ealu
usage by exploring the possibility of a generalosmt of values as a means to connect otherwise
distinctly and discretely different values. If niotfp else, an improved grasp of the reasons forseve
usage might prompt awareness of the variety ofggep to which values are applied. The moment
that a particular way of understanding values eegss the single most useful or significant way to
understand values is the moment when the concefatloés in general has been put into the service
of another idea or particular purpose. In this aesle that moment comes when the theory about
diverse usage is subsequently applied to planning.

5.2.1 The Values Study example: Problems relating d  iverse usage of values

Ethel Albert’s pessimism about a concept of vainggeneral was based on her own experience with
“values”. As an anthropologist herself, Albert ddhe origins of values to anthropologists and
others who in the mid 1900s began using valuesukge to study comparative value phenomena in
different societies and needed to construct a ‘&abcabulary” of other peoples (1968, 288-289).
People of Rimrock/ogt and Albert, 1967) is the terminal reporta@sing the first large-scale study
of values. It was undertaken shortly after the @nd/WII, a period during which there was much
excitement about values in the social sciencesicplarly because of the potential for using valtes
explain and determine behaviour. Officially thedstwvas known as the “Comparative Study of
Values in Five Cultures”; unofficially it becamedwin as the “Values Study”. The primary
researchers, Ethel Albert and Evon Vogt, were cmnsid experts on values. Their advisory team
included Clyde Kluckhohn and Talcott Parsons.

2 Middle-range theories are what grounded theorhouklogy is designed to produce. See discussion of
methodology in Chapter 2.
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The study was the first of its kind (Vogt and Alher967b, 3). It was empirical, exploratory, cross-
culturally comparative, interdisciplinary, and iasive of diverse theoretical and methodological
approaches (Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 3). The rebears ground-breaking not only in its aspirations
and methodological design but also subsequentlyartandid assessments by lead researchers about
methodological problems with values. Despite béaugby a team of experts, the study encountered
unexpected problems that prevented the developaientinified conclusion or integrated summary.

Vogt and Albert attributed failure to the very nawf a concept of values. Below | briefly discuss
three aspects of Vogt’'s and Albert's assessmettitadf study as these bear on the present research.

5.2.2 Recognition and acceptance of diverse usage i s insufficient

The methodology did not call for arbitrarily selagta single uniform definition of values for the
interdisciplinary team. There was an awarenessappdeciation of the ambiguity, generality, and
vagueness of the term “values”. Preparatory workiheluded a study of “the variety of phenomena
to which the ‘values’ label has been attached” (vl Albert, 1967b, 7).

“A sample of the nearly fifty topics listed suggette range of
variability in values research and theory and hend¢ke underlying
definitions of values: administration, children'alwes, conflict,
decision-making, game theory, ideology, internatloelations,
kinship, language, law, mental health, morals, graakty, planning,
political behaviour, relativism, social controlcgal stratification,
socialization, and universals...The relation betwssance and
values is a substantial subdivision in the literathat connects, or
divides, empirical values study and philosophisales of values.
Preoccupations in this area include: the possitoledical bases of
values; value problems of applied science, naamdlsocial; the
relation of facts and values; science as an edimd;value judgments
in relation to scientific method, especially theus whether science
is value-free.” (Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 7)

More than simply describing areas in which valugehbeen applied, these descriptions were
appreciated as indicators of variability. Althouggtveral values schema were used in the Values
Study, this early characterization of variabiligtablished descriptive categories as a startingt poi
for the research. The descriptions situate valndglae study of values within existing categories
(divisions). In grounded theory methodology, Glaesed Strauss call these “descriptive” and
“substantive” categories (1967, 187 the Values Study these were called “conteatégories, and
their limitations were recognized. By whichever matiney are called, such categories are the ways in
which values present themselves as pre-codedeadassified and apparently as not requiring re-
classification. The most appropriate use of sutbgmies is simply as indicators as to whether some
particular value exists or not within a given codtuT he use of these categories to indicate presenc
or a value led to “assuming comparability solelytio& basis of presence of a specific value” (Vogt

3 See Chapter 2 for methodology.
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and Albert, 1967b, 13). For example, health wastified as a “value” based on whether people
believed it to be significant or insignificant wittha given culture. Establishing significance isreno
ambitious than establishing mere presence, howewsking statements about the value of health
only ambiguously true.

“To say that ‘health’ is a value for all the culésris only
superficially true. For Navahos and Mormons it i®@al value; for
Hispanic-Americans, it is a relatively unimportaatued entity...”
(Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 13)

As researchers with the Values Study discoverdgingeon content categories means that without
some generally accepted schema of values anchall ctlated ideas, comparison and contrast of
different values is not only constrained but patdiytimpossible. Different usages were considered
incomparable because their differences appearedtteeigh their similarities. In his review of
Vogt's and Albert’s terminal report, fellow anthmpgist John Bennett suggested that comparing
discrete cultures might have been possible hae tween a different methodological orientation.

“But even more fundamental was the anthropolodreahe of the
study...This imposed a paradox: while the objectivese
comparative, the notion of discrete cultures pribaib
comparison...The key question is how peapdepsychological
items called “values,” not simply what the valuesyrne
descriptively.” (Bennett, 1968, 838)

Vogt's and Albert’'s own assessment of the methaglplesed in the Values Study demonstrates
that even where there is a deep interest, an exéefasniliarity with values, and appreciation oéth
diversity of ways in which “values” are understotitgse are insufficient to ensure that other ideas
associated with “values” do not manipulate the meéthogy used to study values. As Bennett noted,
“values” as an analytical variable applied to dggicre concepts and categories turned out to be
“subservient to other variables” (Bennett, 1968)3¥ogt and Albert, 1967b, 21). Classifying
values on a substantive dimension simply ampliéied reinforced existing classifications and was
not helpful in bridging differences among cultuoeggroups within cultures. Bennett’s distinction
between studying the use of values and descrilahges is one that grounded theory methodology
enabled in the present research by emphasizingetheé to go beyond substantive categories to
conceptual categories.

5.2.3 Diverse usage cannot be compared without find  ing similarities

Although methodology in the Values Study was exgtiary and results were not expected to be
definitive, the inability to compare or integragsults from various study teams meant that results
were much less useful than had been hoped. Thatifarm definition of values was mandated at the
beginning of the study was the result of a deliteechoice to be permissive and inclusive of the
various approaches of “representatives of a do#tsreht specializations...dealing with five
cultures” (Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 3).
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“In both cross-cultural and interdisciplinary inggiaims, methods,
and theories are diverse, sometimes divergentjtdesgommon
focus on a single subject. When that subject isesla concept with
a notoriously long and involved history, researobbpems become
more acute.” (Vogt and Albert, 1967b, 3)

This approach made it difficult to produce a unificget of results. Although no “unified theory” of
values emerged, there was “general agreementvalsaibthe values of the five cultures are” (Vogt
and Albert, 1967b, 5), using content categoriesstablish presence of a value and resulting in the
ambiguity evident in the example of health discdssgove. Reviewing the study’s methodology was
an attempt to understand why this had happenedeXjplanation centred on the problematic subject
of research, on “values”. There were no regretsiabot having insisted study teams adopt a single
definition or uniform approach to values.

“...the policy of permissiveness as to definitionsl amethods turned
out to be a realistic acceptance of pluralism gs@piate to
exploratory study of values.” (Vogt and Albert, 786 8)

The lack of a single, generally agreed upon définitvas more than the result of respecting a
plurality of approaches to values. It was alsoréseilt of recognizing that there were no “generally
accepted ground rules” (Vogt and Albert, 1967ang the difficulty in distinguishing “values” from
other descriptors.

“A complicating factor is the obvious similarity eédme conceptions
of values to phenomena studied under other lafoelexample,
motivation, attitudes, opinions, ideology, choipelicy-making,
mores, law, and taboos. Since these, too, tend tib-thefined or
subject to a multiplicity of competing definitioreny attempt to
relate them to values is likely to be merely a akdxercise.” (Vogt
and Albert, 1967b, 7)

It was difficulty in distinguishing “values” fromtber words that resulted in the present research
being limited to explicit examples of values usafjee word “values” became the primary unit of
analysis and core category of research. Had thise®n done, the conclusions here as well would
have been clouded in confusion about how to digisigvalues as beliefs from values as attitudes,
values as principles, values as preferences, vakiepinions, values as interests, and so on.

5.2.4 Values usage can shape the substance of value s

That different ways of understanding or definingues can create methodological problems has since
been recognized as a problem by others. Peng, tNisine Wong, for example, criticize cross-

cultural comparisons of values that simply assuméthe meaning of values in general is shared and
not contested. The authors cite previous researshgport their claim that there are “two opposite”
definitions of values. They classify definitionswaflues into these two groups by using the relation
between values and behaviour as a criterion.
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“Current definitions of value, we believe, may adntte to the
validity problems of comparing values across cekurecause they
have two opposite implications in terms of valu&dogor
consistency. One type of definition implies thalueashould not
necessarily be consistent with the behaviors...Howetie other
type of value definition suggests a strong causation between a
value and behavior...We believe that there are sHaekefs about
what are preferred modes of conduct and end-staties cultures,
which could best be characterized by the concepalfe. However,
we do want to make a distinction between valug psccollective
representations and values as subjective judgmesude by
individuals.” (Peng, Nisbett, and Wong, 1997, 33833

Peng, Nisbett, and Wong clearly prefer one typaedinition over the other; subjective individual
judgements are not to be considered values ahdlshould not be called “values”. Values are
“collective representations” of shared beliefs alfpueferred modes of conduct and end-states”.
Their stance on values illustrates how particutage of values is intimately connected to the trea
which “values” is applied, to the other ideas withich “values” are associated. Were values and
behaviour not connected in some way, values woolda as useful a research tool in the authors’
own discipline of psychology.

The challenge for this present research was todintethodology and a body of evidence that
could assist in understanding the variety of wayalich the word “values” is and has been used
from the perspective of values and not from thepective of other purposes or ideas to which
“values” are attached. Pre-emptively ruling out argmples of values usage because they appeared
not to refer to some idea of “real” values woulddédeen counterproductive and would have skewed
the study in favour of some particular way of urstiending “real” values. There is also a practical
problem that accompanies any attempt to declare s@ates usage illegitimate. What word should
be used to refer to some particular values usagentts been banned in one study but may be
resurrected in the né®t The flexibility of a concept of values enablesoaar-arching, general
discussion of values over time, across disciplines, among sectors into which life is
compartmentalized, irrespective of how particulsaiges set boundaries for usage.

5.3 An Explanatory Theory about Diverse Usage of “V  alues”

This theory provides the context for a minimaldgfault concept of values in general. The default
position is not definitive but serves to identifynge key points on which particular usage may
diverge.

As the Values Study researchers discovered, therpisf values cannot be separated from the
history of ideas and beliefs in general. It mayheEesheer expanse of what has come to be associated
with a concept of values, not diversity of usagkiclv is the most significant constraint on
developing a fully articulated general theory olixea As a middle-range theory, this theory aims to

* The strict definition of values in Values Clariion led to a similar problem. See Chapter 3.
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be explanatory rather than prescriptive or exhaelstidescriptive of all the ways in which values
might be classified.

The distinction in grounded theory methodology lestw “concepts abstracted from the substantive
situation” and “concepts constructed by the analg@laser and Strauss, 1967, 107) serves in this
theory to distinguish between “values” and a cohoépalues in general. The question of whether
“values” is, can, or should be a discrete categbnalysis did not arise until analysis had beguah
the possibility arose that “values” are not alwagsextensive with the phrase “what is valuable”. It
was at that point, not earlier, that “values” beeghe primary unit of analysis and the core catggor
in this study. “Values” is therefore a “concept tahsted from the substantive situation”. In cortiras
the concept of values in general was constructdtidopnalyst, by me.

The usefulness of a vague, flexible concept ofemlwas tested by grounded theory methodology
for its explanatory value, not as a static thearlyib grounded theory’s approach to theory as g®ice
“Diverse usage”, the aspect of values in genegdliththe focus of this thesis, turned on the gaest
of classification: Is what appears to be diversegeseally diverse and if so how and why? Without a
concept of values in general, diversity would antdamo more than a serial description of unrelated
descriptive categories. Various values usages dmitdeated as homonyms and no more.

5.3.1 Themes of theory about diverse usage

Three overlapping themes are central to connegiamgcular usage to a flexible and vague concept
of values. Taken together, they support the projposihat,a questioning attitude should be attached
to values usager his proposition is not intended to be definitaredescriptive of all values usage
because the default understanding of values mahéeged by particular usage.

1. Diverse usage is ongoing and evolutionary.

a. Diverse usage is not random but related to a cdrafelues in general.
Particular purposes, contexts, and events, shapephdicular usage and a
concept of values in general as part of an ongpingess. If knowledge and
understanding associated with values is ongoingeantlitionary, then assuming a
strict separation between what is known and whabiknown about values is not
warranted.

b. Values have a history that can be examined antbeefin which past statements
about values might later be determined to have tadlnle. The habit of treating
values that are nouns as most important deflects &ppreciating valuing as an
activity. It reinforces an impression that values anrelated to other ideas, without
a history that can be examined. Granted an exemfioon challenge, values of
individuals are treatede factowith the respect extended to expressions of faith
and belief. The mere possibility of error beingcdigered in the future requires that
values not be treated as complete and certain ladgelthat is beyond challenge,
even when no immediate reason presents itselfubtdtmmpleteness and
certainty.
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c. Each instance of usage is potentially a new apgphcaf values, whether in
significant or minor ways. Whether or not it is@napplication cannot be
assumed and requires a questioning attitude amdtigation. Treating values as
complete and certain is, at best, premature. Astytnis practice can lead to
accepting dogmatic claims about values at facesvahd misrepresenting values
that are intended to be treated as potentially géaile.

2. Values are relational

a. Matters of relations are matters of judgement. Sudgement may be reflective or
SO0 automatic as to be imperceptible. Values aegimtconclusions that once
reached may themselves be used as starting pomgsitisequent investigations of
values. That values are not static suggests valersfit from an ongoing
guestioning attitude.

b. Determining or apprehending relations requires sfmma of comparative logic or
analogical reasoning. Comparing and contrastiradsis essential to classifying
values. Taken as a picture of values in genera¢rse usage demonstrates that
both the criteria that guide classification of \edwand the classifications
themselves may vary in particular usages. The girafevalues, therefore, cannot
preclude fluidity and flexibility in classificatiorT hat there is no single usage
suggests that values should be approached witlestiqoing attitude.

c. Values may present themselves as pre-classifieat Glaser and Strauss call
“descriptive categories” and the Values Study cHlt®ntent categories”. Pre-
classification of values may mask significant sarities and differences.
Investigating what is hidden may be prompted by@stoning attitude.

3. Values are dependent on valuers.

a. Both particular usages of values and a conceptlofes in general are human
creations to meet conceptual and linguistic neasigrompted by ideas and events.
As human constructs they can not enjoy immunitynfeoquestioning attitude.

b. Values known by humans are necessarily subjeclingating values as if they
were sourced externally to humans is an exampthenoian creativity applied to
epistemology. It is a means to avoid responsibibtyvalues and reinforces the
ideas that values can exist independently of huraadsare immune to challenge.

c. How values are understood has the power to affbat v considered valuable. A
focus on how values are understood, rather tharn thlbg mean or how they are
defined, emphasizes the involvement of valuergaliiers determine value, then
value is fallible and changeable and benefits feoquestioning attitude.

5.3.2 Diverse usage is ongoing and evolutionary

In Empires of the Wor¢{2005) Nicholas Ostler studies the language hystbthe world, the contexts
in which languages are born, thrive, and die. Hekales that “immigration is the basic seed of
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language spread”, describing it as “natural grow905, 535), but that above all language spread
has been effected “by mass production of languexjs,tand later the means to disseminate them
instantly over any distance” (2005, 540). Like othepressions of life, languages, words, and ideas
react to hospitable and inhospitable environmexrdapting to what they can and succumbing when
they cannot.

This theory treats each example of values usagetastially having a history. Sperlinglluded to
the possibility of treating words as an evolutignarocess that parallels the evolution of othem®r
of life: “Since the dawn of language, words haverbgoing through a process of natural selection in
which only the most fit survive” (1977, 1). Spedidescribed each word as being a judgement about
value. Value judgements, thus, drive the evoluablanguage.

The decision to use “values” in the social sciewas just such a value judgement, in this case a
value judgement about the word “values”. That tloedv'values” is superbly flexible allowed it to be
applied to needs and purposes in search of a name.

“To name the subject-matter of so broad a rangeqefiry was no
easy task. A general notiontoaditions, ways of life, personality
types,evenpatterns was not specific enougWorld-outlooks was
too broad, though it gave a sense of the systenmdéias was too
vague;national character had too psychological a sl&hltural
configurations conveyed simply systematic differsydout in
what?...But all these notions were submerged isymgositions of
the kind of unity that would be found...

What would patterns of culture then be patterns .dfffe generic
concept olvaluestepped into the breach. It had the appropriate
generality, the appropriate openness, it could ctheeappetitive and
conative and desiderative and interest and—in shameferential or
selective tendencies of people in any field; itldaxapture habits of
action and thought as well as moments of choiced@etsion. And it
had just the right ambiguity to connote both aestdtliking or
prizing and criteria or evaluating...Quite quicklymast suddenly, it
was respectable for American social science towehlvalues as
subject-matter, not of course as investigatorssdsd’ (Edel, 1988,
26)

Hartz's fragment theory (1964) extends the evotutinalogy to the realm of ideas. To explain
origins of diverse new world societies, Louis Hgft264) proposes understanding these societies as
fragments of old Europe. As the fragments becontiems they aspire to become new whbles

® See Chapter 3 for more on Sperling’s approachorisvas value judgements.

® Hartz explicitly differentiates between his fragrmhtheory and the Turner thesis, saying that “Aceri

democracy is a product of the European logic whimberns the unfolding of a liberal fragment, butriar,

like the average American, ‘cannot see’ Europe...&the American democratic outcome is not to beddan

the larger setting of Europe, and since the viddole is new, it is easy enough to fall into théamothat the
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Fragment theory explores the role of European @goin shaping the development of “escaped”
fragments, even when the connection to old Eurepengd to have disappeared. Instead of
disappearing, old Europe became “a universal, sinkeneath the surface of thought to the level of
an assumption” only to rise again, “out of the sstees of fragmentation itself” (1964, 5). The
fragment attempts to bury its connection with #stpas a means to securing its own future but
inevitably the old European ideas emerge in nem$or‘Feudalism comes back at us as the French-
Canadian Spirit, liberalism as the American WalLié¢, radicalism as the Australian Legend” (1964,
5). Though escaped fragments were initially revohry reactions to European ideology, the
revolutionary spirit was “smothered” by “the falsertainty that those cultures created for
themselves” (1964, 65) in the process of reinvgntiemselves as wholes.

“The whole mechanism of their past developmentlmriewed in
terms of the drive for this certainty...The end @ttmechanism is
creating more and not less insecurity, but itierdating the
perspective of the fragment for the first time siits original voyage
from the Old World.” (Hartz, 1964, 65)

Without something like Hartz’s fragment theory t@kin the connection, the new societies have
no common link to Europe and cannot be describelivesse but related examples of the European
experience. Positing Europe as the larger wholehoth new societies are diverse examples gives
fragments a history as they evolve to become newalesithemselves. In a general sense, then,
Hartz’'s fragment theory posits that as ideas beadinerse over time, their originating point remains
influential even though at times it may be obsculéutil there is awareness and acknowledgement of
at least some of the origins of diversity, differes appear to be random and unrelated; no further
explanations appear to be needed. Recognizingdiliyerecessarily engages classification, which
necessarily engages comparison and contrast. Az bi@ues, the first step is to take notice of the
differences, the variety: “...as soon as the variétthe fragments is confronted, the significance of
their differing European origins comes to view...9@H#, 10, note).

The same may be true of values. Fragment theoryesig that ideas, such as the “American Way
of Life”, that are referred to as “values” may et static artefacts but may also have a socialryist
of evolution. Viewed not as discretely distinct atisconnected homonyms but as diverse examples
of values usage, values might share features amthragaselves as well as with some concept of
values in general. Diverse examples of values usagmight be fragments that evolved into new
wholes, complete with denial of their revolutionaopts and a drive to create new certainties af the
own. Applying fragment theory to values usage saggthat all values usages may have as their
common origin the values usage introduced by Nogizsn the late 1800s. This is the “originating
point”, the “universal’ that is shared by all vasugsages, even though no usage of “value” will matc
its origin exactly and values usages may appehave evolved so differently that they appear to be
unconnected.

outcome is due to the land...as soon as the varighedragments is confronted, the significanc¢heir
differing European origins comes to view, and toafier begins to be discredited as the explandimtpr
even in American terms” (1964, 10, note).
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Using language to distinguish between what is knaneh what is not known can obscure as well
as illuminate. Joseph describes value judgememist éddnguage as “language acting upon itself”:

“Value judgements about linguistic variants fumisrich and barely
tapped source of data about human cognitive fasylEnd about
how the gap between language and cognition bectiaesated into
norms. In so far as consciousness is a linguiststruct, value
judgments on language represent language acting itgsf,
between planes of human consciousness.” (1987, 5)

That value judgements engage both cognitive amgiistic dimensions, “between planes of human
consciousness” suggests that valuing may be otleeahore significant activities humans undertake.
This aspect of values and valuing suggests thatdheept of values has to do with much more than
simple lists of values-as-nouns. The evolutionwhhn thought and language may be reflected in
judgements about value and the concept of values.

Familiar with Nietzsche’s usage of values, Geomgr8el treated valuing as a basic human activity:
Understanding and devising relations between our minds and the real world is an ongoing, basic
form of valuing. Simmel reasoned that “social etioln produces frameworks of thought that tend to
be regarded by social subjects as self-evidentu@a, 1994, footnote 7, 309). By treating values
not as mere reflections of reality but as createmerging from particular social contexts, though n
completely dependent upon them, Simmel createdraralb framework within which to connect
values not only to each other but also to how tdn mind works.

“We are rarely aware of the fact that our whole,lfrom the point of
view of consciousness, consists in experiencingjaaging values,
and that it acquires meaning and significance @iy the fact that
the mechanically unfolding elements of reality @sssan infinite
variety of values beyond their objective substad¢c@any moment
when our mind is not simply a passive mirror oflitga-which
perhaps never happens, since even objective parceagatn arise
only from valuation—we live in a world of values ieh arranges
the contents of reality in an autonomous orderifh(Bel, 1978, 60)

Simmel’s awareness of the limitations of the hummamnd led him to posit two separate,
fundamental, and parallel worlds—the world of rigadind the world of values. Human thought,
though an attempt to know the real world, is reaftgaged in creating the content of the world of
values. Simmel distinguishes the subjectivity “trefers to ‘my perception’ of the totality of the
world” from that which “...contrasts value with tgeven objects regardless of the way they are
conceived” (Simmel, 1978, 63). Value thereforerfever a ‘quality’ of the objects, but a judgement
upon them which remains inherent in the subje@immel, 1978, 63).

" Contrary to popular usage, this means that ififistc values” are human judgements then they daaiso be
qualities of objects that are independent of hujnpdgement.
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Because valuing is the means by which we appretienceal world, we tend not to recognize that
what we apprehend is not “independent of the acboteiving” (Simmel, 1978, 65). Humans cannot
have knowledge that we can justifiably call “abselu

“...the value of objects, thoughts and events camemnbke inferred
from their mere natural existence and content,theil ranking
according to value diverges widely from their natwrdering.”
(Simmel, 1978, 59)

Simmel posits the possibility of absolute knowledgyeen though knowing absolutely is beyond
the scope of the human mind. He cautions thairntpdies the need to beware of overstating our
feeling of certainty: “...consequently, in order ta& dogmatic thought, we have to treat each
position at which we arrive as if it were the peméte one” (1978, 104).

The theory about diverse usage of “values” discgesaigidity and encourages attaching
uncertainty to ideas about values but does nataetnto deep pessimism about the ability to make
judgements. From a socio-political perspective, kéazié the Idealist agreed with Nietzsche that
slavish obedience to ideas is as counterprodutdigemocracy as slavish obedience to other masters.
Epistemologically, this theory about diverse uspg®ides no justification for treating values as
absolute, certain, or complete.

5.3.3 Values are relational

In Proof and Explanatioif1991), a printing of lectures he delivered ingifiia in 1957, John

Wisdom argued that we reason by comparing anda&sting, that it is the most basic form of
reasoning, that we can do it well or poorly, arat gometimes we do it so automatically as not even
to notice that we have made a judgerhdne also refers to this as case-by-case procesat@roof

by parallels (1991, 112). Reasoning is neither lguneluctive nor purely deductive but always
engages comparison of cases.

“[W]hen someone offers a deductive form of justtion for a
statement (‘This has twelve edges because it ida’); then the

8 See Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion akkfazie’s usage of values.
 Wisdom’s is not the only effort to understand significance of comparative reasoning. Psycholsgisr
example, study “analogical thinking”. Hummel andyéak (1997) describe it as “representative of hnma
thinking”, “ubiquitous in human reasoning”, thatitay provide the foundation for a broader thedrizeman
learning and inference”, and that examining “comagpiohal models of analogy” may be informative in
developing a theory of analogical reasoning (1927,). Holyoak and Thagard (1997) describe the gizdb
mind as “simply the mind of a normal human beingt aote its “diverse range of uses” in areas ssdha
“generation of metaphors for the self; decision imgkn politics, business, and law’ and scientdfiscovery”
(1997, 35).
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support, reason, and justification thus given @eductive form are
no stronger than that which might be given by #Huat of case-by-
case procedure which is so apt to be regardedowittempt.”
(Wisdom, 1991, 141)

“[T]he justification which is offered by one whofefs a deductive,
demonstrative proof for his conclusion is no stemg justification
than that which may be offered by one who putscasthe way

I've indicated..[W]hen we have a conclusiomhis is K,and it is
deduced from a premis€his is K’, then this deduction provides no
better justification for this conclusion than woude provided by
asking with regard to every conceivable K’ othexrtlhis,Isn’t this

a case of KDne who offers a deductive proof for his conclasio
offers as much as one who offers a case-by-casé. Bot though
he offers as much, he doesn't offer more.” (Wisdtf91, 143-144)

This is consistent with the approach taken by Glasd Strauss to grounded theory
methodology’. Wisdom’s approach to comparative reasoning aa¢tmparative logic that Glaser
and Strauss apply to grounded theory methodologecat the same ground from different directions
but in some respects for the same redsoBsth challenge conventional ideas about truth and
validity. Wisdom comes from a background in loganalytic philosophy to challenge the

19 See Chapter 2.
1 Each de-emphasizes the role of verification aredafistandard criteria that might apply to all amstes of
comparative reasoning and logic in order to deteemihether comparison has been done properly. Wisdo
wanted his audience to become engaged and expegase by case reasoning for themselves in ordgasp
it as fully as possible. Stephen Barker notes srrttroduction that “sometimes [Wisdom] does nalisput
what the point of an example is, but leaves ih®reader to see this” (Wisdom, 1991, viii).Wisd@visits key
points over and over using different cases (exasyptemake his point, with little summarizing ongealizing.
Wisdom’s work was not published until decades latieen a transcript of his Virginia lectures, inchugl
guestions by the audience and answers by Wisdoscorapiled by Barker.
By contrast, Glaser and Strauss systematizeditisghts for application in the social scienceskimg it
easier for others to carry forward their approacbhdmparative logic. Both Wisdom on the one hamndl a
Glaser and Strauss on the other were challengedibeof the lack of standard criteria for makingparative
judgements. How is good comparative reasoning egid to be recognized? Wisdom’s response was ®&iv
series of examples (Wisdom, 1991, 144). Both meiathverification should not be one of the primary
standards by which comparative reasoning or Iagjadged.
From the perspective of how ideas evolve in a $coiatext, it is perhaps no accident that theirksovere
developed within the same ten-year period. Wisdamgik is used here primarily because he explicitly
proposes comparative reasoning as basic to abbmésag including inductive and deductive reasonifigs is
implicit in Glaser and Strauss but not as fullyeleped.
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authority of deductive logic; Glaser and Straussedrom social sciences to challenge the pracfice o
building on previous theory by relying on deductinstead of developing original theory.

Echoing constraints identified by Simmel, Wisdom'sight is to realize that it is humans who
apply the models. Wisdom’s comparative reasonirggnmslar to inductive reasoning and “ordinary
argument by analogy” (Wisdom, 1991, 111) in th&xiamines previous cases, case by case but
different because it is not limited to actual psestes. As do lawyers in their arguments, comparativ
reasoning admits and even encourages using hypathabd imaginary cases to explore problems. It
is not tied inexorably to past experience, proligbénd prediction. Applied to values, it diffdrem
case by case applied to law in not having a gelyexatepted, codified body of standard “values” to
guide judgements about value. It is similar to dasease applied to law in those cases where there
a need to determine whether or not a new case d¢eetorprevious classification of knowledge.

Deductive reasoning uses generalizations and ptegas first premises. Comparative reasoning
begins with details from which generalizatirand principles are developed—a never-ending
process. This is compatible with Simmel’s treatnm@ntalue judgements as “penultimate”. Absolutes
can never reached by this method.

“Wisdom, and Barker, following him, held that nachustatement as
U [for universals] is presupposed, assumed, onynather way
required in reasoning from cases. Their view was khowledge of
cases is epistemically and logically prior to knegde of universal
relationships. We couldn’t know that all x,y,z &#eunless we knew,
for some particular x,y,z that it was W. Cases cfirsg and we can
reason from one case to another without committingelves to
universal or even general claims along the wagbdyier, 1989)

Once humans attempt to apprehend absolutes arld,idgavhatever means, they can no longer be
called absolutes but become relational compariaodscontrasts. As Simmel also argued, to make
dogmatic statements about values is to ignorewthat we call absolutes are the constructions of
human minds. Comparative reasoning is basic toae@ureasoning because it provides deductive
reasoning with the principles and generalizationses as first premises. For deductive logic to
work, these first premises must be treated asdinthcertain. These first premises, however, are als
no more than judgements that can happen in thk bfian eye or after serious deliberation and
reflection.

5.3.4 Values are dependent on valuers even when val ues are described as objective

Objections One and Two claim that what is worthgegher subjective nor objective but values are
both. Values are subjective in the first instame#iecting narrow individual preferences as valumes

12| use “generalization” loosely in this applicatiand do not intend for this usage to compete with
“totalization”, in the way that differences betweée two are debated in their application to graththeory
methodology. See Chapter 2.
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the market place. The “subject” is full of hubrigeo the sense of power and authority that comes
from humans mistakenly believing we are the creatbvalue. By contrast, for both of these
objections, what is worthy simply “is”.

In The Philosophy of Mondi978 [1907]) Simmel argues that ideas aboutaleaf money in
society have contributed to the mistaken perceghanvalues are objective rather than subjective.
Simmel’s “subject” creates value as one craftdimia; assessment of relations varies according to
perspective. Value is a subjective determinatigngdgement that can only be made by a subject,
irrespective of what values are about.

“What really matters, in order to conceive the peledent
significance of objects, is the distance betweemthnd our
impression of them. It is one of the numerous casesich one has
to stand back from the objects, to establish adest between them
and oneself, in order to get an objective pictdrdem. This is
certainly no less subjective a view than the unabealistorted
picture that is obtained when the distance is teatgor too small...”
(Simmel, 1978, 71)

To make an absolute, incontestable declaratiomlofevis to make a dogmatic claim about
something that is beyond human knowledge. Valuaailne mechanically or automatically gleaned
from the object. Even if the object “has value'isiup to the valuer to recognize it and the vasuer
perspective will determine the estimation of value.

“Nature, on many occasions, destroys objects thagrms of their
value, might claim to be preserved, and keeps ist@xce worthless
objects which occupy the place of the more valuahks. This is not
to say that there is a fundamental opposition betwhe two series,
or that they are mutually exclusive...The case itera that the
relation between these series is completely acatiewith the same
indifference, nature at one time offers us objdtas we value

highly, at another time withholds them.” (Simme3,78, 59-60)

To speak, then, of something in nature as “havalges” is to use language to obscure the source
of value. Making a judgement changes whatever dlgdmeing assessed, considered, or measured.
The value can not be called absolute, or intrirsécause the act of valuing has made it relative to
other knowledge. For different reasons, ObjectiOne and Two agree.

Dean Lauter’¥ (2000) observation that values that are verbsmame potent than values that are
nouns (Lauter 2000) reflects an active approaciahees that recognizes and appreciates the human
role in creating value. Awareness of the role dliges can change judgements about values. Calling
something “priceless”, for example, may fit witletdescription by Objections One and Two of ideas
of perfection and goodness that are not contamirtatdhuman desires. It also fits, however, with
awareness that values are dependent on valueeduds are understood as relational, rather than as
qualities in objects, to say that something isgless is to express an inability to assign a foce

13 See Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion ofdrs understanding of values.
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declare some other type of value) because there &pparent thing or idea with which it can be
compared. The former approach to “priceless” patserad to consideration of value; the latter
approach to “priceless” may prompt further consatien of whether the similarities and differences
sought in like cases are in fact most significéirieaves open the possibility that the process of
valuing can continue. The latter approach to “pesg’ applies both to material goods and abstract
ideas.

That value judgements are necessarily subjectiged net also mean that values are necessarily
narrow individual preferences about frivolous mattas argued by Objections One and Two or that
when values are about common good they must asplre objective.

5.4 Summary of the Theory about Diverse Usage of Va lues

The two research questions to which this theoryabiverse usage is a response are:

o Given the frequency with which the word “valuesUsed as interchangeable with other
descriptors, such as preferences, attitudes, Iseheterests, principles, and so on, can
calling something “a value” make a difference?

0 Are various usages of “values” merely discretelyaistinctly different homonyms or can
they be treated as diverse instances of some cbateplues in general?

Using grounded theory methodology to compare amtrast examples of values usage, it became
apparent early in the study that “values” and “wibataluable” are not co-extensive. The primary
difference lies in the power of the word and idé&values” to shape ideas about what is valuabke. A
the brief history of diverse usage and discussfdheobjections illustrated in previous chapters,
particular usages of “values” have the potentialétermine criteria for what counts as “a value”. A
history of “what is valuable” would be broader antjht subsume the history of values as one of
several paths toward determining or apprehendirgf vghvaluable in other ways. This study,
however, focussed on explicit usage of the wordues, the key unit of analysis and core category
during the research.

A flexible and vague concept of values in genesgroposed as being able to provide support for
assumptions about a shared understanding of vallnesgeneral concept does not have an existence
independent of the particular usages of whichabisiprised. Its flexibility extends to not requgin
that particular usages themselves be flexibléni$f theory about a concept of values being comgrise
of particular usages has explanatory power, thexaiyt provide an explanation for assumption of
shared understanding of “values”, beyond its use jasgon word.

The example of the Values Study illustrates thapde familiarity with values and an awareness of
diverse usage, diverse usage can be treatedressances of “values” were discrete homonyms
without enough in common to allow comparison anatiast. Postulating a flexible and vague
concept of values should be sufficient to allowedse usages to be compared and contrasted as
examples of values in general. Three themes claiaethis theory of diverse usage: (1) Diverse
usage is ongoing and evolutionary, (2) Values elagional, and (3) Values are dependent on valuers.
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Related to a concept of values, diverse usageloésas not random but part of an ongoing and
evolutionary process of recognizing and determimiaigie. This gives a concept of value explanatory
power, though not predictive power. Even if thelighhbe values that could be assumed with
complete certainty to be absolutely true in allteats over time, as claimed by second-generation
usage of values as absolutes, these values wdlliltbed to be distinguished from those that are no
and still require critical scrutiny. This meanstthaguestioning attitude is an important feature of
concept of values that continues to evolve.

All values are relational, irrespective of whetlialues are about abstract ideas of perfectior trut
and goodness or narrow individual preferences apadicular goods or ideas. Relations are
judgements arrived at by comparison and contraeei¢omparison and contrast is familiar and
simple, such judgements may happen so quicklyttiegaprocess by which they are arrived at is
imperceptible. Comparison and contrast is a forlagsification, an ongoing process of attempts to
apprehend and understand. Values present themselvaements of this process and not final or
complete. Values are pre-classified, masking thegoing nature as results of ongoing comparison
and contrast. Accepting values at face value cas thask important underlying similarities and
differences, relations among values that are thimes¢he results of earlier comparison and contrast
and now hidden by more recent valuations. Valueguatgements about relations that should not be
treated as firm and certain knowledge. As suclyesakhould not be granted privileged status to
protect them from a questioning attitude.

Values are dependent on valuers irrespective oflvehealues are about narrow individual
preferences or the common good. The subjectivityaties is not something that can be avoided but
that values are subjective does not justify theingakf dogmatic claims. Dogmatic claims can be
deflated by attaching a questioning attitude taiesl

That a questioning attitude is suggested by adlelthemes of this theory suggests that values may
be an appropriate tool for challenging conventiodaés and the status quo. Although the use of
values to challenge conventional ideas is histblyicaoted in the origin of a concept of valuescisu
usage today is no longer common. To the contranddmentalist claims are frequently presented in
terms of values. Linguist Geoffrey Nunberg notest th the US the word “values” now “evokes
conservatism rather than liberalism” (Nunberg, 2008)sing “values” only to affirm and amplify
existing beliefs, knowledge, and social organizatitakes the word superfluous, in a sense, but also
reinforces the status quo. This gives it a politaggenda. Nunberg notes that the word “values”
“didn’t really enter the general American vocabulantil the 1950s, when it was picked up in
progressive circles along with other social-scieieems likealienationandpeer group(Nunberg,
2006b, 106). In its American origins, imported fr@arman sociology, the word had

“a vague association with progressive educationliaedal
anticommunism” (that was when universities begatirnggup
programs in *’American values,” where the phrasggasted only
the democratic ideals that made America differemmftotalitarian
regimes).” (Nunberg, 2006b, 106)

Nunberg goes so far as to suggest a precise dathioh the meaning of “values” in the US
changed from liberal to conservative—at the opewinipe Republican national convention on
August 7, 1968. It was at this convention thatehgas a call for judges who “respect traditional
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family values and the sanctity of human life” (Nenfp, 2006b, 106). From that point forward, the
Republicans and other forces of right began “to"oiva word “values” (Nunberg, 2006b, 107).
Language in general is “a means of legitimatingaarself-interest by connecting it to a larger
symbolic structure that gives it moral and politiseeaning” (Nunberg, 2006b, 114).

The competition for ownership of “values”, therefpis a competition on the level of symbolic
structure; competing usages of “values” are ineéWtdoth moral and political. Understanding the
competition as a whole requires standing outside oh some platform that connects disparate
political agendas. This is similar to how the cqraaf values connects disparate usages of the word
“values”.

The history of diverse usage (Chapter 3) is an @kawf how this theory about diverse usage can
be applied to compare and contrast usages by alipvarious usages to be considered together as
group even when they differ wildly in the purpo#iesy serve. The historical overview demonstrated
that each usage has something that makes it diffen@m other usages even as others of its features
will overlap with other usages, even usages thpeapto be significantly different. Each usage, to
varying degrees of detail, will have features #agilain the criteria according to which a particula
usage determines what is legitimately called “a&alA flexible and vague concept of values allows
all of these values to be called “values”—to besidered as a group—even when the criteria by
which something qualifies as “a value” accordingtparticular usage appear to contradict one
another.

5.5 Relating the Theory about Diverse Usage of Valu es to the Objections

Four objections to the use of “values” were outlire Chapter 4. Each raised concerns that need
serious responses. This theory about diverse udfagdues rejects the claim by Objection Four that
whether or not something is called “a value” makedlifference. Values are potentially a useful and
important tool. Treating the word either as meal@sg) or as coextensive with a multitude of other
descriptors is dismissive of its potential. Thisdhy supports the claim by the first three objewio

that values language can make a difference to islaansidered valuable, why, and how. Neither the
word “values” nor the concept of values in genes@oextensive with “what is valuable”.

The first three objections are correct in charaatay all values as relative, irrespective of wiesth
what the values are about is presented as trubatséd or frivolous. If values are relative, thefues
are products of processes creating and determielagons and the first two objections are cormect
saying that the phrase “absolute value” is an oxypmalt is the flexibility of the theory that allewv
second-generation usage of values as absolutedorisédered a values usage along-side other
usages. The theory does not dictate a single tefimf values but explains how usages are relgted
one another. The second-generation emergenceuds/ak absolutes was explained in Chapter 3 as a
response to Nietzsche’s new usage, as a merggpett@tions that behavioural science could be
objective and philosophy that was based on absolittevas a useful tool for states wanting to bte
the status quo by attempting to inculcate valuea sacial scale.

This theory supports the claim of Objection Thitest & questioning attitude is missing both from
the portrayal of values by the first two objecti@m also from predominant actual usage. Without a
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guestioning attitude, values may not be a usefa@ns¢o consider common good and concerns of the
first two objections may not be addressed.

Objection One claims that ideals must be sourceeteally to humans and that ideals such as
perfection can provide a larger than human purpdgenhout a larger than human purpose, humans
will place greater significance on narrow humanpmges and not aspire to the common good. As
Mackenzie the Idealist demonstrated in Chaptedehls do not have to be presented as absolutely
true and protected from a questioning attituderdeoto survive as helpful. As an example,
Mackenzie treated democracy as “a value”, despitaving that his audience would include those
who believed in democracy with religious fervouhis'theory supports Mackenzie's usage of values
in the service of common good.

Because values are relational, they may be a gallgniseful tool for relating different areas of
life and society, facilitating cross-sectoral anginced evaluation. Objection Two holds that values
are essentially an economic model of valuing, éepaincreasingly overlain on non-economic
considerations and necessarily changing what isidered valuable by reflecting narrow individual
preferences instead of the common good. This theoeg not support the domination of patterns of
social life by any one sector but does supportrdeteng values by apprehending relations among
the sectors. Isolating the economic sector is theganot supported by this theory. Applying valtes
economic matters need not differ from applying ealto other aspects of individual and social life.

If values are necessarily relative, then theredisvay to rescue any usage of values that might
satisfy the first two objections because their prynobjection is to relativity, which they treat as
necessarily leading to subjective, dogmatic detiama of values. If Wisdom is correct, then values
and principles are both the result of comparat@asoning. Treating principles as firm ground, as
does Objection Two, results in no firmer grounchttizat on which values are based.

5.6 Implications of the Theory about Diverse Usage of Values

5.6.1 Implications for planning methods and approac hes

The history of diverse usage suggests that plafaars a choice in how to understand and apply
“values” to planning. The theory about diverse @segnfirms this by explaining the relation between
diverse usages and a concept of values.

Awareness of diverse usages may encourage plalangesat different usages of values as a whole.
It allows considering values as a group, irrespeadf whether they are presented as contestable or
not, as conditional or not.

This theory elaborates Objection Three’s posit@hjection Three was the only one that held out
the possibility that values language might be biei@fto planning. That this theory now justifies
taking a questioning attitude towards values suggesat planners should take such an approach to
values, if values are to be useful to planning.
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Treating values as contestable may counteractréseptation of narrow individual preferences as
values. Extending questioning to purpose and @iteay make it possible to encourage use of values
in the service of common good.

5.6.2 Implications for the politics of planning

The flexible and vague concept of values doesemire that diverse usage be replaced by a single
usage, that planners must adopt a single usagjgatoa single usage be enforced among participants
in planning processes

Diverse usages may compete with each other. Valsigenultimate products of valuing, values as
narrow individual preferences, values as dogmaaiens, and so on, may each be presented as the
“real” usage. Being able to relate diverse usagdseach other expands the scope of the politics of
values from a contest between what is timelessly &and good and what is relative and conditional to
a range of usage that appears to have no bounds.

Attaching a questioning attitude to values suggemstsvalues may be a tool to challenge
conventional values. This may make values a patietfiieat to social cohesion, challenging
assumptions that common values are the “dfiteat holds societies together and makes collective
action possible.

5.6.3 Implications for sustainability

A dominant strain of conventional values treatsigalas being unconditional and incontestable. This
may be a constraint to how effectively values camliool to challenge convention and the status
quo.

The theory does not support isolating economias fother sectors of life. It encourages relations
among economics and other sectors. Treating valsieslations may be useful for integrating various
aspects of issues. A questioning attitude towaatises suggests values may be a tool for challenging
convention. Taken together, values as relationsaasuaestioning attitude may provide a new set of
criteria by which to evaluate existing values.

A flexible and vague concept of values takes theelof a single, generally agreed upon definition
of values. The concept of sustainability too magc® be flexible in order to accommodate diverse
usage of “sustainability” and likewise may not éxmslependently of instances of diverse usage. This
parallels treating global-level sustainability asnprised of multiple and diverse local applications

14 See Peter L. Berger, ebhe Limits of Social Cohesion: Conflict and Mediatin Pluralist Societieg1998)
for an exploration of the relation between valued social cohesion, in particular the preface bydéfefeld,
and the chapters by Hunter and Berger.
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This concludes the first stage of this thesis,gaeation of explicit use of the word “values” fro
the perspective only of values. Applying the firgirfrom this study of values to planning is a
separate stage in which use of the word “valuegsbis considered from the perspective of planning.
Had these stages not been separate, the explochtiatues might have attempted to anticipate the
needs of planning or shape values based on degergattegories of values in planning, potentially
making the study of values normative rather thgsiaeatory.

That this theory about diverse usage was developied) grounded theory methodology applied to
actual examples of values usage means that itarexiolry power has already been tested with respect
to diverse usage of values. Also following grounttezbry methodology, however, this theory about
diverse usage is not static but an ongoing procesginually tested as new applications of “values”
emerge. According to this theory, new usages arenecely additions to an existing concept of
values but retain the potential to alter what dtuists the concept of values. Each new usage nakes
contribution to the concept and has the potentiaixpand the explanatory value of the concept of
values in general. It may deepen understanding asd@nintroduces changes.

What remains to be explored is its explanatory pawepplication to planning in general and
sustainability planning in particular. The secomdgtmf this thesis will investigate the application
planning by carrying forward a third propositiomtiemerges from this theory about diverse usage,
“A questioning attitude should be attached to valisgye by defadilt

The purpose of the second stage is three-foldt, ipplying the theory about diverse usage to
planning is a further test of the theory in a diéf@ context. Second, applying the theory about
diverse usage to planning should shed light on kéretxplicit and deliberate use of “values” is
neutral, beneficial, or detrimental to planningirihbecause any application of “values” to other
ideas and events has the potential to yield a reage) the planning application may produce a
distinct usage of “values” appropriate to planning.

If this theory about the diverse usage of the weaedues” holds in application to planning, then
values may be a powerful tool with which to chadjerconvention and the status quo.
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Chapter 6
VALUES USAGE AND PLANNING

6.1 Introduction

This chapter reviews usage of the word “valuegjlanning to consider whether the theory about
diverse usage in general has explanatory valueradipect to planning. Although the theory about
diverse usage was developed outside of the frankesfgrlanning, examples of values usage in
planning were included in the raw data on whichttieory is grounded. The theory, therefore,
anticipates diverse values usage in planning aaidréhating particular usages of values in planning
to a flexible and vague concept of values makpsssible to compare and contrast particular usages.

That there is diverse usage suggests that plaamdgplanners have a choice in how to understand
and apply values. A better grasp of diverse usameassist in deciding whether planning can or
should promote a single usage of values, use “salne variety of ways, or some combination.

6.1.1 Three propositions about values applied to pIl  anning

The first two research questions of this thesisevegtdressed by developing and testing a grounded
theory about diverse usage of values. Results@xecarried forward as two propositions in order to
consider the third research questidthat are the implications and opportunities forrpteng?

The third proposition to be tested in applicatiomplkanning is derived from the theory about
diverse usage of values in general.

1. Proposition One: Calling something “a value”, instad of a belief, principle, attitude and
so on, can make a difference.

a. The word “values” is used interchangeably withragldist of other words. Some
values may be beliefs but not all beliefs are \&luEhe same applies to words such as

! Raymond Boudon became interested in values bettesanswers proposed by human sciences to the

guestion as to where values come from are extnaanit)y diverse” (2001, 21). Iithe Origin of Value$2001)

Boudon treats all values as beliefs while acknogilegl that not all beliefs are values. The challefoge

Boudon is how to determine which beliefs are valms$ on what grounds. He begins by assuming ecpkati

usage of values to establish the basic criteriatiigh that particular usage can be linked with ghk is

Boudon'’s initial understanding of values as beltbt leads him to identify acquiring “an overvieWwall the
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attitudes, opinions, principles, goals, and soNt. distinguishing values as distinct
from other such descriptors leads to confusionammake use of the word “values”
superfluous.

b. Though some usages treat values as coextensivéwtittt is valuable”, in the sense
of what is worthy, not all usages do so. Therefasking “what is valuable” may be
but is not necessarily a component of values stGdyversely, “what is valuable” may
be treated as a broader question and values laea@sagne of several ways to address
that questioh

Minimum threshold to meet: Treating “values” adidist from other words and ideas
should create new opportunities for analysis amplieation.

2. Proposition Two: Particular usages of “values”, namatter how diverse, are expressions of
a concept of values in general.

a. A concept of values in general that is flexible aadue allows values to be considered
as a group even when differences appear too signifito treat usages as comparable.
This may be one explanation for assumptions aldwaresl meaning of “values”.

b. That a flexible concept enables considering a watéety of values usage as a group
does not also mean that particular usages thensselust be flexible about which
criteria are to be satisfied in order to justiffliog “a value”.

Minimum threshold to meet: Even a few examplesiegrge usage in planning can
establish diversity, meaning that no definitiveeghaustive list of examples of usage is
necessary—were such a list possible. No partiaidage need match the default concept
(Chapter 5) in every respect but both deviatiords amilarities must be explainable. If the
concept of values has explanatory value in planrtimen differences in usage cannot be so
great that particular usages cannot be treatedraparable.

explicit and implicit, forgotten or popular theasien the subject produced by the classical and maieial
scientists and philosophers” as the “first taskafioyone interested in the theory of values andatan” (2001,
4). In contrast, the present study is of actualiegipons of the word “values”, where values usagscholarly
theories is considered no more or less relevantiisage in everyday language and contexts. THisishi
perspective has considerable impact. In the presedy it could not be assumed at the outset thealaes are
beliefs, whether true beliefs or false beliefswabrresponding implications for the nature andrsjth of
commitment and establishing which values, if amg, @& should be shared by all humans and which are
context-specific. Implicit values in particular can be studied unless the researcher already haes jgarticular
understanding of values because what counts asgitit value is determined by particular usagesvafues”.
2 As discussed in Chapter 4, Objections One andddvocate “what is worthy” as a preferred means for
considering “what is valuable”.
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3. Proposition Three: A questioning attitude should beattached to all values usage by
default.

a. Three themes of a flexible and vague concept afesa(Chapter 5) all require that a
guestioning attitude should be attached to valwmedking all values contestable by
default, irrespective of whether particular usggesent values as being immune from
critical scrutiny.

i. Diverse usage of values is ongoing and evolutianany new application of
“values” is potentially a unique usage.

ii. Values are relational. Although phrases such asdiake value” and “intrinsic
value” are oxymoronic, they have been used histlyiand remain a usage of
“values”.

ili. Values are dependent on valuers even when valeageacribed as having an
objective existence. Treating the word “valuestiessinct from other
descriptors and from “what is valuable” means thahans can be held
responsible for values.

Minimum threshold to meet: Even when particulargesappears not to require a
guestioning attitude, treating such usages as statitie should create new opportunities
for analysis and application. That a particulargesmay discourage a questioning attitude
should prompt investigation of what purpose or psgs are served by doing so.

6.1.2 How this chapter will address the proposition S

Three factors that influence values usage are sistlbriefly in their relation to planning. These a
(2) the lack of a single, generally agreed upoiniein of planning, (2) the role of descriptive
(substantive) categories in affirming the status, gund (3) the role of language. These are followed
by a discussion of what is involved in moving beyaescriptive categories of values.

Karl Polanyi’'sThe Great Transformatio(L944) and Friedrich Hayek'Bhe Road to Serfdom
(1994 [1944]) are used to frame a social and habcontext for planning. As well as taking
apparently opposite positions on planning, botheanstalso use the word “values"—Polanyi
sparingly and Hayek more liberally. Just as scegleriences and events shaped values usage, so too
did these affect the scope, scale, and natureaohpig. The Polanyi-Hayek dilemmas provide a
context in which to track the interaction of valwesl planning historically. Issues raised by these
dilemmas persist and are applied to sustainalniitite next chapter.

Some examples of particular usages of “values’lanmng are reviewed briefly. Just as the
overview of diverse usage of values historically ot need to be exhaustive in order to establish
that values usage is diverse and can be discussedraup by relating usages to a concept of values
in general, so too the examples in this chaptenarétended to be exhaustively descriptive.

If the first two propositions continue to hold, thie third proposition may provide an opportunity
to develop a particular usage that may be suit@blsustainability planning in particular. The
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guestion of whether planning should adopt a singlge or continue to tolerate diverse usage is
considered. Features of a usage of values thatt fdéga good fit with planning are proposed.

6.2 Shared Obstacles for “Values” and “Planning”

6.2.1 No single definition of planning

“Values” is not the only idea that is treated agiing.a shared meaning even when differences in
usage may be significant. Edgar Rose made the pameabout planning:

“The question—'What is the purpose and meaningarfipng?' —
receives quite different answers at different timed from different
sorts of people. Einstein once said the same edwoerice.” (1984,
42)

Ernest Alexander explores what planning is notrdeoto address the problem of definitions of
planning being so inclusive that they are meansg)(@986, 41). For Alexander, planning is not
purely individual, present-oriented, something ttet be routinized, a process of trial and erfa, t
imagining of desirable utopias, or limited to thakimg of plans (1986, 42). This suggests that an
understanding of values that is all of these thingald not be a good fit with planning. For values
be treated as purely individual, as affirmationsvbat is already believed to be certain, as firmh an
definitive lists of virtues that can be applied im&aically, as whimsical preferences, as vague
abstractions, and as relevant only to thinkingrmitto acting would add nothing substantial to
planning. It also suggests that how planning isesstdod has some bearing on how values are
understood in relation to planning.

Because there is no single, generally agreed upbnitibn either of planning or values, consistent
values usage in applications and approaches taipigshould not be anticipated. The absence of a
single usage or way of understanding does not sadgsmake communication about planning or
values impossibly confusing. What rescues commuainicabout planning and about values from
impossible confusion is some sense on a generlltleat people are referring to the same idea.

Using Alexander’s list of negatives as a basisjeslusage in planning should be able to address
something similar to Alexander’s list of positiveatures of planning. In this respect, both values a
planning should be “societal, future-oriented, morinized, deliberate, strategic, and linked to
action” (1986, 43).

Selecting a particular way of understanding valsesjudgement about value, in the same way that
Joseph describes value judgements about languégngaage acting upon itself’ (1987, 5). This
fits broadly with Alexander’s starting point—thadapning

“...Is ultimately a prescriptive, not a descriptieetivity. The
planner does not aim to describe or to explainibid as it is, but
rather to propose ways in which to change thingtesired
directions.” (1987, 4)
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To say that planning is ultimately prescriptivevies. open the question of whether some pure form
of description is even possible without some piipige influence and, if so, whether there are
borderline cases where description and prescrigtiercombined.

6.2.2 Role of descriptive categories

Variously referred to as descriptive, substantresontent categories, this phenomenon was
discussed earlier in relation to both groundedrhewethodology and valugas a conservative
influence on understanding. In the same way, dat$eei categories in planning tend to reflect the
status quo and existing ways of social organizat@hen used only to affirm and amplify existing
beliefs, this way of categorizing values accordspecial usefulness to “value”, meaning that words
such as “beliefs”, “attitudes”, “goals”, and “opams” could be used just as appropriately instead.

In Alexander’s approach to planning, a typologylamnning that is based only on substantive
categories is also limited to describing the staus Just as in their application to groundedyeo
methodology, substantive categories in planningdtheesimplest and most intuitively obvious” and
distinguish “according to the object of concern9g6, 66).

“[Als a result, planning is divided up on substaator sectoral-
functional lines. Since this often reflects prewalinstitutional
divisions—in a sense the way we have organized:geeiit is
certainly one useful way of distinguishing betwedferent types of
planning activity, such as physical, economic, ¢pamtation, and
health planning and the like.” (Alexander, 1986) 66

Though there may be useful applications for sultistaategories, as Alexander notes, these are
essentially attempts at description, implying leditapplication as a tool for planning when planning
is understood as necessarily future-oriented apdegmtive of uncertainty. To have a deeper
understanding of what underlies the intuited argllyeabserved requires crossing “substantive or
sectoral-functional lines”.

“Not surprisingly, these [substantive models] havgreat deal in
common, reflecting, as they do, the lines on whighsocial
institutions are organized.” (Alexander, 1986, 66)

At some stage before substantive categories bepongeessively closer to simple descriptions,
they may begin life as prescriptive categories #matto shape understanding and action. For
example, the very fact that what it means to knomesthing, what counts as knowledge, what is the
best way to accumulate knowledge, to described,so on, have not only remained unresolved but
persisted as the subjects of ongoing debate apdtdisuggests there is much that is not understood.

% See Chapter 2 for descriptive and substantiveyosites in methodology and Chapter 5 for a discussfo

content categories in the Values Study.
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Under such circumstances, attaching firmness ardiot to the word “knowledge” cannot be
justified.

The Gulbenkian Commission’s report on social s@snd996) hints at a phenomenon similar to
that of descriptive or substantive categories msaering how the word “knowledge” has come to
mean scientific knowledge. As part of a generatulision of the relation between arts and sciences
in social sciences, the authors of the report aclalvaat to their description of the process by tvhic
the word “knowledge” has come to mean some typésaiviedge but not others. Although a
division of knowledge into scientific knowledge aspeculative philosophical knowleddmecame
entrenched in English and Romance languages, im&ethe word “Wissenschaft” continues to be
used to refer tall knowledge. Knowledge of a specific type is ideatifby a modifier attached to the
root word for knowledge and not by a separate wasd'science” in English implies knowledge
without explicitly using the word “knowledge”). “@teswissenschaften”, is used to mark knowledge
of spiritual or mental matters, a term the autlmt® is comparable to the English word for
“humanities” (1996, ftnt 4, p. 5), absent any sfecise of the word “knowledg@’in English.

This has implications for how values are categarineplanning, suggesting that words themselves
can be descriptive, substantive categories of galuzt are silent on the question of values ushue.
phrase “intrinsic values”, for example, is a dgsitve usage because it describes what values are
about without prescribing what counts as an inicimalue in every application. What is properly
identified as an intrinsic value is determined htecia associated with each particular usage of
values. Despite agreement by the first three Olojesitthat phrases such as “intrinsic values” and
“absolute values” are oxymoronic because all vahresnecessarily relative, both of these phrases ar
perfectly sensible when they are used in the comtfex particular usage of values that does nat tre
values as relative. That intrinsic values are eobenpanied by the questioning attitude that is
characteristic of the default concept of valuesafithr 5) can be explained in relation to the cohcep
and other usages (Chapter 3), demonstrating tigtetated in significant ways and not a usage tha
can or should be ignored because it is regardéareign to other usages.

* The division might also be described in other waysh as between social knowledge and private lauige.
® German is not unique in not categorizing knowledgeording its aspirations or claims to certaiffiyr
example, speakers of Finno-Ugrian languages atothas linguistic device to conceptually dividedwledge
according to what counts as certain knowledge amat woes not. When the speakers of these langueiges
to knowledge they refer to it as a unity, with aais of the root word indicating more specificahy type of
subject matter. They do not first need to decidettvr they are speaking of certain knowledge. &ctre, this
might mean, for example, that departments of sim@yuniversity might be known in English as “Plamgn
knowledge”, “Environmental knowledge”, “Philosophi&nowledge” and “Scientific knowledge”, removing
the medium (such as the words “science” and “hutiei) by which the value of knowledge in each is
presented as pre-categorized according to whdtpertains or not to certain knowledge.
® See Chapter 4.
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6.2.3 Language and judgement

The first stage of research demonstrated thatdheeptual categories of values that distinguish
diverse usages of values are factors in shapingahint of knowledge and understanding. The
conceptual categories take descriptive categofiealoes as their starting point. Recognizing that
descriptive categories are not the end point afsifiging values (not the only way to classify value
helps to avoid making the assumption that convaatioays of presenting “values” are the best
possible to this point in history. That words andgements about the value of words evolve over
time need not also imply a single goal towards Whileguistic evolution progresses. The tendency to
make such assumptions has been shown to be aprobtether applications, for example, in the
guest to determine the “intrinsic worth” of langeag

“Particularly widespread and well established bef in a
linguistic survival of the fittest, a social Darwem of language. This
belief encourages people of European backgrouaddome a
correlation between adaptive and expressive capac# language
and that language’s survival and spread. Since tiven languages
are prominent among those which have both sunavetdspread,
this is of course a self-serving belief.” (Dorid®98, 10)

Understanding language itself as an expressiomdgfgment about value (Chapter 5) suggests
caution in declaring the intrinsic value of anythin firm and certain terms, if only because these
values are expressed in terms of language. Thaughsic values are often treated simply as
descriptions of qualities, Simmel (Chapter 5) tedagach judgement of value as a penultimate
judgement. For Simmel, “Value therefore “is nevéguality’ of the objects, but a judgement upon
them which remains inherent in the subject” (193, Intrinsic values can be treated as being eithe
conditional or unconditional, depending on the eghtreated by other ideas with which the usage is
associated.

The possibility that most everything spoken in laage is a statement reflecting a judgement about
the value of something or other can be intimidatpayticularly if we are self-conscious of
continually making judgements with every chosendvam an article written two years affEne
Great TransformationKarl Polanyi observes a tendency to avoid puttimg words those ideas that
“more often divide than unite”.

“The English people have an almost innate relwedo formulating
social ideas in words. Their own, time-honored s#ima have
taught them that words more often divide than unifeone only
tries long enough, questions may spontaneouslyvesitemselves,
the English seem to say—and in any case one atlwdwistake of
making them insoluble by attempting to force a sotuwhere none
is yet possible. (1946, 280)

Extending Sperling’s (Chapter 3) idea that wordsribelves are value judgements suggests that the
reluctance Polanyi describes may be a way of angithe making of such judgements. Value
judgements about words that are also considerbkd twalues” would be even more likely to be
avoided, for the reasons Polanyi suggests.
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Wisdom'’s case by case, comparative reasoning (Eh&pspeaks directly to this problem because
comparative reasoning is the process by which werishne whether something is of one kind or
another. The belief that something is of kind “xidanot kind “y” underlies judgements about value
and, potentially at least, can influence the vllgement. Taking descriptive categories at face
value overlooks the need to treat the “kind” of edimng or idea as penultimate; it treats the laad
self-evident and not worthy of questioning. Thisyrpaolong disagreemerits

6.3 From Descriptive to Conceptual Categories

6.3.1 Descriptive categories in planning

The problem of how to compare and contrast values ot only of theoretical interest for this
research; it is what planners encounter when thest mork through familiar and common
oppositions of values—such as having to decide ldneenvironment” or “jobs” should take

priority. Cast in values language, as often ithss requires being able to compare environmental
values with economic values. It is common to recdbg the opposition between environmental
values and economic values as being somethinditikensic”, “ideals”, and “virtues” on one side of
the equation and “variable”, “money” or “greed” thre other. The question addressed in this research
is what counts (or should count) as an “environaevalue” and what counts as an economic value;
how can these two groups of seemingly differenesypf “values” be set side by side to make
decisions that are based on judging which posdioout values is the stronger, more useful, or more
significant in other ways. This is what is at stakedetermining whether values are necessarily
homonyms, as they appear in the first instancdjvarse usages related to a concept of values in
general. If values are homonyms, the oppositiondstalf values are diverse usages, there may be
ways to connect the two values.

Grounded theory methodology encourages treatingmaterial (instances of the word “values”) as
being pre-classifiéd This means that the researcher should not asthaneaw material is ever
unclassified—even if no deliberate attempt hadgein made to classify it. Examples of “values”
present themselves as descriptive categories efereba process of constant comparison begins to
reveal other ways of classifying values accordmgdnceptual categories. As well, that Glaser and

" A comic illustrates this point by describing agament that appears to be irresolvable and rests on
classification. Two zebras are at an impasse asgbped to battle, one saying “We atack with white
stripes!” and the other “Over my dead body—we\ainée with black stripes!” (Price, 2006). Description is
entangled with a dispute over whether somethireg @ne kind or another—the kind of “black with wdditor
the kind of “white with black”. So long as the digp rests on these two kinds, no further dataas fean
resolve it, demonstrating the important role of entying classifications.
8 Glaser and Strauss use the term “pre-coded” (@h&pt Because the question of classification may a
larger role in a study of values than in other Esidising grounded theory methodology, | useéhma tpre-
classified” only to simplify the language, not tgygest a different meaning.
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Strauss distinguished descriptive from conceptatdgories serves as a reminder that descriptive
categories of values are no more than provisiondlreot some end point of values classification. In
this study, the question of classification (Chapiebecame central to devising a means to compare
and contrast instances of the word “values”, natetyeas static or discrete examples but as usages
with a history. The method of constant compariseeduduring the research period is now
recommended to planners in its most basic form paoison and contrast

Values present themselves as pre-classified inilamays—ethical values, social values,
economic values, environmental values, culturales|and so forth on a mid-range level of
description; Christian values, community valuesbgl values, ranchers’ values, and so forth on a
more detailed level of descriptive values, and dognvalues, absolute values, ideal values,
objective values, subjective values, universal eslwand so forth on an abstract level of descriptio
As discussed above (Section 6.2.2), that thesepgrofivalues are classified according to what they
describe does not make them neutral in how thegriohte subsequent thinking about values.
Groupings reflect the way that other issues ararorgd in both social and conceptual life and how
values are attached to these other issues. Thest dittention to whatever specific aspect of valsies
highlighted as the basis for description. The labiiltrinsic”, “variable”, “ideals”, “money”,

“virtues”, “greed”, as above, shape the conterdrof values that are described in these terms. That
these terms may appear to operate on differentsl@fehought makes no difference to how they
function as descriptive categories. Constant coispanreveals that within each descriptive category
there may be similarities and differences thatexpond to the same features in other groups of
descriptive values. Even the level of detail is adirm indicator of how values must be classified;
features of the subjective values might overlan witvironmental values and with more detailed
ranchers’ values, and so on.

Grouping values according to whether they are abistr situational, means or ends, subjective or
objective, attitude or principle may help to reveame of the similarities and differences among
descriptive values but it cannot anticipate howelate values that appear to be neither abstract or
situational, means or ends, and so on. It alsefoecseparation where the difference between abstra
and situational values, for example, may be blurféetre is always a possibility that some other
feature may be highly significant but masked bydascription. Taken together, the criteria cannot
yield a unified conclusion but are limited to apptythe criteria serially, one oppositional paiaat
time.

Comparison and contrast on the level of descriptategories is not sufficient to explain why
values that appear to be distinct are not or why #hould be treated as comparable. Even more

? Incorporating the research method used for thesishin the approach to values recommended fonptan
lands the debate over what grounded theory methggas or should be at the feet of planners. It gl for
planners to decide whether the results of compa@asa contrast are “discovered” or “constructively
interpreted”, how best to describe the interactietween analysts and raw material in producing epiual
categories, and whether the process should belpfanners as trained experts who do not requsteaby
step list of instructions or be made so explicit tih can be applied by anyone at any time dutirgggianning
process.
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significantly, classification using features int@rto descriptive categories continue to prioritizese
features without being able to justify why thesatiees and not others are significant enough to
highlight. They are grouped according to their lapith the labels playing a more prominent role
than similarities and differencEsThe new groups of values based on features ofigtge

categories of values may emphasize a differertfsstmilarities and differences but they are no enor
than descriptive categories themselves. They aoatio mask what might be significant differences.

Looking for an explanation on the relational dimensof values in general instead of an
explanation for how any given pair of values migatrelated changes the problem. If environmental
and economic values, are to be compared, for exgrign boundaries for comparison cannot be
assumed to be established strictly by what pertaiesnvironment and what pertains to economics.
The problem is much more complex than it first apdecause what pertains to environmental and
economic values, for example, is unlimited if coctiens are pursued far enough.

For reasons discussed above, value systems alsai®pa the level of descriptive categories.
Treating values as systems is an attempt to accolmt@aoelatedness but establish relations on the
dimension of content and positions about valuesAlbert and Vogt discovered in their comparative
and interdisciplinary study of values (Chapten&@)ious methodologies used to study descriptive
categories of values each changed the contenetextient that ultimately findings about values doul
not be connected and a coherent conclusion tretecetesults from various methodologies and
approaches was not possible except in very sugniiays. Whether on the level of single-topic
values, oppositional pairs of values, value syst@mmethodology, the medium through which the
relatedness of values is established differs depgrah whether values are classified as descriptive
or as conceptual.

6.3.2 Diverse usage and conceptual categories

This stage of the thesis explores the feasibibtyplanning of using the theory about diverse usege
the medium through which to relate conceptual eateg of values. Diverse usage is the primary

1 The terms “current labels” and “descriptive catéegs are used interchangeably by Glaser and Straus
(Chapter 2): “...the analyst will notice that the cepts abstracted from the substantive situatiohtevild to be
current labels in use for the actual processeahdviors that are to be explained, while the gotsce
constructed by the analyst will tend to be the axptions” (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, 107). Anabfsis
descriptive categories would have changed thisystudn empirically descriptive exercise, rathamrth

exploratory.
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conceptual category. Properties of diverse usagesalso conceptual but do not stand algribey

are non-descriptional features or aspects of vahedspertain to diverse usage. They are not super-
imposed on values-as-descriptions but emerge fhr@emtwhen such values are compared and
contrasted. This approach to usages of “valuedisisnct from usages identified according to
descriptive categories.

Whether the description is something like “ethialies” or “values used as ethics”, both classify
values according to what they are about, in thée ¢athics”, and not according to conceptual
categorie¥. As above, the problem with descriptive categarieated as usages of “values” is that
they tend to mask similarities and differences inithe usage. For example, values are treated as a
“source” of ethics, “the most basic kinds of béli@arrett, 2001, 7). Such values are building kkc
of ethics, with no suggestion that these need teribeally examined. They are provided for plarser
in a “Code of Ethics” (Barrett, 2001, 7) or in “8&ments of Values” (CIP, 1994) as guides for
behaviour. This same usage on a descriptive lea@nes a conceptual usage related to the theory of
diverse usage when the property of “absolutenassientified by comparing such a usage with
another usage of values-as-ethics, where valuéslasal convictions” are treated as judgements
about value (Campbell, 2002, 282). This fairly finsforward comparison is complicated when
absolute values as principles are treated as is fum pluralist outcomes, as in identifying “sibiec
liberal values” which form the basis for “differimpnceptions of the good life” (Harper and Stein,
1995, 12). Individuals’ values that conform to tiberal values may have “instrumental value” but
are lacking “intrinsic moral value” (Harper and i8te1995, 13). Absolute values are not necessarily
sourced in individuals, as becomes evident wherpeoimg usage as absolute values of individuals to
usage by religious institutions, as in use of theape “absolute values” to describe values sourced
externally to humans. Values sourced externallywmans are not subject to the same kind of critical
scrutiny that sourcing values in humans entailmofhy Beatley, for example, describes “[h]elping
students to develop and/or clarify their own paitéic environmental ethic or set of ethics” as ohe o
the purposes of a course on “Environmental ValumesEthics” (1995, 324). The course

“...Is about values and about how environmental sthitd
philosophy can inform us about how we ought toiracelation to
the environment and its human and nonhuman inhabitg1995,
324)

1 As discussed in Chapter 2, grounded theory methgalistinguishes between categories and propertie
category “stands by itself as a conceptual elerokthie theory”; a property “is a conceptual asmectlement
of a category”. Both “are concepts indicated bydbta (and not the data itself) [and] both vargaégree of
conceptual abstraction” (Glaser and Strauss, 13&),
12 As discussed earlier (Chapter 1) implicit usewafities” is beyond the scope of the present research
Discussion and conclusions are therefore limiteeidicit use of the word. This means that whatrgmight
identify as explicit use of values as ethics carieotonsidered in the present study. The purpdseagoid
confusion about the word “values” in relation thet descriptor words with which it is frequentlgadted as
interchangeable. Without limiting the scope of ttisdy it would not have been possible to determihether
calling something “a value” makes a difference.
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Clarification of values, used in this way, is nff@ient from a “clarification of what appropriate
ethical standards ought to be”, given that the s®aims to sensitize students to ethical quesbgns
being exposed to

“...the variety of ethical positions, theories, piples, and points of
view that can, or could, serve to guide environmkaécisions and
that they will likely encounter in future practicé.(Beatley, 1995,
324)

So long as both “values” and “ethics” are bothtedaas requiring a firm base, values can be used
comfortably both as identical with ethics and sepely as the building blocks for ethics. Once the
firmness of the base is questioned, the end gaaes less uncertain and a claim that something is
or not ethical becomes more ambiguous. VanessaoWaitgplores whether

“moral philosophies which recognize the situatature of
knowledge and values may be more appropriate ti@getwhich are
based on universalist ideals”

suggesting that if so, then

“...it renders highly problematic a faith in the rafconsensus-
seeking processes as a central decision-makingn@hnning, both
to achieve a common view and to arrive at justiadutcomes.”
(Watson, 2006, 3%

This usage too is about an ethical dimension afesbut differs in significant ways from the
“building block of character” usage of values. Tascriptive category (ethics) directs subsequent
thinking by establishing which similarity (ethias)most significant feature of the above examples.
That there are significant differences in the ahasages is masked by the descriptive category.

13 The question of how to address the problem oflmrabout values frames Watson'’s discussion. Byimg
that an “acceptance of deep difference” and annaesef “universally acceptable values or model€cprdes
the ability of any judgement by planners “to proglacjustifiable outcome” (42) Watson connects an
exploration of how else values might be understaitd differences in positions about values. From th
perspective of this thesis, applying values usag@lues conflicts is a next step but not withie #tope of the
present thesis. The application would involve reemtiing conceptual categories to descriptive caiegby
applying the theory of diverse usage of valuesetscdptive categories of people’s differing posigamn
values. The purpose, as discussed above, wouldliteritify similarities and differences masked Iy bne
similarity highlighted by current labels of desdie categories. The task of this present thedis éstablish
that the theory of diverse usage is applicabldaonrpng. Application will require already having awareness
of diverse usage of “values” in planning and of liisiden similarities and differences internal tsa#tive
categories, the topic of this thesis.
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6.3.3 The planner’s role

Applied to planning, the theory about diverse usagdanning means that the responsibility for
identifying new conceptual categories and propeites primarily with planners. Because each
application of comparison and contrast will vargading to the comparer and what is being
compared, there can be no definitive list of feeguhat must be satisfied. A body of examples of
diverse usage and features by which they are detateach other and to a general concept of values
can function as a guide to planners. Examples lokegausage discussed in this thesis are a first ste

To distinguish various usages on a conceptual,Iglehners should attempt to identify the criteria
established by a usage to determine what courgsratie relative to that usage and the features of
that usage that link it to other usages and thaultleoncept of values (Chapter 5). The general
guestions or aspects addressed by features arammgant than whether positions taken by usages
about those features are identical.

An example of this is how second-generation us&galoes as absolutes (Chapter 3) respond to
the same issues raised by Nietzsche's new usade @ser usages of values, even though values
usages as absolutes eliminates the need for dauesgtattitude. Treating values-as-absolutes afs pa
of the same family as other values usages mean#ghealation can be explained as a response or
reaction to the same originating point from whithes usages emerged. Taking this approach makes
it possible to discuss all values as a group, évengh the positions these usages take about the
content or substance of the originating point mi#fedwildly.

Taking such an approach to values does not depemdhether or not planners individually or
planning in general adopt a single, generally abrgmn definition of values. The default concept of
values (Chapter 5) explains how diverse usageretied and justifies use of three themes about the
relativity of values as grounds to justify taking@estioning attitude towards values.

6.4 A Shared Historical Context for Planning and Va  lues

6.4.1 Polanyi’'s The Great Transformation

Historian Jacques Barzun describes the late 189@gariod during which “social conventions were
guestioned one after another” (2000, 591).

“The turn of the century was a turning indeed; arordinary
turning point, but rather a turntable on which aotelcrowd of
things facing one way revolved till they faced tdpposite way. The
image falsifies only a little: things did not tumunison.” (Barzun,
2000, 615)

In the Germany of 1887, Nietzsche responds tosthell of a failure”, the “nihilism” that is
characteristic of his society (1956, 178). At tamtof the century in the US, Bakewell observes a
similar change in social temperament, a “feelingistontent”, that is widespread (1899, 314-315).
In England, Mackenzie notes in 1900 that scepticishat he also calls a “questioning attitude”,as s
widespread in his British society that it is novadcteristic of how people address moral problems.
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This does not trouble Mackenzie, though he notiesretmay take it as a sign of the deterioration of
society (1900, 465-467)

In The Great Transformatio(1944), Karl Polanyi too identifies an emotionhaoge taking place
at that time. “Orthodox liberalism” ends in the 087nd 1880s when collectivists and liberals alike
began implementing social solutions to addressvideknesses of market economies (1944, 145).
Until that time, the “ruling philosophy” of that oury is both “pacifist and internationalist” analll‘
educated people were free traders”.

“The source of this outlook was, of course, ecompmuch genuine
idealism sprang from the sphere of barter and +rdalea supreme
paradox man’s selfish wants were validating histrgeserous
impulses. But since the 1870s an emotional charagensticeable
though there was no corresponding break in the mmiideas. The
world continued to believe in internationalism anigérdependence
while acting on the impulses of nationalism and-sefficiency.
Liberal nationalism was developing into nationbklalism, with its
marked leanings towards protectionism and impsnakbroad,
monopolistic conservatism at home.” (1944, 198)

At no previous time in history had the market dveen “more than incidental to economic life”
(1944, 43).

“No society could, naturally, live for any lengthtame unless it
possessed an economy of some sort; but previcuslyrttime no
economy has ever existed that, even in principés gontrolled by
markets. In spite of the chorus of academic indamts so persistent
in the nineteenth century, gain and profit madexchange never
before played an important part in human econoifi924, 43)

Previously, all economic systems “were organizéueeion the principles of reciprocity or
redistribution, or householding, or some combimatbthe three” (1944, 55). Market economies,
however, cannot function without market societie34@, 57). Inevitably, “land, labor, and money”
become commodities, even though none of thesecawally commodities because they are not
“objects produced for sale” (1944, 72). The desmipof these as commodities is “entirely fictitgiu
(1944, 72).

“But labor and land are no other than the humandseihemselves
of which every society consists and the naturaiosumdings in
which it exists. To include them in the market m@ubm means to
subordinate the substance of society itself tdatws of the market.”
(Polanyi, 1944, 71)

In the absence of deliberate attempts to protexetso the result of separating economics from the
larger social and political sphere is the “demofitof society” (1944, 73). Polanyi's is not an

14 See Chapter 3 for a more detailed discussion.
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indiscriminate defence of government regulationgsiablishes early on that government regulation
can be done well or poorly. From 1795 to 1834, Speenhamland Law not only wreaks havoc with
the poor of British society but also shapes samakciousness: “Pauperism, political economy, and
the discovery of society were closely interwovel944, 85)

After 1834, the social situation deteriorates efugther.

“If under Speenhamland, the people had been takenaf as none
too precious beasts deserved to be, now they wpexted to take
care of themselves, with all the odds against the8peenhamland
meant the snug misery of degradation, now the iagonan was
homeless in society. If Speenhamland had overwathedalues of
neighbourhood, family, and rural surroundings, moan was
detached from home and kin, torn from his roots ahcheaningful
environment. (1944, 83)

By the 1830s, laissez-fairé becomes a “militant creed” (1944, 137) in reactto poor
government regulation and a new awareness of gdti@t extends beyond the economic sphere
(1944, 84).

“Hope—the vision of perfectibility—was distilled bof the
nightmare of population and wage laws, and was esdan a
concept of progress so inspiring that it appeavgdstify the vast
and painful dislocations to come. Despair was tw@ran even more
powerful agent of transformation.” (1944, 84)

The shift to a market economy is “a utopian expenth (1944, 81), an end that is so desired that it
justifies “blind faith” in “boundless and unregutgtchange in society” (1944, 76). Polanyi refers to
this phenomenon as a “secular religion” that researfhuman solidarity in the name of the greatest
happiness of the greatest number” (1944, 102). @reégreat perils” of the endeavour make
themselves known, it is only blind faith that caistain the social project (1944, 138).

During the period 1879 to 1929, this utopian ide&ks hold of the world’s economy—"over the
greater part of the world civilization was of thenge fabric”, despite local colour and variations
(1944, 209). In varying combinations, all marketisties suffer the same symptoms:
“disequilibrium”, “unemployment”, “tension of class”, “pressure on exchanges”, and “imperialist
rivalries” (1944, 209). The artificiality of the g&ration of economics from politics shows itseléov
and over again.

“Eventually, unadjusted price and cost structuretopged
depressions, unadjusted equipment retarded thieldgon of
unprofitable investments, unadjusted price andrmetevels caused
social tension. And whatever the market in questiabor, land, or
money—the strain would transcend the economic aokehe
balance would have to be restored by political reehievertheless,
the institutional separation of the political frahe economic sphere
was constitutive to market society and had to bmtaizmed whatever
the tension involved.” (1944, 218)
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Protection of the market economy takes precedeweetbe protection of democracy. Polanyi
defines socialism as “essentially, the tendencegrnaht in an industrial civilization to transcene th
self-regulating market by consciously subordinatirig a democratic society” (1944, 234). In the
US, where workers have the right to vote, votees‘powerless against owners”. In England, workers
are not allowed to vote and treated as criminalepdor demanding the ballot.

“Inside and outside England...there was not a militiseral who
did not express his conviction that popular demogrgas a danger
to capitalism.” (1944, 226)

Market societies are “ripe for fascism” (1944, 23Mat market economies are in dread of the
possibility that socialist governments might ineegf with property rights undermines the confidence
that market economies require to function. Fascikarefore, is not caused by local conditions but
by market economies (1944, 237; 242).

Nineteenth century thinkers take for granted thahéns are naturally motivated by profit but
basing an economy entirely on “self-interest” i$ matural (1944, 249). Moreover, industrial
civilization does not require a self-regulating ketreconomy (1944, 250). The effect of this utopian
experiment is that by the end of thé"X®, “the peoples of the world were institutionadtandardized
to a degree unknown before” (1944, 253).

Polanyi expresses the hope—prematurely, as histdsgequent to 1944 now shows—that the end
of market economies “can become the beginning @rarof unprecedented freedom” (1944, 256).
However, “the very possibility of freedom is in gtien” if every attempt to regulate the marketjsas
necessary, is viewed as being “contrary to freed44, 257). The remedy is to recognize that
believing that a society can be “shaped by manflsand wish alone” is a “radical illusion” (1944,
258).

“But power and economic value are a paradigm oiasoeality.
They do not spring from human volition; honco-opierais
impossible in regard to them. The function of poigeio ensure that
measure of conformity which is needed for the siavof the group;
its ultimate source is opinion..[The source of exuit value] is
human wants and scarcity... Any opinion or desire mgke us
participants in the creation of power and in thestibuting of
economic value. No freedom to do otherwise is civadde.” (1944,
258)

Ensuring that markets are regulated can be accshgaliby planning only with awareness of the
threat that planning can present to freedom.

“Every move towards integration in society shoulds be
accompanied by an increase of freedom; moves t@yaahning
should comprise the strengthening of the rightthefindividual in
society..For, however generously devolution of power is ficad,
there will be strengthening of power at centre,, dnerefore, danger
to individual freedom.” (1944, 255)
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Supporters of market economies do not accept tssibpility of planning because it places limits
on aspects of freedom (1944, 256). This disagreeimemt about economics but about moral and
religious matters (1944, 258).

“As long as man is true to his task of creating enmibundant
freedom for all, he need not fear that either powvgslanning will
turn against him and destroy the freedom he igdmglby their
instrumentality. This is the meaning of freedonainoomplex
society; it gives us all the certainty we need944, 258B)

Polanyi uses the word “values” sparingly, makindifficult to establish definitively what specific
purpose or purposes the word is intended to sé@iomic values, says Polanyi, “do not spring
from human volition” (1944, 258). That “any opinion desire will make us participants in
the...constituting of economic value” is coupled watlescription of economic values as necessarily
existing “prior to the decision to produce themtaese the “source is human wants and scarcity”
(1944, 258). Volition may be implied in the “valuesneighbourhood, family, and rural
surroundings” (1944, 83), possibly making thesémts from economic values. Certainly volition
plays a role in deciding deliberately to protedues such as freedom and peace. Polanyi says “We
must try to maintain by all means in our power éhegh values inherited from the market-economy
which collapsed” (1944, 255).

If “Man can be as good or evil, as social or adpf@alous or generous, in respect to one set of
values as in respect to another” (1944, 46-47) ttether usage—economic or social-moral—is
dependent on the existence or articulation of seimgle set of values. By implication, therefore,
values should not be treated as incontestablesmlal. Polanyi confirms this interpretation of his
values usage in 1947, when he introduces his ‘Siggtificant advance” of the thesis presentedhe
Great Transformationby noting first that “Our thoughts and valuesVédeen moulded by the self-
adjusting market. “Today, we begin to doubt thériref some of these thoughts and the validity of
some of these values” (1947, 109). Here again,ghoBolanyi does not continue to structure his
argument in terms of values, using words such agtit’ instead.

For Polanyi a questioning attitude towards valuesaatives is useful, perhaps even necessary, for
challenging conventional ideas. Awareness of tligasoontingency of values does not appear to
make values less valuable or less useful, mearahges do not need to be based on a single,
overriding value from which the value of all othexlues is derived.

6.4.2 Hayek’s The Road to Serfdom

Published in the same year B Great Transformatiofsrederich Hayek’s study of the same terrain
reached opposite conclusions. BroadlyTive Road to Serfdo(i994 [1944]) Hayek favours the
individual over the collective, argues that fascismooted in socialism—not the market economy,
and concludes that planning is not a better pattheafuture because it limits freedom.

Hayek sees himself as arguing against conventiorsg|e whose views influence
developments...are now in the democracies in somsumeall socialists”, “nearly everybody wants
[socialism]” (1994, 7). The dispute, says Hayek,dbout means, not ends” because people “who
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value the ultimate ends of socialism...refuse to sugjt] because of the dangers to other values
they see in the methods proposed...” (1994, 38). klayask is to identify

“the circumstances which during the last sevengry@ave made
possible the progressive growth and the ultimattory of a
particular set of ideas, and why in the end thesory has brought
the most vicious elements among them to the td294, 9-10)

This requires a perspective that those with sistimleas cannot see. Most believe that the
principle oflaissez-fairenas continued to dominate society but in reahgré has been no liberal
society since the time of the First World War (1924). An indicator of this is the lack of respéat
individuals and their views; individualism is novgplaraged and associated with “egotism and
selfishness” (1994, 17). Seeing individuals initheles as members of the collective precludes
seeing individualsquaman” (1994, 17). The failure of world economiesad brought on by market
economies but by attempts to constrain them. &érabsm is like a gardener who creates conditians i
which plants can flourish, the liberal environmamthich market economies could flourish has been
destroyed (1994, 22). The “impersonal and anonymeechanism of the market” has been replaced
by “collective and ‘conscious’ direction of all satforces to deliberately chosen goals” (1994, 24)

Hayek is very precise about the type of planning/tdch he objects. He distinguishes ideas about
planning in general from the “modern” (socialigt®a of planning that “has become almost
synonymous with” how the word planning is now udedyek continues to use the word “planning”
instead of specifying a type of planning becausartieipates how the word will be understood,
regretting that “this means leaving to our opposentery good word meriting a better fate” (1994,
48).

Planning in general is popular “because all desgeshould handle common problems as rationally
as possible with as much foresight we can commanL994, 39-40). That choices need to be made
“intelligently or employ foresight and systematiinking” is not at issue (1994, 40).

“In this sense anyone not a complete fatalistptaaner, every
political act is (or ought to be) an act of plarpiand there can be
differences only between good and bad, between avide
foresighted and foolish and shortsighted plannif@©94, 40)

To socialists, liberal planning does not count lasiming (1994, 40) because there is no “conscious
direction toward a single aim”. The single aim &iditive of socialism, which is

“...the deliberate organization of the labours ofistycfor a definite
social goal. That our present society lacks suohscious’ direction
toward a single aim, that its activities are guidgdhe whims and
fancies of irresponsible individuals, has alwaysrbene of the main
complaints of its socialist critics.” (1994, 63)

The socialist idea of central economic planningppealing largely because it is vague (1994, 39).
“The ‘social goal,” or “common purpose,” for whislciety is to be organized is vaguely described
as the ‘common good,” the ‘general welfare,” or ‘tieneral interest’ (1994, 64). Because the single
aim is vague, the course of action is undetermibéterences inherent in vagueness inevitably show

137



themselves during planning processes, revealirgg¢tmcealed conflict between their aims” (1994,
61). This is a problem particularly because sumpsrof socialist planning are likely to be single-
minded idealists and therefore unsuitable planners.

“The hopes they place in plannin@re the result not of a
comprehensive view of society but rather a verytéohview and
often the result of a great exaggeration of theoirtgnce of the ends
they place foremost...[l]t would make the very meroveine most
anxious to plan society the most dangerous if thene allowed to
do so—and the most intolerant of the planning beot.” (1994, 62)

Planning in the service of a single goal precluai@gcipating the unexpected, is inflexible, and
cannot accommodate complexity (1994, 56). Beinglsiminded about an overriding common end
necessitates the “setting-aside of all other vailuéise service of a single purpose” (1994, 165).
establishes a single scale by which to judge hkrovalues according to single end.

“The welfare of a people, like the happiness ofemndepends on a
great many things that can be provided in an itdiaariety of
combinations. It cannot be adequately expressedsasyle end, but
only as a hierarchy of ends, a comprehensive stalalues in
which every need of every person is given its pldcedirect all our
activities according to a single plan presupposatédvery one of
our needs is given its rank in an order of valubglvmust be
complete enough to make it possible to decide amadinbe
different courses which the planner has to chobgeesupposes, in
short, the existence of a complete ethical codehich all the
different human values are allotted their due pla@®94, 645°

War is the only condition that justifies sacrifigiall other values. In peace time, “no single
purpose...must be allowed...to have absolute preferenereall others”, without exception (1994,
225). Sacrificing other values creates opportusifoe cruelty with no recourse to “general morals o
rules” in situations such as the relocation of éangmbers of people (1994, 165). It sets the dtage
totalitarian societies.

“There is always in the eyes of the collectivigiraater goal which
these acts serve and which to him justifies theoabge the pursuit
of the common end of society can know no limitaiy rights or
values of any individual.” (1994, 165)

!5 Note that D. M’. G. Means has a similar criticisfiSpencer’s utilitarian position, saying it imglithat “no
part of conduct can be understood unless we urather $he whole, not only of human but also of animal
conduct, and not only all present but all past catid(1880, 400). The attempt to remove all undetyas
bound to lead to errors in estimating what is Valeig1880, 402). See Chapter 3.
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Hayek observes that for a period of 60 years, ft87b to 1925, England imported ideas from
Germany®, as Germany became more socialist, so did EndE@#, 25; 199). Where Polanyi draws
attention to the powerlessness of voters to createck on self-regulated market economies, Hayek
claims the reverse. Socialism threatens the separaiteconomics and politics, a separation that is
“an essential guaranty of individual freedom” (19280),

“[T]he ‘substitution of political for economic powenow so often
demanded means necessarily the substitution of pfoara which
there is no escape for a power which is alwaygdidit (1994, 160)

Hayek blames the “recent growth of monopoly” laygah the “collaboration of organized capital
and organized labour, sharing profits” at the exgensf the community and “particularly at the
expense of the poorest” (1994, 218). The consegueiicbe the “destruction of democracy” (1994,
218). Either society is to be “governed by the irspaal discipline of the market” or it is to be
governed “by the will of a few individuals™—*Theiig no other possibility” (1994, 219).

Hayek considers an unwillingness to address ecanquestions as part of a more general
unwillingness to accept authority. In one respis, unwillingness flows from demands that desires
be satisfied and a refusal to accept that theyatdmnsatisfied (1994, 222). In a second respleist, t
unwilling attitude is also a “much more generalptrmenon” that extends beyond the economic
sphere.

“This revolt is..a new unwillingness to submit to any rule or
necessity the rationale of which man does not wtded; it makes
itself felt in many fields of life, particularly ithat of morals; and it
is often a commendable attitude.” (1994, 223)

Unwillingness to accept authority can also haveatieg consequences. When people expect to
understand the rationale but cannot, this may baus® what they are trying to understand is not
conducive to understanding. There are situatiomghich authority must be accepted on faith, says
Hayek. In such situations, failure “to submit to/thing we cannot understand” may have serious
consequences, potentially leading to “the deswuaadf our civilization (1994, 223). Market economy
is just such a case. The market impersonally toansf the ideas and desires of individuals (who have
money) into the ideas of a society but the workiofgdhe market are not easily explained. As difficu
as it may be to accept the market on faith, pewplst do so or the result will be dictatorship.

“The refusal to yield to forces which we neithedarstand nor can
recognize as the conscious decisions of an inggitigeing is the
product of an incomplete and therefore erroneotisnaism. It is
incomplete because it fails to comprehend thattherdination of
the multifarious individual efforts in a complexcsety must take
account of facts no individual can completely syrnd it fails to

16 As an example of ideas flowing out of Germanyhientbe adopted by other nations, Frederick C. Howe
advocates that Americans consider the type ofptagning that happened “First in Germany and no&ramce
and England...” (1912, 593).
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see that, unless this complex society is to bealest, the only
alternative to submission to the impersonal andhgegly irrational
forces of the market is submission to an equaltoutrollable and
therefore arbitrary power of other men.” (1994, $24

With the devaluing of liberalism has come the dewa of the individual and therefore the
deterioration of moral values. Moral values malttecause people act according to what they value. If
risk-taking is now valued less than previouslys thill have consequences in the ability of people t
take a leap of faith and support ideas that arer@yhe ability of single individuals to understand

“It is true that the virtues which are less estedianed practised
now—independence, self-reliance, and the willingriesear risks,
the readiness to back one’s conviction againstjarityg and the
willingness to voluntary cooperation with one’sgt@ors—are
essentially those on which the working of an indilist society
rests. Collectivism has nothing to put in theirgglaand in so far as it
has destroyed them it has left a void filled bytiag but the demand
for obedience and the compulsion of the individoado what is
collectively decided to be good.” (1994, 233)

This, then, is Hayek’s explanation for the widespré&eling of discontent, caused not by market
economies but “the collectivist advance” (1994, )B4t has led to the devaluation of the individual
Socialism brings with it a devaluing of virtuestbé 19" century: “liberty and independence, truth
and intellectual honesty, peace and democracythenespect for the individuguaman instead of
merely as the member of an organized group” (1994). These are the values from which
democracy emerged in England and the values timadctacy continues to require (1994, 234). The
shift to socialist thinking has destroyed the maeedues (virtues) in which the English had previgus
excelled:

“...independence and self-reliance, individual iritia and local
responsibility, the successful reliance on volunetivity, non-
interference with one’s neighbour and tolerancthefdifferent and
gueer, respect for custom and tradition, and &lnealispicion of
power and authority.” (1994, 234)

Hayek relies heavily on values language in ordenaéte his argument. He uses moral values
interchangeably with “virtues” (1994, 234) and “tg3g1994, 165) and considers his own social
philosophy as being derived “from certain ultimagdues” (1994, xlv). Though there may be
“ultimate values”, however, there should be no En@lue that takes priority over others. Grantéing
single value the status of an ultimate value woalylire first establishing the value of all values
complete moral code. This may not be possible e & it were it would be both undesirable and

" For an analysis of Hayek’s ideas from the perspedf social epistemology, see Celia Lessa Kegsizhy's
“The Evolutionary and The Evolutionist” (2000). y&’s “premise of ignorance” is contrasted to the
constructivist “presumption of Reason”.
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counter to the trend history from the time of ptiv& man to the present. Over time, taboos that
govern daily activity have become progressivelyde(@é994, 64).

Moral values are recreated daily by individuals94,9231). The individual's responsibility is “not
to a superior but to one’s conscience” (1994, 2Bral decisions have “moral value” only when a
decision to follow a moral rule is made freely (49230). Such freedom is necessary in order to
decide which values are to be sacrificed for ot&e94, 234). It is freedom that defines Hayek's
particular usage of values: Freedom makes othealmatues possible because all moral values are
ultimately sourced in freely made decisions of wdlials. From the perspective of values usage,
freedom is treated as the single value that acissésndard. It creates the scale by which otHeesa
either qualify as values or they do not, Hayeklsstantive claims about the undesirability of
pursuing a single value to the contrary.

6.4.3 Expanding the scope, scale, and nature of pla  nning

Polanyi and Hayek were certainly not alone at tina& in writing about planning, economics, and
democracy. In thédmerican Journal of Sociologfor example, Bushrod W. Allin writes that “it

seems reasonably certain that Americans would ldhhess concerned now about economic
planning if their pre-depression democracy had wdrgatisfactorily” (1937, 511). Hans Speier notes
that the term “economic planning is necessarilyrense for three reasons: “the objective of anypla
is political;...its execution involves political prigms”; and implementing an economic plan bears on
“other, non-economic relations and activities ia social structure” (1937, 465). Charles Merriam
reminds readers that “historically, planning isfanerican product”, that their forefathers
“deliberately planned” for an industrial and agtiaual economy, public education and growth of
transportation and that the Chicago Plan movemegéiin 1907 (1944, 398).

“We plan primarily for freedom; the ways and means
instruments are secondary to the main purposerighekind of
planning—democratic planning—is a guaranty of lip@nd the
only real assurance in our times that men candeetr make a wide
range of choices.”(Merriam, 1944, 404)

Svend Riemer responds to the debate about plaanitidreedom by suggesting that making
contestable values part of the planning procedsweike it

“...impossible for the planning promoter to ask floe blessings of
the community with only his ulterior motives and lprofessional
integrity in mind. We are challenged to continucusicism and to
constructive participation if we know that in sdg@&nning the
specified ends as well as the means should bebjretmf
consideration.” (1947, 511)

As discussed in Chapter 3, the Mental Hygiene Maar@rm the 1930s used values to mould
behaviour in the service of American democracy. 8iomg behavioural science with a religious
fervour, the issues of mental health and socialasee gained momentum with the events of the
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Second World War. In an overview of the historyltafnning theory, Bruce Stiftel traces the origins
of theories still influential today to the same.afnhat planning inherited was a scientific approach

“New Deal experiments with planning, guided by egirey
Keynesian economic principles, included the Natiétesources
Planning Board, the Resettlement Administratior tuie Tennessee
Valley Authority. These programs championed a lahglanning
that was rooted in the collection and examinatibdata, the
evaluation of alternative courses of action andctieation of
systems for implementation. They expanded planeidgfinition as
a design activity and incorporated scientific teghes. The New
Deal's Demonstration Cities program was perhapsrbet
influential on the urban planning profession, beeaitiillustrated
this new (social) scientific model at the urbarele\(Stiftel, 2000,
4)

Pragmatic, managerial liberalism replaced “idealabmass politics” as a means "to protect
democratic institutions against excesses of thelpopvill” (Foner, 2001, par 32). Ideas about
freedom also changed:

“If freedom had an economic definition, it waslooger economic
autonomy, as in the nineteenth century, “industt@hocracy”...or
economic security for the average citizen guarahbgegovernment,
as Roosevelt had defined it, but “free enterpras& consumer
autonomy—the ability to choose from the cornucagigoods
produced by the modern American economy. A commatenal
culture of abundance would provide the foundatmmgiobal
integration...under American leadership.” (Foner, 2Qtar 34)

The experience of mobilizing for the purpose ofamplishing a single goal, particularly in the
case of the Second World War, led to the developmiemew skills and tools for governments, skills
that could be applied after the war to other puepdbat required centralized control and
systematization (Smith, 1998, 67). Together witlv technologies and new knowledge from the
social sciences, the experience of single-goalnitap—approved by Hayek only in the case of war—
had changed the ability to plan and the naturdaofrpng in the same way that these led to new
applications and usages of “values”.

“Logistics is the science of centralized plannitigg systematic
organization of people and materials. It works tahe
accomplishment of a single clearly defined andadisgoal—one
step at a time. It is the epitome of attentionétad, setting up and
following predetermined plans with ruthless quatibntrol. People
no longer did things as individuals, or as commasjtbut as small
cogs in a large system....And it worked.” (Smith, 8987)

After the war, the new planning was promoted byh#ects, engineers,...planners,
and...developers” in a “sweeping aside of the dtgit replaced traditional neighbourhood planning
with an “idealized artificial system” (Duany, 2009, This type of planning was an “outgrowth of

142



modern problem solving” and “Its performanctargely predictable” (Duany, 2000, 4). The element
of religious fervour may not have been completdlyemt after all; Jeanne Wolfe describes post war
planning as being reinforced by a “belief in theveo of technocracy” (Wolfe, 1989, 70).

6.4.4 The dilemma persists

In 2001, Ernest Alexander challenges the very nafntiee journal Planning and Marketsn which
his article appears. The editorial policy of sefiaga opposing, and making planning and markets
“mutually exclusive”, says Alexander, is based arfdllacy...on obsolete economics” (2001).

“Asking the right question and abandoning the Eeatichotomy of
‘planned interventions versus markets’ will havensgpositive
effects. For one, it would provide a conceptuatiesvork for more
rigorous analysis. Such analysis would distingiistween various
kinds of markets and hybrid forms of governancel identify more
complex patterns of asset ownership that mix pudiid private
control. Recognizing that planning is not the sas@ublic
intervention will enable research on planning foy.and of the
market.” (Alexander, 2001)

Though Alexander is right to draw attention to tyyge of question implied by opposing planning
and markets, the dichotomy as framed by the Polaayek debate is not necessarily “sterile”.
Treating their particular usages of values as domesits of a flexible and vague concept of values
makes it possible to compare these usages delsgitalifferences. Each has used “values” as a
device to challenge convention, though in veryad#ht ways. Although he does not exploit the
potential of values language, a questioning atitidvards values is compatible with Polanyi
challenging what he understands to be conventiadaks. Hayek explicitly uses values to challenge
a completely different set of values he understasdsonventional.

Hayek’s values usage is particularly interesting.a®broader level, this usage is an example of
why Objection 2° claims values language should be abandoned; vidngsage entrenches the
isolation of economy from social control at the saime as it turns society into a vehicle for the
economy. A closer look at the details of his ushgeyever, reveals that what he argues for and what
he does are not the same. In Hayek’s case, a guiegfiattitude is not turned inward on his own
thesis. Were this done, it could alter the way molr Hayek positions freedom as a single overriding
value, despite his argument against the sociabtismgle values. Doing so might allow Hayek to
consider ways of organizing society other thantw@he could imagine.

Hayek rejects planning for a single value-as-goethe grounds of complexity and uncertainty
because planning for a single goal “cannot antteipiae unexpected, is inflexible, and cannot
accommodate complexity (1994, 56). That Polanysduo® propose a single value-as-goal, Hayek’'s
objections to the contrary, reflects an appreamtibthe same. Complexity and uncertainty are
reasons for rejecting reliance on a single overgdialue. These are the same reasons for which

18 See Chapter 4.
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Means rejects Spencer’s utilitarianism—because tetepstatic, and certain knowledge (1880, 400)
is required in order for utilitarian judgements abwealue to carry any weight Hayek’s single,
overriding value of freedom serves the same func®the utilitarian “final cause”; it becomes the
value which determines the value of all other valialuing becomes a determination of’fitith an
unquestioned belief rather than based on compaaisdrcontrast. Determination of fit does not
require questioning the purpose or criteria thawffrom the purpose, only whether criteria are
satisfied. To this point, Means replies “The ontgund of freedom is in the uncertainty of the fetur
Remove that, and the lives of all men ought to beked out for them” (1880, 402).

Applied to his own thesis, Hayek’s appreciatiorih& unexpected, the inflexible, and complexity is
both epistemological and ontological. Ontology deiaes reason must be replaced by belief: The
market is too complex for any single individualtoderstand. Therefore the market can have the
freedom to do its good work for society only if neens of society take a leap of faith and believe.
Polanyi refers to belief in market economies apiatoand as a secular religion. Hayek does not
dispute this because faith and risk-taking are ssamgy and not all choices must be rationally
transparent and understandable by individualshérabsence of objective standards and complete
knowledge, belief and faith may be necessary ieota justify risk-taking.

Although Hayek advances this position in light loé tomplexity of market economies, his analysis
may have broader application to other situatioas fighlight complexity and uncertainty, such as
values usage. Diverse usage demonstrates a nuityipdf standards and scales by which judgements
about value are made, not all of which can be knbwany single individual at any given time.
Understanding all language as reflecting judgemabtsit value suggests that not only should
“values” not be treated as firm and certain but &t&t the “problem” of values extends to all
knowledge whenever knowledge is described in taffsnguage. No single value or usage of
values, therefore, can justifiably be treated asnigea privileged position over others without
invoking belief. As a response to complexity andertainty, such belief is justified by deep
scepticism and detached from reason. If a quesigoaititude is attached to values, treating such
belief as “a value” can reclaim it for reason byking it contestable.

Failure to question belief can leave the belie¢ fre act as a obstruction. Yiftachel and Huxley
criticize faith in planning for posing just such alpstruction.

“The faith in planning characterizes most literatur the field,
preventing scholars from examining critically nast the conduct of
planners vis-avis their clients, and not just thgmization of
outcomes by rational evaluation methods, but tkertdor-granted
assumptions about the progressive and rationalipeoafi planning.”
(2000, 910)

For Hayek, an important advantage of the markgtasit is impersonal and anonymous, both
epistemologically and practically. Although beliefthe market is sourced in individuals, the
beneficial consequence of an aggregate of indilgdalabelieving is a social good delivered by not

19 See Chapter 3.
20 See Chapter 3.
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only an impersonal agent but an agent that is gogoson. Others have continued to search for ways
to introduce an impersonal element into resolviifigieences about social good. John Rawls’ “veil of
ignorance”, for example, also relates impersorfdlitya state of unknowing, though now as “a
purely hypothetical situation” (1971, 12) and molearly a conceptual device than an ontological
claim. As well, Boudon posits an “impartial speotaias a device to alter “a biased opinion into one
in keeping with the common interest, just as theidible hand’ turns egoism into altruism” (2001,
182).

6.5 Examples of Values Usage and Planning

Below, examples of values usage in planning thaad/application serve to demonstrate that there is
diverse usage. For example, “values”, can be bothde for making judgements and the result of
judgements, sourced in humans and sourced extetodiumans, or interchangeable with and
distinct from “ethics”. Such differences in usagaynhave implications for questions such as whether
planners should play a role in changing socialesko serve particular planning purposes and
whether the purpose of planning is to serve theistguo or direct change. Jill Grant provides a
succinct statement of the problem:

“Many would argue that planning in a democraticistycshould
work to realize and affirm the cultural values dflioary citizens.
They believe that planners should work with commumembers, to
enable the community to develop and prosper thrauatjlre
participation. They believe that planning has t@eEgmatic,
understanding what people can accept and accomendgiatics of
such an approach suggest that accepting populaes/ateans
ignoring significant urban problems like affordatyiland
environmental degradation, and that respondingtp|e’s concerns
can result in planning by polling. While some mague that
planning which supports contemporary mass valugseie
‘trending,’” others point to the arrogance of pulsigvants who
might seek to substitute their own personal pretides for those of
the people whom they serve (based not on persuesipé&ical
documentation as much as on the aesthetic lureneia
development model).” (1999, 17)

6.5.1 Value judgements about data and information

Schneider and co-authors challenge the idea thgting capacity is a simple calculation, sayingttha
a government response will depend on the valuéseajovernment (1978, 2).

% Boudon describes Rawls as a “theorist of valuitbagh Rawls is not generally understood in thésyw
precisely because of this device to introduce irspeality (2001, 4).
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“Because of its origins in the natural sciences,témm carrying
capacity suggests an objectivity and precisionithabt warranted
by its use in the planning community...The determaraof the
limit of capacity of a given system is, finallyjudgmental act.”
(1978, 2)

Morrison and Priddle make similar observations alboe role of value judgments in deciding
carrying capacity, emphasizing that such judgemeéatsot depend only on more information for
“Empirical data alone will not be sufficient to selthese problems” (1979, 72). They draw attention
to the “difficulty deciding what to measure”, tteck of agreement about terms used as factors in
calculations (such as “crowding”), and the problgideciding which values to weight most heavily
(1979, 71). Whose interests count and how caiselibe avoided, particularly if the attitudes of som
groups, the “purists”, are “most in concert witle gpecific institutionalized values of wilderness?”
(1979, 71).

The ecological footprint tool also aims at provglinformation that is to be used to inform
judgement.

“Ecological footprinting acts, in effect, as an legpcal camera—
each analysis provides a snapshot of our currenadds on nature,
a portrait of how things stamayht nowunder prevailing technology
and social values.” (Rees and Wackernagel, 1995, 23

“Social values” as used above might mean both gaddm®ut society and values of a given society.
Stephen Bocking (2004) considers the political egunences of the ecological footprint
“standardizing units of nature”, such as forestlaBelow, “beauty”, “diversity”, and “intrinsic
worth” can all be undervalued, suggesting thatristc worth here is not being used as a description
of the qualities of an object but as a value teaourced in humans in the same way that beauty and
diversity are sourced in humans.

“By speaking of ‘forest land’ rather than a foremich units
implicitly undervalue the beauty, diversity or ingic worth that
make people care about these places. These vakiaeseady at a
disadvantage in environmental debates, because#mnpot be
readily expressed in scientific terms, or as factora cost-benefit
analysis..Thus, far from reconnecting people to the land, the
concept detaches them from the places they appgeunmst.” (2004,
33)

6.5.2 Intrinsic value and ethics

“Intrinsic value” is used to describe qualitiesttbaist in objects, independently of human judgemen
These qualities are not sourced in humans butredtes humans. The phrase “intrinsic value” is
common in describing the natural world.Genes, Genesis, and G@E®99), Holmes Rolston, 1lI
uses “values” to describe an organism as “selfedizing”: “It pursues its integrated, encapsulated

identity; it conserves its own intrinsic value, eledls its life” (1999, 84). Organisms value, “even i
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the organism is not a sentient valuer, much lessnacious evaluator” (1999, 38). Thus, “The tree is
valuable in the sense that it is able to valudfit§E999, 41). Rolston describes three kinds dires:
“intrinsic, instrumental, and systemic”, with sysitie being “foundational” to reflect that the
organism is part of an ecosystem (1999, 44).

From such usage come statements such as “It isc@@nd and widespread human practice to set
aside areas for the preservation of natural val(Mslitgules and Pressey, 2000, 243). Similarly, the
Coalition on the Niagara Escarpment (CONE) useglitase “The Niagara Escarpment has values”
(Coalition on the Niagara Escarpment (CONE), 198B)he first case, values usage creates a
distinction between “preservation of natural areasd “preservation of natural values”. In the seton
case, values usage eliminates the need to sawalwve the Niagara Escarpment because...”.

In “The Source and Significance of Values in PriddAreas”, David Harmon defines “values” in
what he describes as a “middle way”, to encompa#s\alues that are sourced in humans and
values that are objective (Harmon, 2003, 15).

“A value can be completely abstract and disembqdiadh as the
principle of fairness or the good intended by auast; Or, it can be
a quality or characteristic of physical things...Imare restricted
sense of the wordialuemeans that which has worth: something of
merit, something estimable—whether or not such visgrassigned
or recognized by people.” (2003, 13)

Values that are objective are “intrinsic to thedjexts”. Once these values are discovered by
humans they become “instrumental” (2003, 15), ag Hre applied for human purposes. Harmon
therefore describes three ways in which valuespamnks can be related: 1)“the features...within a
park have intrinsic value”; 2) if these features farmally designated as protected, they have
“additional instrumental value”, and 3) parks “pid® a setting for the discovery” of both intrinsic
and instrumental values (2003, 16). Value usage $@ans both the subjective and objective, but
these categories are formally distinct even thahghactual values themselves may be connected.

Gowdy and Hendler’s (1999) usage of values is wtlian the context of a study about ethics. The
broader purpose of the study is “to begin to fillcad in the literature of planning ethics” (192%).
The immediate purpose of the study is to

“...describe, not to judge or explain, the valuesipis have
regarding the natural environment. Thus, while veeiaterested in
apparent inconsistencies and conflicts, we areoaterned with
comparing the values themselves against some predetd norm
or set of norms.” (Gowdy and Hendler, 1999, 29)

Participants in the study were to “assign priositie ethical positions” and this was used to
describe planners’ values by developing “a snapghé89, 29). The study concluded that “It would
seem that many planners believe that ecosysterhiesyand respect for nature are important...
(1999, 30). The phrase “ecosystemic values” ig¢rkas equivalent to “inherent value of the
ecosystem” (1999, 30). These are distinguished flmman-centred values” (1999, 30).
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In this study, it appears that “ethics” is undesst@s subsuming “values”, with “ethics” providing
a single framework within which subjective and alije values can be related to each other and to
ethics. Values provide information on which to bagare actions.

In his analysis of planning and power, John Fore€di@89) treats all values as ethical vaftes
Although values play a significant role in his aysad, Forester does not use explicit values
terminology or propose values as a planning tosblee problems.

The relationship between ethics and values has &eenrce of confusion for over 100 yéars
Usage of “values” as synonymous with “ethical valuis common in mission statements and
statements of values, for example, in the Statewfevialues of the Canadian Institute of Planners
(1994).

In a presentation on values to public servants n€dnKernaghan attempted to clarify the
relationship by describing values as “enduringdfslthat influence the choices we make from among
available means and erlflsand ethics as “standards and principles of rigittduct” (1994, 27).

Ethical values, “enduring beliefs as to right amrg behaviour”, are a “subset” of values and
values need not be ethical in order to qualify @lsies (2003, 711).

6.5.3 Values, utopias, and the good

Lewis Mumford’s values usage and utopias

Mumford’'s The Story of Utopiawas written in 1922, the same period during wihiehe was much
interest in the transvaluation of valée$lumford’s “utopia of reconstruction” too is based “a

fresh scale of values” (1922, 21), a complex vighat “pictures a whole world” and “faces every
part of it at the same time” (1922, 23). Valuesfara and certain enough to be goals because they
are “rooted in the nature of man” (1922, 77). Thesees should replace “such values as have been

2 The entry for “values” in Forester’s index refeeaders to the entry for “ethics.”
% See Chapter 3.
24 Kernaghan bases his understanding of values doemviRokeach’s widely-cited definition (Kernaghafp3,
711). For Rokeach, “Aalueis an enduring belief that a specific mode of eaniebr end-state of existence is
personally or socially preferable to an oppositeaiverse mode of conduct or end-state of existehealue
systenis an enduring organization of beliefs concerrpreferable modes of conduct or end-states of existe
along a continuum of relative importance” (Roke&k®i/3, 5). Rokeach describes his study of values as
continuation of his interest in “What men beliewdy they believe, and what difference it makes.. 913, ix).
For Rokeach, the “value concept” is clearly didtinom attitudes, norms, needs, traits, and inter@973, 17-
22). Kernaghan also distinguishes values fronft¢becept ofprinciples even though these are “often used
interchangeably” (2003, 712).
% See Chapter 3.
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authenticated by commerce and industry, values as@fficiency, fair wages, and what not” (1922,
252). The “old order of things” is a

“...state in which our values were not fertilizeddayy intercourse
with the concrete and actual world about us, angswined remote
and sterile. In short, unless our reformers contleemselves with
the ultimate values of men, with what constitutempad life, they are
bound to pander to such immediate faiths and stipens as the
National State, Efficiency, or the White Man’s Band’ (1922, 255)

Existing values, thus, should be replaced but tappears to be no need to examine “ultimate
values” themselves, which are treated as firm anthm. From the perspective of values usage,
Mumford’s reconstructed utopia therefore combimasdvaluation with a determination of fit. It is a
complicate determination of fit, however, becausedame set of ultimate values that all humans
share will likely not result in the same utopia &t Citing Patrick Geddes, Mumford affirms that “
the Kingdom of Eutopia—the world Eutopia—there i many mansions” (1922, 305).

Mumford’s values usage in part addresses the aafrion Objection Orf& that humans need an
idea of perfection to sustain us. Utopia is perbecand “When that which is perfect has come, that
which is imperfect will pass away” (1922, 308)céinnot completely satisfy Objection One because
values usage here treats values as firm and cestaimething Objection One argues is not possible by
definition because all values are relative and tooml.

Kevin Lynch’s usage of values in planning the gooity

Kevin Lynch’s value-based approach to planning gatds explicitly proposes values as a planning
tool. Lynch’s values usage is complex, as is hideustanding of how values work: “...single actions
spring from multiple values and have plural congemes, which in themselves are linked back to
other values...” (1994, 106). For Lynch, using “vatlimensions in place of universal standards
inevitably dims the force of the normative stateth€t994, 320). Values are not as firm and certain
as universal standards and must be sought. Vateeseated as relations of

“...people to things, as well as...people to each otklare exactly,
values spring from our relations to people-in-pJaoed my recital is
only one step toward that holistic view.” (1994329

In aiming for the good city, planners must recogritzat what is and what should be are
inextricably linked. Lynch acknowledges that it niegyeasier to grasp that how a good city should be
depends on understanding what the city now is.

“Perhaps iiis surprising to encounter the reverse: that an
understanding of how a city is depends on a valafnghat it should
be...In the absence of valid theory in either bracomcepts
elaborated in the one must employ provisional apsioms from the

% See Chapter 4.
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other, while making that dependence explicit anthta@ing as
much independence as possible.” (1994, 39)

Being rational is the only option for making pubtiecisions; because planning decisions affect
many people they must be communicable and “theyt atusastippearto be rational” (1994, 107).
Lynch’s understanding of “rational” is broad, a tidle ground” (1994, 105) that does not exclude
values but embraces them as unavoidable.

“At first, it seems logical to think that each actiwe take, at least
each rational action, occurs at the end of a |dragrcof considered
values and goals...However logical, it is clear théat is a very
unreal picture of human action...The lower ends chsthains are
submerged in habit, while the upper ends are tote clouds, to be
revealed only on oratorical occasions. We stopittktonly about
the middle links of the chain.” (1994, 105-106)

Values can be examined critically (1994, 319) dmabtd be, because “[w]hen values lie
unexamined they are dangero($994, 1). This is all the more difficult becau$ehe inherent
complexity of values.

“Not only is the chain of aim and action long, angblaces
insecurely linked, but different chains merge anvedje in

confusing ways...The result is a thicket rather thamain...a

thicket whose roots and branches interlace andrafeed onto each
other. When we add to these difficulties the faet different people
hold different values and have different imagesasfsequences, and
further add that the changing context of any pnobdause values
and consequences to shift with time, it is at fiastd to believe that
we can ever act with any rational purpose, padidylon public
guestions.” (1994, 106)

Humans respond to the complexities and obscunfibsth values and rationality “by restricting
our rationality to narrow bounds” (1994, 106). Tta&es not mean that the scope of rationality is
narrow, only that we tend to treat it as narrow:. €ity planning purposes, this means that
“connections to the broad aims lie unexamined”t theoposals may be reasonable, but they are
specific and fixed” (1994, 107). Lynch’s solutianthis problem is to focus on performance
standards as a middle ground that addresses

“...the aims in between, those goals which are asrge as
possible, and thus do not dictate particular playsiolutions, and yet
whose achievement can be detected and expliaitketl to physical
solutions.” (1994, 107)

That “some long-lived living thing should be visidtom every dwelling” (1994, 108) is an
example of such a middle range performance stantiatidis way, values associated with good cities
can be identified, assessed on the basis of tb&npal contributions, and used or not as guides i
planning.
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Lynch connects values and public interest. He bhseselief in public interest on the idea that
there are “important common values”, noting thatibes this phrase despite understanding that

“...there is no such thing as ‘the public intefesten within a single
culture...There are a plurality of interests, altonflict. The only
proper role for a planner is to help clarify theicse of that conflict
by presenting information on the present form amttfion of the
city, predicting future changes and explainingithpact of various
possible actions.” (1994, 103)

As well as understanding values as being createdlbtions and common (shared) values as the
basis for public interest, Lynch also identifiesiagle most important value—"biological value
underpins all other values” (1994, 123).

“The ground for this outmoded belief is the thouttatt the human
species has certain basic requirements for suraivdiwell-being,
and that in any given culture there are importamhimon values.
This peculiar view can be supplemented by certagtract notions
about justice, the care for future generations,amnahterest in the
development of human potential. Admittedly, thelsstieact ideas
can be connected to concrete issues in many divage...” (1994,
103)

The planner’s purpose is to build good cities dmsl ¢annot be done in isolation from the social
context. Planners are “[a]dvocates, informers,qatoflesigners, and public planners” (1994, 46)
whether or not they always are aware of or ackndgédheir multiple roles. In public debates about
planning, the planning perspective is unigue—its‘ita own special interest”. The obligation to
ensure that debates include the planning pointest ghapes what planners need to do and includes
an obligation to incorporate values explicitly retprocess.

“l would characterize that special interest aswheh is prejudiced
in favor of five things...: the long-term effectsetimterests of an
absent client, the construction of new possibgitihie explicit use of
values, and the ways of informing and opening @pddcision
process. These are professional counterweightetdd-emphasis of
those considerations by other actors.” (1994, 47)

6.5.4 John Friedmann’s values as interests

John Friedmann’s work on planning as social legrtigats planning as “purposeful activity” and
attempts to accommodate both science and polRiesining is defined as “the linkage between
knowledge and action in the public domain” (Frietimal987). On this approach, planning takes
place from the bottom up. An awareness of theablalues is implicit througholRlanning in the
Public Domainbut values are not proposed explicitly as a plagtwol. Friedman does mention the
historical divide between facts and values in hisoduction and later, very briefly, links social
values with interests. “[V]alues that inspire amckct the action” (Friedmann, 1987) are one of the
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four elements of planning as a “simple” social pia; but not elaborated on and not central to his
discussion of planning as a social movement.

In an article written 16 years earlier, Friedmalsodinks values with interests in arguing for
scepticism about the promises of comprehensivenpignEchoing Hayek, Friedmann argues that
placing a single, overriding value at the top @& talues hierarchy cannot accommodate the
complexity of society.

“...perceptions, interests, and values are to a laxgent formed by
location of the observer in a given social maffilke resulting
multiplicity of societal perspectives cannot by eshiorce of logic be
integrated into a single normative scheme or, asr@rs like to put
it, a hierarchy of values. Differing perspectivead to clashes of
social interests that are usually capable of beesglved only
through processes of negotiation, bargaining, atitigal pressure.
The comprehensive plan which expresses but a gegipective
and a single hierarchy of values cannot, therafbteain the
commitment of all the parties whose interests magffected,
except where a clear cut overriding sense of gpisgails.” (1971,
317)

The notion of values-as-interests lends itselflgasidescribing conflicts of values as social
clashes and social fragmentation. Even as it geatele for minority voices, interests, and valuies
sets the stage for targeting pluralist relativisthaving potential to destroy societies from ttede
out. In the absence of interest, there should bexpectation of a commitment to a common goal
except if there appears to be no alternative. hirest to a society characterized by a fragmemtatio
of values, Friedmann describes the “classical 6ngeh its “stable sense of purpose.”

“We no longer have validated, traditional standdoglsvhich greater
legitimacy can be attributed to the value perspestof one group
over those of others. The reconciliation of theuams conflicts is
sometimes possible through political processesagjdining and
negotiation, but never through reason ostensibigaored from its
social foundations.” (Friedmann, 1971, 319)

Though here Friedmann is addressing the substdneduas, Nietzsche’s introduction of values as
illusions, as discussed in Chapter 3, precipitatsdnilar phenomenon with respect to values usage.

6.5.5 Values and advocacy

In the 1960s, Davidoff proposes advocacy plannimdjr&jects the idea that values constitute an
unwarranted, subjective bias: “Appropriate planracgon cannot be prescribed from a position of
value neutrality, for prescriptions are based csirdd objectives” (1965, 331). Davidoff does not
distinguish between lay planners and professiosalang that all planners should be proponents in
adversarial arenas. Dismissing claims that pradessiplanners could be or should be neutral and
objective, Davidoff expects that people who arepiahners can do the work of planners, thus
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blurring the boundary between planners and publibss is a vision of “plural planning”, based on a
plea for democracy in planning. Criticisms of th&ns of government agencies should be “just as
normal and appropriate as support. The agencyjtddbp fact that it is concerned with planning,
may be serving undesired ends” (1965, 332). Intgresips would present alternative plans (1965,
332).

Beginning with the assumption that there are naereutral choices, Davidoff's aim is to make
planning more inclusive of the public and to hélpse who are disadvantaged. He invites
examination and debate about values in the pubdicea Davidoff calls for planning “which openly
invites political and social values to be examined debated” (1965, 331). Planners should act as
lawyers do for their clients by being proponentaplers and arguing persuasively for one of two
contending sides in adversarial processes. Plasherdd educate others about their value positions
(1965, 333).

The advocacy approach does not encourage plarmexsinine which or whose values they
advocate. On this model of planning, the profesdism of planners is derived from an obligation to
serve the politics of justice in the same way thatyers serve the laws of justice. What appears to
suffice is if on some general level the valueshefplanner and values of the client could loosely b
described as “the same”:

“...the planner would have sought out an employehwihom he
shared common views about desired social condiaodsthe means
toward them. In fact one of the benefits of advegdanning is the
possibility it creates for a planner to find emptmnt with agencies
holding values close to his own.” (1965, 333)

Klosterman (1976) confirms that advocacy plannersegally do take on clients with values similar
to their own but goes further to argue that advegdanners must take on such clients.

“It is impossible in principle for the advocacy pfang process (even
in Friedmann’s utopian formulation) to represaihtof the

conflicting interests in the community becausamately, each
individual has conflicting interests... Thus Advocaidgnning fails

to solve the problem which generated its developnmethe first
place—the fact that not all interests are adeguaggresented in the
public policy-making process.” (1976, 103)

In the 1970s, Creighton applies a “modified advgcgmproach”, modified because he sees all the
public as clients, not only “special interests.”

“The planner is trapped between his professioméhitng—which
typically equips him to deal with scientific fackemonstrable
propositions, and economic feasibilities, but ndhveelings—and
the democratic philosophy which stresses #flathe people should
be involved in the decision making, not just theaal interests.”
(1983, 143)
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Where Davidoff welcomes plural planning, Creightaments what he understands as the loss of a
single standard by which to judge value, a timemthere was “a framework created by a consensus
of values within our society about the proper usamd™’ (1983, 148). Creighton defines values as
“those internal standards by which we judge eventsehaviour to be good/bad, right/wrong,
fair/unfair, just/unjust® (1983, 144).

Ensuring that spokespeople on behalf of groupshweeoin planning are in fact speaking for
everyone is not straightforward. Claiming to speakbehalf of others creates an enormous burden on
the speaker that requires a heightened sensitivitiye needs, interests, beliefs, and values @rsth
and an ability to imagine what such values mighintdne absence of more direct forms of
knowledge. Howell S. Baum analyzes one such intisewhich representatives of a community
group were aware of their privileged position aradean effort to overcome this potential problem.
Despite deliberate effort, the activists failedrtcorporate needs of those who were not middlesclas
Activists were uneasy about representing workirggglethnic communities within the larger
community, in part because of “conservative pditialues and occasional racial prejudices” of
those communities (Baum, 1998).

The differences between activists and the comnesiti this case may not have been as great as
assumed on a superficial level. Identifying pe@ld communities in terms of their values may be an
example of type of stereotyping, where the detsilseople’s values are not as important as the
broad-brush labels by which they are categorizeduth cases, “values” may be an end point rather
than a starting point.

6.5.6 Values, judgements, and a questioning attitud e

Treatment of values as either objective or subjeatan make it appear that judgements about values
are redundant; objectivity because human judgemenapplicable and subjectivity if values are not
considered to be rational. Reg Lang (1999) exegkatlues from rationality altogether and relegates
them to the category of “arational”’, meaning thales may be valid but unexplainable.

“Planners have to be prepared to deal not only asdorted versions
of rationality and irrationality, but also with tlaeational, in which
reason and logic are seemingly absent but not sadbsviolated (as
when you know something without knowing how you eamknow

%" The role that Creighton is assigning to a “conser values” is similar to Hudson’s lament for thes of a
single conception of happiness. My interest here issage and not in whether either author’s clainalid.
See Chapter 3.
28 Creighton bases his own definition on that useétegl M. Newmann and Donald W. Oliver@tarifying
Public Controversy1970, 43). Newmann and Oliver also say that “@ahethe values on which people base
their positions are taken for granted rather thai@tly announced. We believe that impasses intraversial
discussion could be considerably clarified if dsgants tried to identify and label the values mflact” (1970,
43).
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it). The arational encompasses subjectivity, maral value
judgments, feelings, instinct, intuition and noasitional forms of
meaning-making. Conclusions are reached by prosekfieult to
track or explain, and yet are valid and valuab(£999, 19)

Utilitarians treat values as rational. P. J. Srridlces the roots of welfare economics and modern
planning to Bentham’s utilitarian ethics, arguihgttutilitarianism was “an early form of cost-bdhef
evaluation” that came to define rational choice 81979, 200). For utilitarians, value is the
product of evaluating according to a principle.

“On the strength of their belief in Bentham'’s pipie of utility, ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number,’ thesoiphical radicals
held the view that the value of prospective actiomsld be judged

by a simple equation: i.e. any action which woelad to an increase
in the sum of human *happiness (for which can lael ratility’ or
‘welfare’) wasipso factoa good action and thus a rational choice.”
(1979, 200)

Utilitarian values are thus a determination ofaith the principle in which utilitarians “believe”,
meaning that the principle by which values areretged is itself is not treated as a contestable
value. It serves the same function as Hayek’s gsgmn of a single, overriding value that deternsine
the value of all other values. Rawls’s theory aitice (1971), in the utilitarian tradition, uses th
principle of justice as the single-most importaalue. Also consistent with utilitarianism, Rawl's
theory is presented in terms of principles, notiegf. Rawls does use the word “values” sparingly to
refer to a “community’s values” (1971, 520). Heseveell, principles are firm and certain starting
points and values are products of determinationsrding to a principle. Calling the principle of
justice “a value” would put the overriding beliefcathe product of that belief both on the same
footing. Calling justice a vald&would recast the theory as dependent not on samgefihm and
certain but on judgement, detracting from the attthaccorded to justice when it is described as a
principle. In this respect, Rawl's usage of a “@ifint language” to speak about what is truly worthy
is consistent with the necessity to avoid valuagl@age when speaking about what is not relative, as
argued by Objections One and TWo

Heather Campbell criticizes procedural justicedideliberative or Habermasian sense” for this
very same reason—that a single value, justicee@ed as firm and certain and not contestable
because when “reasonable” people disagree “Moralaions cannot resolve such conflicts and
recourse must be had to ethical convictions, toesil (2002, 279).

29 Boudon can call Rawls a “values theorist” becaisadon understands values to be beliefs, meanatdh
identifies in Rawls’ work an implicit use of “valsie
30 Rawls’ work illustrates how calling something dugacan change how that something is understodsl. It
precisely for this reason that Andrew objects ®lhbit of recasting what has not been presentesinms of
values into values language. See Chapter 4.
31 See Chapter 4.
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“Habermas attempted explicitly to rule out valuesni the just,
suggesting that justice is solely dependent onitegtely executed
dialogue...However, the justification for any proceslor standard
must originate further back than the procedurdfits€onsequently,
to reject any consideration of values is crucigdlyeave them hidden
from scrutiny...Much criticism has been targetechatimposition of
totalising conceptions of the ‘good life’. Howevées,abandon any
recourse to questions of value is to remove theppity for re-
evaluation, not to remove the values themselv@€02, 279)

Campbell's own usage of values as “ethical conmT is consistent with attaching a questioning
attitude to all values and flows from her approtchlanning.

“My argument that planning needs to engage witlstiaes of value
is not to imply a universality of outcome, rathiean in making
decisions about the future of particular placesuese should be had
to the nature of the underlying values...Planninguhbe a process
of valuation and evaluation, not the impositiorfieéd values and
singular notions of the good life. That there camiany
universals—not one good life—does not deny the mgpee of
value...” (2002, 282)

Here, Campbell is arguing that there is no “uniaktg of outcome” not because something firm
and certain is interpreted differently but becawedaes are products of valuing. Values are more tha
simple determinations of fit. By way of contrastyiviford also suggests that there are multiple
utopias but that all of these flow from differentarpretations of the same set of unquestionedesalu
If values are not firm and certain, if they ard®treated as penultimate (to use Simmel’s woh, t
suggests a perpetual state of uncertainty thatotamu should not be avoided. Instead of doubt and
uncertainty leading to deep scepticism or pessimitabt and uncertainty can be recast as features
of a learning process, as Campbell suggests.

“The discomforting spectre of doubt and endlesstioeing is
therefore central to situated judgement. DoubtlmEmpersonally and
institutionally corrosive, and if it takes this foy can be
paralysing...but if doubt and uncertainty are refrdnmto the notion
of learning, then they are cast in a more posltgig. | would argue
that if as planners we have no capacity to leamhave no capacity
to plan effectively.” (2002, 284)

6.6 Planning and Diverse Usage of Values

Campbell's usage of values as engaging doubt acertanty is compatible with the default concept
of values suggested by the theory about diversgeusbvalues. This suggests, at a minimum, that the
default concept of values as proposed here isamptetely alien to planning. In the first instance,
values are not about what we know but about whadleveot know; in the second instance they are a
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penultimate form of knowledge, knowledge to whiearhing can lead by not stopping to rest on
what has been learned.

Where the theory about diverse usage is considerigdrom the perspective of values, its attempt
at explaining diverse usage of values is more gesg than prescriptive. Once applied to planning,
it becomes more prescriptive than descriptive. Aggplo planning the theory becomes contestable
both with respect to whether it provides an adezjeaplanation for diverse usage in planning and
with respect to whether the consequences are bksivpplied to values usage, the theory proposes
that values should not be treated as firm and ioeeither as products of valuing or as the critegia
which valuing is conducted. Attaching a questioratiifude to values is not merely an
epistemological stance; treating values as corilestaakes them matters of politics.

That there is diverse usage in planning suppoetsisiefulness of attaching a questioning attitude to
values. Awareness of diverse usage can be a clgaohksatreating particular a usage as if it weee th
whole of usage, something about general agreemaytoe simply assumed. Without such awareness
of diverse usage, whether “intrinsic value”, foaeyple, is used to describe an object’s qualities
independently of human judgement, the human judgeitszlf, or rejected as oxymoronic may be
decided by a planner’s own, prior, understandingrafinsic value”.

Where values are not treated as judgements, tlegyrasented as being incontestable. Applied as a
determination of fit (fit with data and informatian principles), values that determine the valualbf
other values are accorded a privileged status eostdgied from questioning. Values that are not
sourced in humans are not treated as contestatde ve their authority derives from a source
external to humans—whether nature, God, metaphgsissmething else that is regarded as having
more authority than human judgement.

That there is no single usage of values suggestsitbss-usage communication, at least on the
level of descriptive categories, may be taking @laoth with and without awareness of diverse usage.
Values usages might be treated as merely différent one another, as homonyms, in which case it
is not possible to discuss values usage in genéfabut detailing all of the characteristics of baut
the values usages being discussed. In the precseatipns, examples of different values usage
appear to have enough features in common thatsisaythem as a set is possible. These features
are conceptual rather than purely descriptive. fireans that values usages in planning can be
treated as diverse instances of a common concegatiwés in general, instead of distinctly and
discretely different homonyms.

Awareness of diverse usage of “values impliesais®me grasp of a concept of values that
enables communication about values as a group,velren the word is used as one of the taken-for-
granted planning words that Campbell (2003, 388)ests are problematic

What values are called is a way of classifyinggmfuping of values into descriptive, substantive
categories, also called “current labels” in grouhtteeory methodology. Descriptive categories create
the impression that there are no further significamilarities and differences to be discoveredimit
any given descriptive category. They imply homoggraf substance but are silent with respect to
usage. The category of “ethical values” in planri;ign example of such a substantive category.

32 See Chapter 1.
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Although both explicitly address “ethical value&owdy’s and Hendler’'s usage does not require a
guestioning attitude but Campbell’s does.

Like “ethical values”, the category of “environmahtalues” is also a descriptive, substantive
category. It includes all values that are aboutethdronment but it too is silent on the questibn o
diverse usage within that category. Members of#tef environmental values may be moral values
as human judgements (or not), intrinsic valuesitesam judgements (or not), ecological values as
human judgements (or not), social values bothudg worthy and as barriers to planning, relative an
contestable or privileged and absolute, descriginverescriptive. Calling all of these “environmaint
values” masks such differences in usage and magagréement about environmental values
potentially about values usage as well as the aobstof values.

When differences in usage are not recognized, iptiser, substantive categories have a
conservative influence on how disputes about vadmesharacterized because they imply that values
usage is clearer and more straightforward thameséase. Accepting substantive categories at face
value encourages treating values as affirmationghatt is known and obscures the need for a
guestioning attitude. This makes it easier to igrtbe conditional nature of categories of values as
penultimate judgements and to make dogmatic claimsit values.

By connecting values through conceptual categotiestheory about diverse usage offers a
remedy to the barriers created by descriptive categ) The process of comparison and contrast by
which conceptual categories are created requigegstioning attitude.

6.6.1 Suggested needs of planning that an understan  ding of values should address

What follows are suggested needs of planning &xample of how planning needs might be used to
modify the default concept of values into a patticwsage that is useful to planning. These
suggested needs are accompanied by the caveabthatianning is understood shapes how values
are understood in relation to planning. These ssiggeneeds are, therefore, necessarily conditional,
prescriptive, and contestable.

Alexander’s proposed way of understanding planmrggeneral is modified to apply to both values
and planning and combined with modifications to tlys value-based approach to the good. Added
to these are items that emerge from a concernréaregs.

To be a good fit with planning, a particular usafjgalues should:
e Dbe able to relate individuals and society

o For example, the usage criticized by Objection T@bapter 4) casts all individual
judgements as subjective narrow preferences ttaivieed what is truly worthy,
thereby precluding collective discussion about cemmood and harming
democracy. Such a usage is not a good fit withrpran

e assist in planning over the long term without igngruncertainty and complexity

0 Treating values as firm and certain is a respamgeanaging uncertainty that is
not supported by the theory about diverse usageefsr more than penultimate
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conclusions, values do not conflict with plannimpeoaches that appreciate
uncertainty. To the contrary, values may be paertyiuseful in situations where
more facts will not assist in determining what ésidable.

not discourage challenging convention and the staio

o Conceptual categories of values challenge thestata but descriptive categories
do not.

not be routinized but still be manageable

o Explicit and deliberate attention to values needexacerbate conflicts about
values, particularly if planners manage to divéraion away from descriptive
categories and towards conceptual categories.

be open to critical scrutiny and re-evaluationiorat! and contribute to planning
knowledge, even when uncertainty and complexityeappo block the possibility of being
fully or ideally rational

0 Lynch’s broad use of “rational” accommodates valliesorresponds with the
approach to reasoning in the theory of diverse eis@gmparative logic
encompasses both deduction and induction in eshaidj conceptual categories of
values. Comparative logic is a basic form of reaspthat is prior to deductive
reasoning. If the products of reasoning in genaraknowledge, values are no less
a form of knowledge than products of inductive eddkctive reasoning.

assist in creating new possibilities

o Conceptual categories of values create relatiozisi€g) where none were noticed
previously.

encourage relating values about abstract ideasatdifie situations

o Conceptual categories of values cut across alf atags of grouping values,
meaning that they apply equally to abstract vahresvalues about details of
everyday life.

address advocacy and the politics of planning, mocodate concern for absent clients,
and improve rather than act negatively on commuioicaand participatory planning

0 By taking a questioning attitude towards valueanpérs dismantle descriptive
categories. For planners to have a deeper unddnstpof values presented by
participants should improve the planning procesmsiStently taking a
guestioning attitude towards values will likely pide a check on planners in their
role as advocates, not to prevent advocacy butdore that the planner has a
reasoned stance about whatever stand is being @b d his should have a
moderating effect on potentially tense interactibasveen planners and
participants who do not agree with the positiombeidvocated.

be simple and not require expert skills
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o Comparative reasoning, as the most basic formasfar@ng, can be done
consciously and deliberately or so automaticallyoase imperceptible. It is done
by children and not exclusive to educated adulfzairiicular societies.

From the perspective of a general concept of valesarticular usage of values for planning should:
e Encourage awareness of a variety of diverse uszgedues,
e Encourage a questioning attitude, as required éyléfault concept of values, and

e Not grant any values privileged status so that #veyimmune from challenge

6.7 Summary

As anticipated by the theory about diverse usdmgeetis diverse usage of values in planning theory
and application. Just as planners have a choibevinplanning is understood and in what substantive
values planning is to reflect and promote, so sahére choice in how to understand and apply
“values”. This means that there are at least twgswa which people can disagree about values, one
on substantive ground and the other on the grotindame. Exclusive focus on substantive
disagreements masks differences about usage. Aesg @ diversity may help to avoid treating
particular examples of values usage the whole lofegausage.

How planning is understood may shape values usiigehighly unlikely that a single usage of
values will meet all of the needs of all ways inieth“planning” is understood. This does not
eliminate the possibility that some particular vediyinderstanding planning may benefit from a
particular usage of values selected for how adetydataddresses the needs of that particular
understanding or purpose of planning.

In the next chapter, the suggested needs of plgnasproposed above, are combined with the
default understanding of values from the theoryualloserse usage in order to consider the
usefulness to sustainability planning of a paréicuisage of values.

6.7.1 The propositions

Proposition One: Calling something “a value”, insted of a belief, principle, attitude and so on,
can make a difference.

Minimum threshold was met: Treating “values” as distinct from other words adels should
create new opportunities for analysis and appbecati
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When values are treated as the results of detetioiseof fit (as by utilitariansy, restating the
process of determining fit in terms of values laanggi casts principles as values that are granted
privileged status. Immune from questioning, thayction as the single-overriding value that
determines the value of all other values.

Values are sometimes treated as equivalent to iwhadrthy (as by Bocking) but they are also
treated as potentially a barrier to achieving stimgtworthy (as in Rees’ identification of “social
values”). A questioning attitude helps in judgirgah“values” is being used. The use of “values” as
co-extensive with words such as principles ancekelinodifies the meaning of values by eliminating
uncertainty and the need for a questioning attit@iethe theory of diverse usage, in instances such
as these the word “values” is misapplied.

Proposition Two: Particular usages of “values”, namatter how diverse, are expressions of a
concept of values in general.

Minimum threshold was met: Even a few examples of diverse usage in planningesgablish
diversity, meaning that no definitive or exhaustige of examples of usage is necessary—were such
a list possible. No particular usage need matclidf@ult concept (Chapter 5) in every respect but
both deviations and similarities must be explaiealflthe concept of values has explanatory vaiue i
planning, then differences in usage cannot be sat@hat particular usages cannot be treated as
comparable.

Although discussion of examples of diverse usag#anning above was organized into sections,
each discussion flowed into the next, with thenhta establishing that ways in which usages differ
are not so great that they cannot be talked almatvehole.

Where the default concept of values based on #@yrabout diverse usage treats all values as
contestable, usages that treat values as firm emaliic do so because values are applied in thé&serv
of other ideas, whether values as interests, valsesrtues, values as intrinsic, and so on.

Proposition Three: A questioning attitude should beattached to all values usage by default.

Minimum threshold was met: Even when particular usage appears not to requjresationing
attitude, treating such usages as contestabledshoedte new opportunities for analysis and
application. That a particular usage may discoueagaestioning attitude should prompt
investigation of what purpose or purposes are sidoyadoing so.

33 See Chapter 3 for the first discussion in thisithef determination of fit as a common usage bies where
an overriding dominant value is granted immunignirchallenge and allowed to determine the criteyia
which other values are assessed as either fittimptowith the dominant value.
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Hayek more explicitly and Polanyi sparingly botledsvalues” in challenging convention. Hayek's
use of freedom as a value not requiring questioattigude is all the more striking because of
Hayek’s own argument against the use of singleraieg values to define all other values. Treating
freedom as a contestable value creates new opjgarsuior analysis.

Intrinsic values, though not generally preseniedegjuiring judgement or as contestable, can be
treated as penultimate and conditional judgemé@itis. changes the character of intrinsic values from
firm and certain but legitimizes disagreement kadibut what counts as an intrinsic value and the
substance of intrinsic values.

6.8 Implications

6.8.1 Implications for planning in general

The word “values” is often used interchangeablyhwather words such as interests, goals, principles,
opinions. To be a useful planning tool, values redak treated as distinct. Differentiating between
values and other descriptors was one of the ma@i@ms with Albert’'s and Vogt's Values Study
(Chapter 5).

Faced with multiple concurrent usages of “valugdinners need a better grasp of diverse usage.
Since there can be no finite list of features tdaat be identified as conceptual categories of galue
the best guide for planners would be a body of @tasy perhaps as a handbook. Ultimately though
this is a skill best learned by doing rather thgpiescription. This thesis takes a first stephat t
direction by its discussion of examples.

Values usage may be shaped by planning approactgsugposes. Planning faces challenges
similar to those encountered in Albert’s and Vog§ftadues Study (Chapter 5). Interdisciplinary
efforts that include attention to values may haitfecdlt producing coherent conclusions about
values in more than superficial ways about desesptategories. Methodology was identified in the
Values Study as a means to integrate values. Pig@pplications should benefit from adopting the
theory about diverse usage and the questionirig@gtiattached to the default concept of values.

The theory about diverse usage of values sugdests tquestioning attitude about values is
necessary in order to uncover conceptual featuwesrding to which values usages can be
understood and that this is necessary even wheevalre presented as incontestable.

6.8.2 Implications for method

Values language provides no single set of criteitizer for usages of values or for judgements about
values.

Judgements about values may require deciding whadtter or worse as well as good and bad and
right and wrong. This requires relating abstract general values to specific and situational values
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and treating values as being potentially eithertpesor negative. As supported by the history of
diverse usage, treating values as positive onlggsessive.

Applied as a planning tool, values might be used ssparate step or integrated into other aspects
of the process.

6.8.3 Implications for planners

Within any given planning process, participants maayusing the word “values” in widely divergent
ways. This is unavoidable, both because enforceofemsingle usage is not feasible and because the
evolution of values language in a wide range ofiagfions is to be expected and may even be
desirable. A questioning attitude is not the omigtlire by which usages are distinguished from one
another.

That the theory about diverse usage of valuestasaa questioning attitude to all usages of values
by default, justifies planners treating every usaigealues as benefiting from a questioning atgtud
It is the planner’s role to determine what conceptategories are hidden by descriptive categanies
order to grasp what is being valued in a deeperaevay than what might have been intended by
contributors. Even without adopting any particulaage as a planning usage, planners are in a better
position to be aware of diverse usage and the itapoe of a questioning attitude than any of the
participants.

In an effort to avoid controversy, some planners @her participants may be reluctant not only to
make value judgements but even to describe probiemsrds. Awareness of this possibility may
encourage planners to devise other means to adtiregsotential barrier to collective consideration
of values.

Some planners and participants may prefer valisatte presented as firm and certain over those
that are presented as contestable. Similarly, greatight may be placed on usages of values timat ca
be easily managed and operationalized. Both okthmepulses are counter to the default concept of
values and neither will help planners get beyorstdptive categories of values.
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Chapter 7
A PARTICULAR USAGE OF “VALUES” FOR SUSTAINABILITY
PLANNING

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter, the theory about diverse usagpjdied to sustainability planning by proposing a
particular usage of “values”. That there is an inigat connection between values and sustainability
is not a new idea. In 1981, for example, LestenvBraitled his final chapter “Changing values and
shifting priorities”. Is taking a questioning atiiite towards values a good fit with sustainability
planning? If it is a good fit, is it also feasiBle

As is the case with values and with planning inggeh there is no single, generally agreed upon
definition of sustainability. Diverse usage is imitely related to the context in which usages emerg
and the purpose to which a usage is applied. Thwatdtanning in general is understood can influence
values usage, suggests that it is also likelyhbat sustainability is understood can influence ealu
usage. This means that the values usage proposeébhsustainability is necessarily context-bound
and contestable.

7.1.1 The propositions

In Chapter 6, three propositions were consideréh mspect to planning in general: @alling
something “a value” can make a differen¢®) Diverse usage can be related by a concept of values
and (3)A questioning attitude should be attached to valiszge by defaulAll three propositions
suggested new opportunities for analysis and utal®tsg of values usage in planning.

In its application to sustainability planning, tthéd proposition is now tested further in a difat
way. The “questioning attitude” that is attachedh® default concept of values (Chapter 5) is éeat
as the basis for a particular usage of valuesstagability planning.

All three themes of the theory about diverse usdgalues support a questioning attitude:
i.  Diverse usage of values is ongoing and evolutianary

il Values are relational; phrases such as “absolltevand “intrinsic value”
are oxymoronic.

iii. Values are dependent on valuers even when valeageacribed as
objective.

A case study of a local municipal sustainabilityiative, Vision 2020 in Hamilton, ON is
presented in Chapter 8.
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7.1.2 How a particular usage of “values” is develop  ed for sustainability planning

The proposed usage is developed both from the @&iigp of values and the perspective of
sustainability planning by considering the thedoput diverse usage and the suggested needs of
planning in general together with the implicatiafiwalues usage as these have been identified in
preceding chapters and already applied to plarniniggneral. Potential obstacles to values usage in
sustainability planning are identified first, costent with the approach taken to values in previous
chapters.

Implications of the Polanyi-Hayek debate discuseedhapter 6 are applied to sustainability
planning to establish a broad social, politicatj &istorical context from a planning perspectivleall
Hayek and Polanyi both challenged what each peedeag conventional values makes the debate
particularly relevant to sustainability planning.

How uncertainty, values, and sustainability interaay have implications for whether attaching a
guestioning attitude towards values is feasible.

Additional needs of sustainability planning areethtover and above the needs of planning in
general. A particular usage of values for sustdlitvais proposed in light of the above and
implications of values for sustainability noted.

7.2 Potential Obstacles

7.2.1 No single definition of sustainability

Absent a single, generally agreed upon definittgalues”, “planning”, and “sustainability” are all
contested concepts. Whatever else they may beftiner each has a political dimension.

Much of the sustainability literature continueségret and be critical of the fuzziness and diversi
of definitions offered for sustainability (Bakeradt, 1997). Mebratu (1998) describes sustainable
development as “dangerously vague”, “elusive”, tagmoron”. Just as with “values”, the popularity
of the word and concept of “sustainability” has leat to a clear consensus and, in the same way as
the flexible and vague concept of values in genenal also be constituted by diverse usage.

When there is no single definition, understandheyreasons for diverse usage becomes even more
important. James Meadowcroft notes the importafhother terms with which sustainability is
combined in illustrating “the fluidity of conceptueategories and boundaries in the relatively open-
textured context of political and social debate99Q, 13). The idea of sustainability shares with th
idea of values fluidity and flexibility to be attaed to other ideas.

The need for sustainability to be treated as a fafrfpositive progress” (Meadowcroft, 1999, 15)
has been constant. In differentiating betweencdah Sustainability” that was “profoundly
conservative” with respect to change and a newsiarethat is dynamic and accepts change as
normal, Robert Gibson identifies the notion of pesg as a constant (2005, 67). The constancy of
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“positive progress” creates a context for valuesgaeghat lends itself easily to treating values as
positive goals and sets up values as the grouncbfdtict between old (negative) values and new
(positive) values. A usage of values that trealisesaas being only positive would either not
recognize the “negative” values as values propevaard need to devise some other means to
differentiate between the two different types direa. The study of values suggests that treating
these two types of values usage as homonyms ghiggsurpose and is feasible so long as there is no
compelling reason to connect the two usages ashaitly expressions of some larger concept of
values in general.

7.2.2 Language

As with “values”, the popularity of the word “sustability” suggests that this word too may be used
as a jargon word. Holmberg (1994), for examplepasghat “sustainable development as a concept
has become devalued to the point where, to sonsendw just liché”

Just as in the eyes of some scholars the meanitg ofew usage of “values” began to be
subverted only decades after its introductionogsdae term “sustainable development” is not only
used in diverse ways but may be claimed to be “said) relative to some particular understanding
of sustainability. Only a decade after the intradwucof the term, Hazell and Osberg are concerned
about the possibility that misuse may damage tba af sustainability.

“The term ‘sustainable development’ first receivede currency in
the 1980 World Conservation Strategy and was pogeld byOur
common futurgthe 1987 report of the world commission on
Environment and Development (the Brundtland Comimmgs Y et

the popularity of the phrase has not led to angratensensus among
scholars, let alone policy-makers, as to what Hpeession means or
demands.... “Clearly, there is great danger treitehm may lose all
content through overuse or misuse.” (Hazell ande@ghl990)

Dean Lauter’s (2000) observations (Chapter 3) athmutifferences between values as names of
things and the more powerful way of describing galas action words apply here as well.
“Sustainability” is absent a corresponding verlusteven less definite and more replete with
possibility than values and planning. Like “valuesiistainability is a houn that is more likely ® b
treated as static; unlike “values” there is no ngrb to explain how the history of the noun nigh
have evolved. The concept therefore emphasizenkhef the word as a modifier, as in the phrase
“sustainable development”. Different applicatiomshe modifier expand the meaning of
sustainability in different directions. In the pked'sustainability planning”, it is planning that
attaches a sense of action to sustainability.
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7.2.3 Values are relations

Bowker and Star suggest there is a void in languige we lack words by which to consider
consciously the relations among ideas. This maigate that there has not been enough interest in
relations to require developing such a vocabulBowker's and Star’s discussion of the intricacies
involved in communicating information across cotgexpplies to both sustainability and values.

“We lack good relational language here. Therepgrananent
tension between the formal and the empirical, doalland the
situated, and attempts to represent informatioassclocalities. It is
this tension itself which is underexplored and utitsorized. It is
not just a set of interesting metaphysical obsenat It can also
become a pragmatic unit of analysis. How can soimgtbe
simultaneously concrete and abstract? The samgeatrdifferent?
People are not (yet, we hope) used to thinkingis fashion in
science or technology. As information systems girogcale and
scope, however, the need for such complex anatyeegs as well.”
(Bowker and Star, 1999)

Valuing depends on identifying both similaritiedatifferences. At a minimum it requires
considering these similarities and differences albleast two ideas. Even if these two ideas were
discrete from all other ideas, identifying themsgarities and differences would necessarily engage
other ideas. Valuing is necessarily complex. Wist we do when we create relations—how we
describe the empty space between ideas or objepenple, real or imagined. The Estonian word for
relation (as an example) is “vahekord”, with thstfihalf of the word meaning either “space” or
“difference” and the second meaning “order” or fitsf. Combining these two meanings in different
ways leads to understanding relations, for exangddyoth “ordered space” and “terms of
difference.” Both lead to thinking about relaticas complex; each has different implications for wwha
might constitute relations. Neither attempt at dpsion is neutral about directing subsequent
thinking in a particular direction. To describewed as relational is slightly different from debuorg
values as relations and different again from cargig the concept of values as constituted by the
relations among particular usages and each otluetharconcept.

Describing the concept of sustainability in the samay creates a sense of movement that may
otherwise be missing. This is different from tregtsustainability either as a goal or as a process
defined in terms of (or relative to) the absenca single end. Mackenzie described how
ethical theory changes when it is reconfiguredttwith the idea of values; how the idea of values
changes ideas about what is valuable from “The Gaeltich suggests a “single end...once for all,
at the end of the process” to an “organic systeendf, possessing various degrees of worth”. The
effectiveness of values language in directing tihdagvay from a search for a single correct answer
may also be usefully applied with respect to ottmrcepts, such as the concept of sustainability.
Casting consideration of sustainability in termwalues, following Mackenzie, will heighten the
significance of “the worth of actions” even as inimizes the importance of simply inculcating
“rules of conduct” (Mackenzie, 1895, 447).
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7.2.4 Descriptive categories

As Alexander noted, substantive classificationlahping (“Transportation planning”, “energy
planning”, “land-use planning”) are affirmationstbe status quo. They are “the simplest and most
intuitively obvious” and distinguish “according tiee object of concern” (1986, 66). They reflect the
existing ways in which areas of interest are idettiand organized.

Using “values” only to affirm existing beliefs, kmtedge, and social organization makes the word
redundant, easily interchangeable with words ssclatitudes”, “beliefs”, and so on. Here single
words can act as descriptive, substantive categtiiag Alexander described as intuitive and
immediately obvious.

Similarly, sustainability planning is often orgagizon the basis of descriptive, substantive
categories. Triandafyllidou, for example, examitesmpeting frames related by different social
actors to the concept efivironmental sustainabilitgnd to the equivalent to it in the transport
sector—sistainable mobility”(1998, parag 3.1 Categories such as “environmental”,
“transportation”, “cultural”, and so on, reflectcareaffirm existing ways of thinking not about just
values but about social life in general. They cammescribe what kind of valuing process results in
for example, environmental values, because valnesmpassed by these categories are not all
arrived at in the same way.

In place of a single definition, features of susadility have been used to focus consideration on
aspects that need attention, along with disagreealemut how many features need to be highlighted.
For example, the Vision 2020 planning process imhtan, ON focussed on three pillars, describing
these as three legs of a stool: Environment, Heaitd Economy.

Robert Gibson notes that using the pillar appraacustainability “is convenient because they are
traditional fields of policy making, scholarly iniqy and specialized research” (2005, 88). This
parallels the descriptive categories identifiedwabwith respect to how “values” are classified and
the substantive categories of values that Alexaiu#grtifies with respect to planning. The latteotw
were both identified as having a conservative grilte in how they directed further attention; they
supported the status quo. Gibson makes the sareevalisn with respect to the pillar approach
because “this conventional convenience makes tlapless well suited to encouraging substantial
innovation,” (2005, 88). “Categorization and empéiaare part of the problem; pillars are divisive
rather than serving as bridges between “objectigeslly assumed to be at odds (2005, 88). Relating
this to values, descriptive categories of valuasstain the potential of values as relations, as
potential bridges.

An alternative, sustainability theorists have psgmbthemes to be used as decision criteria.
Gibson, for example, suggests the following eigletes: Socio-ecological system integrity,
livelihood sufficiency and opportunity, intragentoaal equity, intergenerational equity, efficiency
socio-ecological civility and democratic governanmecaution and adaptation, and immediate and
long term integration (2005, 171-174).

For sustainability planners to organize both vakmed sustainability according to descriptive,
substantive categories counteracts the need faisability challenge convention. Sustainability
affirms the status quo at the same time that ipqus to challenge it. Treating values not as &md
certain but as fluid and evolving makes it morédlift to treat the ways in which they are classifi
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as static. Applying a questioning attitude to valisea means to go deeper than the “intuitive” and
“obvious”, both with respect to values and withpast to sustainability.

Allocating environmental values to one realm o Bnd economic values to another (or cultural
values to one and religious values to another) &testrates comparison and contrast, perhaps even
more than if the word “values” was abandoned attogre We are no further ahead in distinguishing
significant values from trivial ones, identifyingweh values are superficial and which have solid
cognitive support, deciding what to do about valines are deeply held but do not seem to fit with
others of our values, or grasping why people saytbimg and do another. Reliance on descriptive,
substantive categories encourages usage of bathsvahd sustainability in predictable ways.

7.2.5 The dilemma of sustainability planning and va  lues

Inevitably, the idea of sustainability challengesention. This means that sustainability planners
are likely to be faced with having to decide whethes appropriate for them to advocate
sustainability. Advocacy planning (Chapter 6) legizes planners acting on their own values and the
values of their clients but does not encourager@esto question values. This creates a dilemma.

On the model of advocacy planning, values usagéstralues as unconditional and incontestable
and narrows the range of who is rightfully consadkta client” to include only those who support
whatever values are identified as appropriate stesability. Non-clients will have value positions
that conflict with the appropriate values. Actinglmehalf of their clients, sustainability plannes,
advocates, are faced with the need to change the pasitions of non-clients, whose values pose a
barrier to sustainability. Because the field of 1atients, for the moment at least, appears to tgeta
than the field of clients, sustainability plannacs from a narrow social base to challenge
conventional values in the larger society. Thismustainability planners as advocates of
sustainability in a position that contradicts tiva af sustainable development to “meet the needs of
all” (WCED, 1987, 44).

The question is whether framing sustainability plag in terms of values is neutral, beneficial, or
harmful to sustainability planning. From the petpe of a history of diverse usage of values,
sustainability is a relatively new area of appiicat From the perspective of sustainability, a latk
awareness of diverse usage may make it appeandeaif the word “values” is unproblemat@ur
Common FuturédWCED, 1987) does not mention values except iaraom economic sense.

7.3 The Polanyi-Hayek Dilemmas Applied to Sustainab ility Planning

Not only do the dilemmad persist but issues arewexd in application to sustainability. Both Polanyi
and Hayek believed they were challenging conventitayek using values language more explicitly.

Polanyi extended his treatment of economics asgbdine social whole to a larger relation between
humans and nature by recognizing that interactdiimans and nature are complex (1944, 130).
When man’s relationships to nature are disjointleel natural habitat is at risk of annihilation.

Trading classes in the 1@entury, had no means
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“...to sense the dangers involved in the exploitatbthe physical
strength of the worker, the destruction of familg,Ithe devastation
of neighborhoods, the denudation of forests, thieipon of rivers,
the deterioration of craft standards, the disruptbfolkways, and
the general degradation of existence including imguand arts, as
well as the innumerable forms of private and pulidichat do not
affect profits.” (Polanyi, 1944, 133)

Polanyi called for the market to be reintegratéd society as one of many aspects of society,
thereby devaluing the market. Linda McQuaig desziBolanyi as anticipating sustainability:

“[Polanyi's] system of economic accounting alsotiiat themes
that have become central to the more recent comtépiistainable
development’ (that is, the notion that economiorghomust take
place in ways that are compatible with the protecof the natural
environment and human communities). Like the moverfe
sustainable development, Polanyi accused the mayk&gm of
failing to take ‘social costs’ into account in itaconditional
dedication to economic growth. By measuring sucpesely in
terms of the speed of growth of GDP, the markeiesydailed to
factor in the simultaneous destruction of the emvment or the rise
of inequality that might result.” (McQuaig, 20050)

Notwithstanding his own use of freedom as an odgrgi value or his insistence that the market be
kept separate from politics, planning, and socidigyek’s thesis suggests that sustainability should
not be treated as a single, overriding value. Byoatistainability may be a single aim but it need
be understood as a source of value that is ndit dered by values flowing from its component
parts. Treating the concept of sustainability ia $hme way as a flexible and vague concept of salue
suggests that it may have no existence that ipemient of diverse usage of “sustainability”, of
different ways of understanding sustainability.vé&tue is constantly recreated by judgements made
about other values. Again notwithstanding his owe af freedom as a single value, Hayek’s critique
of single overriding values is consistent with tiegno value as exempt from questioning.

Also following Hayek, judgements about value shduddreely made. A single overriding value
makes outcomes predictable because criteria esftedlin accordance with any single value are
necessarily static and constant. This is consistéhttreating outcomes as unknown in sustainahbilit
planning.

Hayek’s use of an impersonal agent as a devicallimcating responsibility for the system in other
than the hands of single individuals or small goapindividuals is also consistent with taking an
approach to sustainability that does not deperelysoh the leadership of governments and
emphasizes the role of individual judgements, taleean aggregate. Hayek’s impersonal agent,
however, values the freedom in the economic spimare highly than in other social spheres,
because without economic freedom there are no éttedoms. For sustainability to rely on some
notion of an impersonal agent requires a differatibnale.

Hayek’s individuals make judgements freely in tbatext of complexity but have no need to
attempt to understand the complexity because innmgakjudgement freely individuals are affirming
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freedom as a single overriding value. They arafi\participants, actors, in bringing to life thedab
of determining whether something has value accgrtbrhow well it fits with what is valued most
highly. All other values are related to the dominaaiue, directly or indirectly, explicitly or
implicitly. In a different context, where freedosinot the single most valued value, freely made
judgements can not have the same value as thegd#y tHayek’s system of values.

If Hayek’s individuals are free to be ignorant ohwplexity, this is at least in part because
complexity in that system is confined to a narr@pext of the social world. Once complexity is
expanded to connect social complexity with comgyexi an even broader system of ecological
relations, as sustainability requires, it is maifatilt to argue that complexity can be ignored.
Hayek’s freely made judgements serve narrow humapgses even absent any intent to do so on the
part of individuals. Absent intent and awarenestheforoader context of complexity, freely made
judgements continue to serve human purposes. Aidipdint made by Objection One in Chapter 4,
here substituting “complexity” for “Perfection”.

Because sustainability is a human idea, the equédiocomplexity is complicated further by
human understanding of the relations between tbespheres of complexity. In examining the
“language of sustainability”, Jickling (2000), nstémat in uniting economic and ecological
communities, the word “sustainability” has beconteding place for central issues.

“Their differences are absorbed by use of thislsitgrm and the
concept has become cliché. Now ecologists and gipiomoters
can, with public approval, both use the term suostaility to support
radically different values.” (Jickling, 2000, 472)

In the same way that similarities, in the firsttanece, are more important to classification than
differences, values create a framework within whdiferences, in the first instance, are necessaril
minimized. Appreciation of differences requireseaand step once what is now to be considered
comparable has been established. Treated as “@’valistainability is an example of this same
phenomenon. It is not surprising that values-aatiais may create conditions which appear to hide
differences, just as sustainability creates coolitito connect what to that point has been coreider
disparate and un-connectable. Jickling’s conceemseo be that the differences are permanently
gone from the idea of sustainability.

“Unfortunately, the mantra of sustainability hasidbioned many to
believe that this term carries unconditional orifpes values. Yet
critical thought depends on transient elementsdimary language,
the words and ideas that reveal assumptions andwiews, and the
tools to mediate differences between contestingeval
systems...sustainability tends, instead, to flatteincontradictions.
And worse still, it is leading us in the directiohOrwell’'s [1984]
fabulously satirical notion ‘doublethink’ wherebydmary citizens
can increasingly accept contradictory meaningshfersame term
and accept them both. Seen this way sustainatslitgs to blur the
very distinctions required to thoughtfully evaluateissue.”
(Jickling, 2000, 472-473)
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The overview of diverse usages of values, as pteden this thesis, suggests that the word
“values” meets the above conditions above for “detlink”: We have accepted and continue to use
contradictory meanings of “values” as homonyms. ddresequences may not be as bleak as Jickling
suggests; used in parallel, the contradictionsat@bliterated but remain accessible when the need
arises. The alternative, a single generally accepsage, may have been more successful in
successively and permanently obliterating diffeesnio order to preserve its dominance.

To describe the problem as Jickling does is to llnisate ultimate responsibility for critical
thought by ascribing it to ideas rather than humnmseof human ideas. Though Jickling is right to
point out that unconditional or positive valuesaasasted with sustainability have played a role in
shaping responses to it, ultimately the resportgibi€s with humans for not taking the second step
that the idea of sustainability makes possiblehé&ncontext of a complexity more expansive than
Hayek’s slice of the social world, determinatiorfibfvith a single overriding value is not an
appropriate values usage for sustainability plagqu¥iihether the single overriding value is presented
as the most fundamental value on which to basenpigror as at the top of a hierarchy of values
from which all other values flow, determinationfofwith a dominant value precludes treating it in
the same way as other values. It precludes att@@ehguestioning attitude to dominant values and
requires that authority ascribed to such valuelsased on belief alone. Taking the second step to
uncover differences is not an option without consegges. When overriding dominant values are de-
valued, the result is necessarily revolutionary Vdlue is left standing and everything must be re-
evaluated. This was the consequence of Nietzsché'for a transvaluation of all values—for re-
evaluating all values according to a standard wifiefrom hitherto accepted dominant vafues

Detaching the idea of values from the idea of alisslresulted in the type of across-the board re-
evaluation that seems to be required by sustaitabit application to sustainability, the remedy t
Jickling’s analysis is to recognize that valuesdheet be treated as unconditional and positive.
Attaching a questioning attitude to values is aiclelfor reconfiguring the “flatness” that Jickling
rejects. It treats as conditional those valuesgmtesi as unconditional and questions whether a&valu
is necessarily as positive as it is claimed talthis.active involvement by valuers in the proceks
valuing that elevates ideas from the first stageene our senses alone advise us that the surface
appears to be “flat”, to the next stage where thé&smind that recognizes the possibility of aetiint
topography. Such a usage of “values” is compatibie Polanyi's approach.

It is not necessary to blame either the idea afesbr the idea of sustainability for the failuve t
think critically; humans seem more than capablehafosing on our own not to take that second step
of identifying difference in a sea of similarityhi does not mean that a different usage of values
sustainability might not be useful in prompting agreess of the need for a questioning attitude.

! See Chapter 3.
172



7.4 Uncertainty, Values, and Sustainability

For much of the recent past, the value of certaiaty not been challenged. More recently, that
uncertainty is the setting in which choices are enaals attracted more attention (Luks, 1999) (Kay et
al. 1999) (Allen, 2001) (Ravetz, 1999) (Funtowicw &kavetz, 1993).

Uncertainty need not be a negative factor. Therfgeif risk arising from uncertainty may be a
motivator, encourage creativity and helps avoicdspéay (Peter Bernstein, 1996). A better awareness
of certainty and uncertainty as states of mindeabngs of confidence, lack of confidence, and
overconfidence, is helpful in appreciating the itblese play in evaluation. Terry Odean, (Barber and
Odean, 2000); (Gervais and Odean, 1999) for exarhpkeresearched the impact of overconfidence
on valuing markets.

Uncertainty need not necessarily imply fear, thotightwo are often connected—particularly so in
market analyses. Chancellor’s discussion of sp&ealaubbles interprets the making of bubbles as
an act of throwing off constraints, of people reingvthe limits to freedom. “Although profoundly
secular, speculation is not simply about greed. &s@nce of speculation remains a Utopian yearning
for freedom and equality...” (Chancellor, 1999,.Z®)is interpretation of bubbles may have reverse
application in sustainability planning where coastts and limits are part of the reason why
sustainability is adopted. Following Chancellospeculative bubble might be about anything that
appears to promise freedom, including freedom femwvironmental constraints. Always wanting
more is not specific to consumer culture but alpsychological feature of humans. Uncertainty can
also manifest as dizziness: “Losing the certairityt particular world view leaves us sick, bewildgre
dizzy...People will accept martyrdom in order tdchon to an idea” (Bateson, 1994). Learning to live
with psychological impacts of the idea of limitssismething sustainability planning needs to address

Confidence is also related to a psychological sehsecurity. How much and how information is
passed on to the public is not simply a questioteokorship but also of planners needing to make
judgements about what is important. Swamping peefiteunnecessary information may be a poor
strategy if value judgements and not more detabk=sbssments of detailed studies are what is
required. Berlin cautioned about our inability ®dware of everything at the same time: “...if we
were aware of all that we could in principle be eavaf we should swiftly be out of our minds”
(Berlin, 1953). This applies also to an overabuwrdaof information, information that demands to be
known.

Postman addresses the fear of uncertainty and reotmwio erase fear by being confident. Echoing
George Grant’s admonition in Objection One, Post{i@99) writes: “The idea that we must make
our own future is frightening”. Creating, as oppibs$e discovering a sense of purpose (a point that
particularly concerned Grant) is also related &lifig certain, to hope, and to optimism—to a stéite
mind. Markets flutter when there is “too much” urteenty, creating the impression that uncertainty
is an enemy to be eliminated. But without uncetyaihere would be no choice and no need for
markets to try to anticipate value.

The idea of “values” was used to satisfy the ddsireertainty. “Values” began as a rejection of
“absolutist ethical theory”. By 1917, values weggrly “pressed into service to bolster up the very
thing to which it constituted a reaction” (Schnejdes4). Moore (1910) declared 1909 the year the
“philosophy of values” was born, meaning that valuere being systematically described, classified,
and explained. Treating values as things allowedhtto be “routinized” (Alexander, 1986) and
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manipulated. The need for a questioning attitudwitalues was no longer immediately obvious or
evident to everyone.

A low tolerance for uncertainty may go hand in haih a reluctance to acknowledge that choices
are made in the context of uncertainty. Treatirlgesas firm ground helps to satisfy the desire for
certainty, even if this satisfaction is prematifalues understood as incontestable and unconditiona
may be easier to systematize and operationalizevilaes to which a questioning attitude is attedche
and this too may act as a constraint on the witless of planners to subject values to critical
scrutiny. Planners’ own desires to base choicdgmnand certain ground may influence which
values are given more weight, those presentedrasafid certain or those presented with questions
attached.

On the other hand, a questioning attitude towsatises allows for uncertainty and the possibility
of fallibility to be part of study and learning. &ated as judgements that result from a questioning
attitude, values cannot be used to predict whetteeproducts of valuing will or not be compatible
with sustainability.

7.5 Additional Needs of Sustainability Planning

Over and above the needs of planning in genersiamability challenges convention in a more
explicit context of uncertainty and does so withprgsuming that there is a single right answer.
Descriptive categories (pillars) are unhelpfulifgegrating different fields, uncertainty must lre a
ally rather than an enemy, and predicting the oute not possible.

What planning approaches are used by sustainapiityners may also have an impact on how
values are understood. Adaptive approaches (Holifg8) complement sustainability by not forcing
an alien framework on the ecological dimensionustainability. In the same way, adaptive planning
should not force an alien framework on “values”at this is a possibility arises when adaptive
planning disdains deduction but not induction; i is a “barrier” but induction is a “bridge”
(Gunderson et al., 1995, 526). As discussed in &n&p neither induction nor deduction alone can
approach values in the way they need to be treageglations. Induction alone creates the same
barrier as do descriptive categories by focussitemtion on what is immediately and easily
apprehended Unlike inductive reasoning, comparative reasomidmits hypothetical cases and is
therefore better suited to considering questiomsiatine future and questions about values.

The consequence of this is similar to another phmemmn identified earlier with respect to values:
Values were calibrated to fit existing knowledgthes than existing knowledge being recalibrated in
light of a need for a questioning attitude. Utilisans held that moral values could be calculated by
using deductive reasoning. Means (1880) critictesl as evidence that utilitarians believe nothing
can be known until everything is known. Means ckdrthat this was an attempt to remove all
uncertainty and “bound to lead to errors in estingatvhat is valuable” (Chapter 3).

% See also Chapter 2. Grounded theory methodologydedised as a remedy for deficiencies in both clia
and inductive reasoning.
174



That sustainability is necessarily a collectiveemaur (Jacobs, 1999, 81) means that values
language should not be used by sustainability @enhad there been no remedy for the concerns of
Objections One and Two. Treating values as corikstaay counteract the criticism that values are
necessarily narrow individual preferences as vadunesmay make collective discussion about the
common good possible.

Of the four objections, Objection Three was theyanie to hold out the possibility that values
language might be beneficial to planning. Objeclibmee must be allowed to stand so long as a
guestioning attitude is not attached to valuesinBgiring a questioning attitude towards
sustainability, sustainability itself may provideetmotivation needed to attach a questioning dgitu
towards values. Such an approach to values wil gisstainability planners a tool for challenging
conventional values.

To do so, however, sustainability planners wilffihnave to challenge a dominant strain of
conventional values usage—the usage that treaiss/als necessarily being unconditional and
incontestable. They can do so by treating all \vglireespective of their source, their contenthaw
they are presented, as worthy of critical scrutiny.

Presenting sustainability as a question to whietatiiswers are not known in advance may be a
means to counteract the habit of dogmatically prixsg values as unconditional. It allows the defaul
approach to values as being conditional (Chaptév b partnered with an epistemological stance
that is appropriate to sustainability. Treatingnesl as unconditional would make values
counterproductive and an enemy of sustainabiligcdRciliation is important because both
uncertainty and values are elements of sustaibaplinning. Robert Gibson describes both “the
inevitability of surprise” and “the role of valuea’ two of the ways in which ideas about
environmental assessment have evolved (Gibson,, B)0He concludes

“...sustainability assessment accepts that life arthEia and must be
dynamic and diverse that it is lived in large amgisecting complex
systems in which full description is impossibleggliction uncertain,
and surprise likely. Accordingly, sustainabilitysassment is mostly
about how decisions are made, not about what csiocls are
reached, and even the decision making is messybs(@, 2005,
272)

7.6 Suggested Features of a Values Usage for Planni  ng

The list below is a shorter version of the suggkseeds in Chapter 6. To be useful to planning, a
particular usage of values should:

e be able to relate individuals and society
e assist in planning over the long term without igngruncertainty and complexity
e not discourage challenging convention and the staio

¢ not be routinized but still be manageable
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e be open to critical scrutiny and re-evaluationioral and contribute to planning
knowledge, even when uncertainty and complexityeappo block the possibility of being
fully or ideally rational

e assist in creating new possibilities
e encourage relating values about abstract ideasatdifie situations

e address advocacy and the politics of planning, mocodate concern for absent clients,
and improve rather than act negatively on commuioicaand participatory planning

e be simple and not require expert skills
e Encourage awareness of a variety of diverse uszgesdues,
e Encourage a questioning attitude, as required éyléfault concept of values, and

e Not grant any values privileged status so that #v@eyimmune from challenge

7.7 A Particular Usage of Values for Sustainability

Over and above the values usage suited for planniggneral, that a questioning attitude may be
particularly useful to sustainability is suggestbgdour needs generally associated with sustaitabil
planning:

1. Challenging conventional values;

2. Integrating policy formulation and implementation
3. Recognizing and appreciating uncertainty; and
4

That there is no single answer to questions abbat v sustainable and that there is no
answer that can be knowable in advance.

There is no conflict between these and the thremés of the theory about diverse usage, all of
which support a questioning attitude:

1. That diverse usage is ongoing and evolutionary;
2. Values are relational; and
3. Values are dependent on valuers even when valeagescribed as objective.

Adopting a questioning attitude toward values, ¢f@e, is a reasonable strategy for sustainability
planners.

7.7.1 Aspects of a values usage that engages a ques tioning attitude

¢ No value should be treated as being immune toeingdl, whether or not it is based on belief.

e Values are relational and are also judgements aeattons.
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e Values as judgements are conditional, penultimadgements.

e There is no firm, certain, or static descriptioradgfingle criterion or set of criteria by which
to judge values.

e Values and values usage both evolve in responisethoideas and events.

¢ Comparison and contrast are more appropriate t@kxity and uncertainty than either
deduction or induction alone.

7.7.2 Implications of “values” for a concept of sus tainability

Just as “values” is a contestable concept, scsttiwei concept of sustainability. This has political
implications for governments and other organizationdeciding which contributions framed in
terms of sustainability qualify as competing intetptions of sustainability and which can be
ignored.

Like the concept of values, the concept of sushiliatoo does not exist independently from
particular ways of understanding sustainabilityisThas social and political implications because it
increases the significance of contributions byvidlials. It makes any attempt to understand,
interpret, and act on sustainability part of theletion of the concept, irrespective of whether the
contribution is or can be somehow validated bydagiagreement as truly matching someone else’s
idea of what sustainability “really” is.

Values are a means to recalibrate existing knovdedgwell as to affirm the status quo. Applied to
sustainability, values can facilitate the dismangtlof dominant descriptive, substantive categages
these now organize society and thought. If valuedraated as conditional and contestable, then
integrating values across sectors will result distingg rather than reinforcing stereotypes. This ha
social and political implications with respect ke thow common usage of values as a firm basis for
social cohesion.

Sustainability planning may be an optimal contexivhich to cultivate new habits of values usage.
If sustainability is presented as a question tegtires judgements about values, it has the patdati
reconfigure how values are understood and couritédra¢endency to present values dogmatically.
Doing so will serve both values and sustainabbigyreframing each as a process of learning.
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Chapter 8
VISION 2020 IN HAMILTON, ON

8.1 The Beginnings of Vision 2020: Definition and P rinciples of Sustainability

In June 1990 the then Regional Council of Hamik@antworth in Ontario, Canada created the
Chairman’s Task Force on Sustainable Developmeitially comprised of three regional councillors
and fifteen citizens. The Task Force was set upraslti-stakeholder roundtable. From fifty
applicants, the Chair of the Task Force and thgeBr&oordinator selected eighteen: Three members
of Regional Council, two from academia, one fronons, one from resident associations, one from
women’s organizations, one from health organizatiowo from industry/commerce, two from
environmental organizations, one from developmedtstry, one from arts/culture, one from small
business, one from agriculture, and one from ret@te. Two regional councillors resigned midway
through the process (following a municipal electiand were not reappointed. The two small
business and real estate representatives alsoeesigfore the mandate was completed (Hamilton-
Wentworth, 1997, 14).

The Task Force was mandated to accomplish six:tasks

¢ “to develop a precise definition of what sustaieabl
development means to Hamilton-Wentworth, to be ursed
developing an overall vision for the Region;

e to develop a community vision to guide future depehent
in Hamilton-Wentworth based on the principles of
sustainable development;

e to establish a public outreach programme to ine@eas
awareness of the concept of sustainable developanehito
act as a vehicle for feedback on potential godigabives,
and policies for the Region;

e to provide input as to how the concept of sustdeab
development could be turned [sic] in practical agpions
through Regional initiatives;

e to demonstrate and articulate in detail the usedrof the
sustainable development concept in the reviewef th
Region’s long term planning policies; and
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e to provide direction to staff and the Economic Oepeent
and Planning Committee, who would be using the ephto
guide their review of the Region’s Economic Strgtegd
Official Plan.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 12-13)

In their first meetings, Task Force members begadiscussing their own ideas about sustainable
development as preliminary to developing a debnitabout which all agreed. Members of the Task
Force chose to make all decisions by consensuas3ist them in doing so they attended a day-long
workshop to learn about making decisions by conser{$#lamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 15-16)

The definition of sustainability about which all meers agreed was:

“We the members of the Task Force define sustagndévelopment
as positive change which does not undermine theamaent or
social systems upon which we and future generatomsiependent.
Sustainable development requires the integrati@cohomic,
environmental, and social factors in both privatd public decision
making to ensure a viable future for us all. Thecess of sustainable
development depends upon widespread understantlihg oritical
relationship between people and their environmedtthe will to
make necessary changes.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 199pPb

The version approved by Council six months lateregaslightly, though perhaps significantly. The
reference to future generations was removed artddration” was replaced by “coordinated
approach”, potentially somewhat weaker becausedguation need not imply integration. The phrase
“economic, environmental, and social factors” wggaced by “planning and policy making”,
shifting the locus of action to one that applied-enobviously to government. The phrase “in both
private and public decision making” was replacedthgt involves public participation”,
substantially different in meaning because it nobearly applied to government rather than the
private sector. The final version was:

“Sustainable developmeistpositive change which does not
undermine the environment or social systems ontwhie depend. It
requires a coordinated approach to planning andypoiaking that
involves public participation. Its success depanusn wide-spread
understanding of the critical relationship betwpeople and their
environment and the will to make necessary chah@eamilton-
Wentworth, 1992, 4)

Informing the community about the definition andhpiples was part of the Task Force’s mandate
to “educate” the community (Hamilton-Wentworth, 997). The four principles identified by the
Task Force were as follows:

o “[fulfillment] of human needs for peace, cleanand water,

food, shelter, education, and useful and satisfying
employment;

179



¢ maintenance of ecological integrity through careful
stewardship, rehabilitation, reduction in wasted an
protection of diverse and important natural speaies
systems;

e provision for self-determination through public aivement
in the definition and development of local solusdo
environmental and development problems; and,

e achievement of equity with the fairest possibleristzpof
limited resources among contemporaries and betaeen
generation and that of our descendants.” (Hamilton-
Wentworth, 1992a, 4)

8.2 Soliciting Community Input on Values

The definition and principles formed the basistfe Task Force’s outreach to the community. One
of the goals of soliciting input from citizens was

“To gather citizen perspectives on basic valuesguoads that can be
used to develop a set of principles to guide tleparation of a
Regional Vision Statement.” (Hamilton-Wentworth 9¥9 7)

At three Town Hall meetings held in the fall of D9%he roughly 160 people attending were asked:

e “what they liked about life in Hamilton-Wentworth
e what detracts from life in Hamilton-Wentworth

¢ what should be done to improve life in Hamilton-
Wentworth; and

e what values did they feel should guide decisioningin
Hamilton-Wentworth.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 19)

The 150 people who participated in 18 focus graupse asked the same questions. People who
felt uncomfortable with traditional venues for peigation had the option of submitting their
comments by telephone.

Input from the public was analyzed using contemtlysis. The Task Force then “reached
consensus” on “seven major issues of concern” (HamriVentworth, 1997, 20)

e “transportation system offers inadequate opporiesiior
cycling, pedestrians and public transit;
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e recent urban development is unattractive, destreicti
landscape character, wasteful of resources and lasknse
of community;

e pollution of air, water and soil;

e |oss of natural areas and encroachment on congernlahds
and scenic areas;

e economic concerns regarding over dependence on
manufacturing, a lack of dynamic initiative in theonomy
and shrinking employment opportunities;

¢ local government is not responsive to citizensysha lack
of leadership and exhibits little commitment todderm
plans and policies; and

e social problems such as poverty, security and argag
population.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 20)

The Task Force also identified “nine specific valyébest expressed as directives of the kind of
regional community people would like to see” (HaomtWentworth, 1997, 20).

e ‘“ensure community character and identity are puesktand
enhanced;

e preserve and enhance natural areas and amenities;
e preserve farmland and the rural landscape;

e ensure the continuance of a friendly, safe, andrdezhuman
community;

¢ develop an integrated, balanced and efficient regio
transportation system,

e protect and rehabilitate the air, water, and soil;
¢ develop a self-sufficient, diverse, sustainablal@onomy;

e improve the appearance and fit of the built envment with
the natural and community context; and
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¢ alleviate poverty.” Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 21)

Over the six months, the Task Force and its eightnteer working groups reviewed the
community input in conjunction with eleven DiscussPapers that had been solicited to provide
Task Force members with more information. TheseuBision Papers identified issues that might be
cause for concern in the future but did not suggessible solutions (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997,
22). The mandate for the Working Groups was “teaesh and develop a vision statement in their
assigned topic area” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 28 eight topics reflected the specific values
expressed by community members, listed above,ese thad been identified by the Task Force.

e “human health;

e ecosystem integrity;

e natural areas;

e community design;

e culture and learning;

e community well being;

e economy, livelihood and education; and

e food and agriculture.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1998)2

The eight draft reports from the working groups evitus geared towards developing the eight
specific values that were had been adopted as.gdadse reports were reviewed at an all-day
Community Forum on June 15, 1991 by about 250 ped@giproximately one month later the Task
Force received the finalized reports from the Wiogkisroups and reports summarizing the
discussions at the Community Forum.

Three factors played a significant role in detetingrthe type of document that could be produced
at this stage of the process.

(1) The Task Force desired to produce a documantihas easily understandable by all.

“At this stage in the process that Task Force nadih front of it, a
large amount of information and ideas. It now nedetake this
information and distil into something which could bnderstood by
all citizens of the community. The decision was mbyg the Task
Force to develop a short four page vision statemvbith would
reflect the major concerns and desires it had hieaddte.”
(Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 24-25)
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(2) The Task Force had agreed only to produce mater which there was consensus among Task
Force members. The six months that it took forTtagk Force to develop that four-page document
were described by the project coordinator as

“...probably the most difficult and time consumingast of the
initiative. The eighteen members had to go throalgthe
information provided in the four summary reportsl duild a
consensus between themselves of what were theomistl issues
that needed to be presented in the vision statehfelamilton-
Wentworth, 1997, 25)

(3) The Task Force decided the project requiredneamty support for the overall goals of the
community sustainability initiative.

“The Task force decided that it would only presgnision statement
at this phase of the project because it wanteddare that it was the
goal that people wanted to achieve. Recommendaftorieow to
achieve that vision would come from the next plafsts mandate.
(Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 26)

8.3 Basic Values in the Formal Document

Although the Task Force had explicitly and delitbelasought input on “values”, the first draft
version of Vision 2020 released in January 199hdidpresent the overview as being comprised of
“basic values” (Hamilton-Wentworth 1992b). The finarsion adopted by Council in June 1992, did.
The overview now framed in terms of values language explicitly described as underlying Vision
2020 and as being the result of “ideas contribbteditizens” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1992a, 4). In so
doing it suggested that widespread and solid ageaemithin the community about these values
justified using them as goals.

The January and June versions differ otherwise iorlgat the final version below includes explicit
reference to “carrying capacity” and farms are dbsd as “family farms”(Hamilton-Wentworth,
1992b, 2).

“In the year 2020, Hamilton-Wentworth supports aydation
consistent with the carrying capacity of the reg®aople live in a
region made up of compact urban core areas, suteolioy a rural
landscape that includes productive family farmsnlesés and a
continuous network of natural areas.

We are an environmentally conscious community witeee
existence of all living things is cherished and wvehall can breathe
fresh air, swim in clean streams and lakes and aayse
opportunity to observe and experience the wondeitseanatural
world.
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We are an economically, socially and culturallyadse community
that encourages opportunities for all individua¢gluces inequities
and ensures full participation for all in commurlifg.

We are a caring community that gives opportunity smpport to all
its members, including children, the aged, peopth disabilities,
immigrants and refugees. People live longer in duealth.

Finally, we are a vibrant, vigorous community whimkilds on
existing strengths and attracts wealth producirgifasses that work
in partnership with government and the communitgreate a
diverse, sustainable economy. Economic growth pmm@tes non-
polluting, energy efficient and environmentallyeindly businesses,
including traditional manufacturing industries thatve been
supported and helped to become environmentallyasadile.
Business, government, labour and the community bee@t capacity
for innovation in response to global change.” (HeoniWentworth,
1992b)

In both the draft issued in the winter and thelfireasion released in July, values were otherwise
explicitly mentioned only in the section on “Quugldf Life”.

“All citizens are knowledgeable about sustainald@esdopment and
quality of life issues. Our cultural institutionsdagroups advocate
values consistent with environmental sustainabiigucational
institutions instil sustainable values and citizpossue sustainable
lifestyles. (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1992b) (Hamiltonamworth,
1992a)

8.4 A Negative Reaction to the Draft Vision 2020 Do cument

The four-page tabloid draft vision was distributedhe community for comment in January 1992.
Although much discussion and information had pasisemligh the hands of the Task Force in its
preparation, the response to Vision 2020 was gel@art negative primarily because it was perceived
as not reflecting or speaking to anything substhniomments in an editorial in the local paperever
typical of the responses.

“Vision 2020 is full of platitudes about what thegion should be in
the new millennium. In fact, it’s a Utopian outlomkmany ways.

“It's unfortunate that relatively few of the tangglideas from the
working groups are in the draft. Specific proposals much more
likely to get people thinking, and capture the prbshagination,
than bland generalities.” (Hamilton Spectator, 1992
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The 1997 overview characterized the negative respby both media and the public as deeming
the Vision 2020 document was “too short and vagueatze any value for decision making”
(Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 26). The Task Force gtped that their effort to engage the
community to date had not been successful, that‘t@mmunication strategy had obviously failed
to inform the community of the Task Force’s mandatd approach to achieving its mandate
(Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 26).

8.5 Developing an Implementation Strategy

Their response was to begin work on the next statjee project in the spring of 1992, prior to
Council approving Vision 2020 in June. Eight impkamtation teams comprised of citizen volunteers
were given a mandate to develop specific actioanbed content within the framework established by
Vision 2020. They were to focus on the followingas:

“agriculture, rural settlement, and the rural ecogp

e economy, livelihood, and workforce education;

¢ community well being, health and quality of life;

¢ waste management, physical services and urban lgrowt
e transportation;

¢ land use planning and community design;

e cultural, historical and recreational resourcest an

e natural areas and natural resources.” (HamiltoniWemth
1997, 29)

The Task Force again arranged for the memberseafdlmmunity at large to comment on the new
reports it had received. On September 19, 1992tétfiflimembers of the public attended all-day
workshops to develop implementation strategiesctReato feedback from the first Community
Forum, the plenary session was omitted in favowllofving more time for small work group
discussions.

“Essentially the forum was designed so that peopldd present
their ideas but did not have to spend much timeerdithan] in the
workshops, hearing the views of others.” (Hamilt&entworth,
1997, 30)
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Comment on values was specifically requested antiie workshop on “Community Well-Being.”
Under “HOW TO DO IT”, comments were requested am fjoossible ways for “instilling the values
of sustainable development and the delivery ofthe=dre services.”

“INSTILLING THE VALUES—promote leaders and role maeid,
train teachers in concept of sustainable developrpeovide
teaching awards in sustainable development, prom&inable
development with other organizations, assist andaie
organizations in adopting more sustainable pragtiaed lead by
example.

PROVISION OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES—ensure level of
services is equitable across the Region, providecss according to
identified need, develop integrated health andad@eirvices
planning...

CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT—ensure a high level of citizen
involvement in local government by using a juryeséibn procedure
for public committees, hold town hall meetingsaessh a regional
office for citizen action and outreach, support camity
development activities, provide a human servicas pk part of
Official Plan, develop Region wide community comatibn
guidelines to be followed by all departments, amentoward one
tier government.

PUBLIC SAFETY—increase availability of emergencekérs,
create rapid response teams for domestic violehecati®ns, increase
police presence in neighbourhoods, and incorpategegn
guidelines for safety into Official Plans.” (Hanaift-Wentworth,
1992c, 13)

Following the workshops, Project Staff summarizeel discussions iBummary Report No. 6:
Community Workshop: Creating the Sustainable Regiahalso produceBummary Report No. 7:
The Implementation Team Repdrsm final reports submitted by the implementatieams. These
two reports formed the basis for the final reptintst the Task Force submitted to Regional Council t
complete their mandatBirections for Creating a Sustainable Regi@mmdDetailed Strategies and
Actions In an overview of the process, the Project Cowmidir again emphasized the significance of
the Task Force having agreed to make all decidgreonsensus.

“The strength of these two final reports is thaytlre consensus
documents. All four hundred goal statements andmesendations
presented were agreed to by every member of theH@se.
Therefore they are recommendations where membehe dfask
Force made trade-offs in their own views and opiaid (Hamilton-
Wentworth, 1997, 31)
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In theDetailed Strategies and Actions Repisdued in January 1993, the new introduction
included the word “values” in two sentences:

“Action is required by every individual and untileryone grabs hold
of the values of sustainable development the conitsnenvisioned

in VISION 2020 will be unattainable.” (Hamilton-Wewvorth, 1993,
3)

“WE CAN build a community on the principles andwes of
sustainable development.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1,993

The reference to values in the “Quality of Life'tsen was retained. One of three “New
Directions” under “Personal Health and Well Beimgds now worded as:

“Educate everyone about the values of sustainadleldpment.”
(Hamilton-Wentworth, 1993, 23)

Regional Council’'s Economic Planning and Developn@mmittee received and approved the
final reports on January 25, 1993 at an event d¢igiby about 300 people. The Project Coordinator
noted the significance of the turnout, given thatas held “on a Monday afternoon during a
snowstorm” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1997, 32). Finapagval was granted by Regional Council on
February 2, 1993. There were no dissenting votes.

Reaction was generally positive, though coupleth aitwait and see” caution. A column on the
business page of the local paper was generallyiyasi

“There’s little to argue with in the report. It &S it says, a vision,
although there’s more emphasis on the environnaher than the
economic development that will be needed to fulfsligoals.”
(Hamilton Spectator, 1993)

The columnist also revisited the problem with prdyg a “feel-good” report, as had been noted in
the paper’s editorial a year earlier in January2199

“The crunch will come over some of the report’s moontroversial
recommendations, especially in the area of lanccasgols. The
document calls on the region and the local muniitiesto establish
stringent urban boundaries beyond which developméhbe
forbidden. One result: a more-intense use of egstirban and
suburban areas that will increase population dgnsigh-rise
apartment buildings and the like.

And the report also glosses over some immediateantioversial
issues. Despite a call to provide alternative madesansportation
to replace cars and trucks, there’s no mentionagsng the Red
hill Creek Expressway or any of the other highwawgstruction
projects on the books. Regional chairman Reg Whynsists
there’s no inconsistency. He rightly points outt e expressway,
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for example, is an environmentally-preferred alire to sending
trucks and industrial vehicles through city streBist not everyone
agrees.” (Hamilton Spectator, 1993)

8.6 Consensus, Vagueness, and an Emphasis on the Po  sitive

Throughout the process, the Task Force adoptedsensus-driven approach. As well as it may have
served particular needs in Hamilton, the emphasia consensus was not without basis. The WCED
also had emphasized that consensus was necessaistdamable development.

“Interpretations will vary, but must share certganeral features and
must flow from a consensus on the basic concepusthinable
development and on a broad strategic frameworkd¢hreving it.”
(WCED, 1987, 43)

The extent to which achieving consensus requirégusominimizing differences but removing
differences from the public face of the process,gpeed with which consensus was declared, and
scoping who was to be included in reaching consengue all local choices. The same 1992 editorial
that had objected to “bland generalities” also tjoeed whether consensus was appropriate.

“Sustainable development, involving hard choiced aew
approaches, doesn't readily lend itself to consenSome
differences of opinion are inevitable, but the taske shouldn’t try
to gloss over the differences with a final repbettwill offend no
one.” (Hamilton Spectator, 1992a “Vision needs fpmc")

The challenge in Hamilton was not so much oneyofidy not to “offend” but of avoiding a
controversy. Pro-expressway politicians had goadaas to fear that discussing the Red Hill Creek
Expressway issue would disrupt the process. Acogtyli the final 1993 “Detailed Strategies and
Actions” report describes “challenging issues” asihg been addressed.

! The Red Hill Valley in Hamilton was a 700 hectarmstly forested natural area. The City had puretidise
land in 1929 and 1947 as parkland and subsequaggignated it as an Environmentally Sensitive ArEae
north-south valley intersects the east-west Niaga@rpment, designated a World Biosphere Res@me.
one half of the valley is part of the Reserve. ph@posal to build an expressway through the Reld\diley in
Hamilton dates back to 1956 when Council first swpp proposal that would have seen an expressnlgyro
the valley portion below the Niagara Escarpmene pioject was dropped a few years later but revagsain
in 1964. It was dropped again in 1974, and revinetl77, after which the municipal government cetesitly
supported the project in the face of increasingroversy, assessments, and appeals until constnufatially
began in 2003. Community groups formed both in supgf the Expressway and in opposition to it.
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“Over the last three years, a number of challengiages were
discussed and debated by the members of the Tas& &od citizens
in public forums and meetings. These included bissges, such as,
urban design, provision of housing choice, envirental protection,
transportation priorities, residential intensificat and more specific
issues, like the north-south link of the Red Hite€k Expressway,
the Perimeter Road, and development in the PleA8awtarea of
Dundas.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1993)
The workshops at the Community Forum in SeptemB8f had been organized around six topics:
e Agriculture, Rural Settlement and the Rural Econpmy
¢ Community Well-Being, Health and Quality of Life,
e Economy, Livelihood, and Workforce Education,
e Natural Areas and Natural Resources,
¢ Waste Management and Physical Services, and
e Land Use Planning, Transportation and CommunityigiegHamilton-Wentworth, 1992c)

Interestingly, no reference to the Red Hill Expresg was cited in the summaries of any of the
eight working groups that had focussed on “Land Pls@ning, Transportation, and Community
Design” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1992c). Other workiggoup summaries did record objections to the
Expressway, as recognized by Project Staff in SumifRaport No. 6 (Hamilton-Wentworth, 1992c).

“Community Well-Being, Health and Quality of Lifebmments from workshops:
0 “Red Hill Creek Valley and the Beverly Swamp needbé addressed.”
“Natural Areas and Natural Resourcegbmments from workshops:

0 “it may be less expensive to rehabilitate areagthernment owns, such as the Red Hill
Creek valley than to purchase new pristine prieagas.” (24)

o0 “the Niagara Escarpment is a critical local feattmeesnsure continuity of natural area
roadway alternatives must be found, including tusin@4)

0 “the Task Force should recommend that the N-S sswray should not be built through
the Red Hill Creek Valley” (24)

0 “the greenway system idea must be tied to tranaport questions, how can we have the
network of green areas be connected and still rioatesport...use tunnels and waterways
for transport...the Task Force should make a spe@fiommendation about the destiny of
the Red Hill Creek Valley...the greenway idea andakgressway are contradictory.” (26)

“Waste Management and Physical Servicestnments from workshops:

0 “There seems to be no comment in the report oRedhill Creek Expressway. How could
your group not comment on such a major piece oégtfucture that seems to fly in the
face of your basic recommendations?” (34)
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o “Specifics such as the Red Hill Creek have to @red; the report is irrelevant if
specifics aren’t examined.” (34)

“Economy, Livelihood, and Workforce Educatioocdmments from workshops:
0 “The Red Hill Valley has to be included in any exwvimental report.” (42)

o0 “Concern that Red Hill not referred to in the rapéirwas mentioned in last year’s
deliberation. The Red Hill should be included agawronmental issue.” (48)

But such was not the experience of participantdeds$t one participant complained to the Project
Coordinator in writing that his contribution abdabe Expressway had been omitted from the verbal
presentation summarizing discussions of the wonk$teattended on Natural Areas. He objected that
he and several others had made the point

“...that an expressway down Red Hill Creek Valleyoally
incompatible with transportation policy under susale
development principles...Needless to say, the ormsisielled
plenty of disappointment and cynicism...We must makéonest
change of direction, not just choose to displaga flag.” (Kurelek,
1992)

In March 1993, working with the local Social Plamgiand Research Council and members of the
Department of Clinical Epidemiology and Biostatstat McMaster University, Brenda Poland
approached participants in the two Community Forgmesd June 1991 and September 1992). She
requested participation in a survey because “[fj@ type of project, it is important to identifiyet
reactions of community participants to the proadgsarticipation which occurred” (Poland, 1993a).
Perhaps significantly, the outcomes do not appeeaflect differences in how the two Community
Forums were structured, or that changes were neatifietsecond Forum as an attempt to address
problems identified with the first.

The survey had a response rate of 60%, with 11(ptied surveys returned to the researcher
(Poland, 1993b). The survey compared the differ&eteeen what respondents expected and what
they experienced. The expectations were:

¢ learn what was going on

e hear concrete suggestions

¢ have a say in the matter

e discuss my particular area(s) of concern

e offer new ideas

e experience a more open form of government
e meet interesting people

Although “learned what was going on” remained gmdbthe list as an outcome, “having a say in
the matter” dropped to number 5 and “hearing cdrcsaggestions” dropped to number 6.
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Respondents expressed concern about whetherrkielvément had mattered. The most often
cited concern (52%) was about whether “everyongsii was considered seriously.” Average scores
were on the low side in response to being askedtéo‘the degrees to which they felt that they had
been heard.”

“With 1 being low and 7 being high, the averagessavere: the
degree to which participants felt that they hadhdesard: 3.9; their
involvement was valued: 4.1; and their involvemafienced the
Task Force: 3.1. When asked what would best mada fieel that
their involvement had been appreciated, over &%) chose (out
of a short list) ‘reading comments similar to tkair follow-up
reports from the workshops’, and 17 percent chiseeiving a
follow-up letter noting the importance of their alvement’. Of the
ones who noted that reading similar comments tiostlire follow-up
reports would best make them feel that their ingotent had been
appreciated, only half of them (55) actually reathments similar to
theirs in follow-up reports.” (Poland, 1993b)

That respondents wished for a follow-up lettentgiiesting, given that such letters had already
been sent to participants. An official “thank ydetter signed by the Regional Chairman and Task
Force Chairman was sent to all participants shaiftigr final the January 1993 event. The letter
expressed appreciation, noted the number of paaities, and how successful the event had been
(Whynott, 1993).

“Thank you” letters had also been sent out by theKlForce Project Coordinator following earlier
public events. One month after the Community Fonu®eptember 1992, for example, participants
received a letter advising them of the total nunddgrarticipants, thanking them, and providing a
copy of the proceedings (Bekkering, 1992). Furtteenments were welcomed and the usefulness of
participation was noted:

“...The Task Force is now using the ideas generatéteavorkshop
as they prepare their final implementation stratsgiheduled for
completion in December, 1992. You will be infornadvhen the
final strategy is completed and when it will begaeted to Regional
Council.

If you have any further comments or ideas, pleaai tirem care of
the address below or call me...” (Bekkering, 1992a)

For this not to have “counted” in participants’ ménas the type of thank you letter they were
expecting suggests that participants were not sthrimierested in being thanked as they were in
being effective or productive—knowing that theirgi@apation made a difference in some way.
Poland’s survey may shed more light on this, bezaespondents were asked “what could have been
done differently:

“Most (over 60%) agreed with the suggestion to huotite

workshops like the one(s) they attended so thatlpeget used to

going to these things, and to continue to invoheegublic by setting
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up a group who are interested in carrying on thekwalmost half
(45%) would like to see comments included (in répowhich had
not been accepted by the Task Force, as well asnéethat had.”
(Poland, 1993b)

The last comment is particularly interesting, gitiea high importance placed by the Task Force on
consensus, vagueness, and positive thinking. Timeatsa half of the participants wanted not only to
see the results but also to see what had beerta@je@y indicate, from the perspective of
participants at least, that ongoing discussiondeizhte and possibly even controversy would have
been welcomed.

8.7 Implementing Vision 2020: “It’s like the Bible”

Consensus, vagueness, and an emphasis on thegasititinue to have an impact on the ability of
the community to move towards Vision 2020. At tharbh 16, 2004 meeting of the Planning and
Economic Development Committee, Councillors reagitree Annual Sustainability Indicators report
from Vision 2020 Coordinator Linda Harvey. They @& a motion to make mandatory that each
municipal report must describe how it connects Wiikion 2020. Harvey noted that a template and
prompt for doing just this was already attacherkpmorts, “"But a lot of people apparently turn that
off or aren't even aware it's there" (CATCH, 20@bfore voting, councillors discussed the problem
of having a document that could be used to justififtiple purposes, potentially conflicting.
Councillors generally concurred with Councillor ktiell's comments, below.

The Committee Chair, Councillor Kelley, went so &srto say "Your point's well taken councillor.
It's like the Bible. You can take any phrase outhaf Bible to suit just about anything you want’too
(Planning, 2004).

Mitchell: "The Vision 2020 information, that's fabulous infation,
but we used to have it for Regional Council. Onrgveport, it was
always there, the feelings of what Vision 2020 nekty problem
with that was depending on who wrote the reporgjori 2020 has
your three parts - your social, economic and emvirent - and
depending on the person that wrote the report, wliznt it went to
was what you got in your five or six statementthereport. Yes,
this supports the Vision 2020 under this sectiothefbook, da da
da. But if you took a person that was more conckaimut the
economic structure of the city, or the social cormgra of the city, or
another avenue; they could go to another sectidfisabn 2020 and
slant that document that we're getting to sayVWmsion 2020
supports what you're doing. And | looked at Visfi?0—great—
because it supports absolutely whatever we're domghatever
you're not doing, depending on which segment andwdiant of the
three sections you go to to pull out of it. Soat'great piece of
information, but unless you're going to measureedww, what's fair
and what's not fair, it's very subjective to wheuady pulled the
information out of it and wrote the report, becaakthose three

192



major components. So I'm not going to vote agdhist
recommendation. | don't mind having it there, batag councillors
have to keep that in mind. Because whatever thesetrof the
person that wrote that—was more social, that's evtiesir
comment's going; if it's more economic, that's \gtiere comment's
going; if it's more environmental, that's whereiitiktemment's going.
And they're all there and can be made believahilleahdocument—
fabulous document. It's all there. There's my comnc®o there's no
right and wrong to that." (Planning, 2004)

More than only a question of using Vision 2020 igtidguish between right and wrong, competing
interpretations of vague documents should have bagapated. The following record of a
participant’s statement, included in the recorthef September 1992 workshops, is an example of
how even at the stage where implementation guieehrere being created, the Task Force would
have had evidence for how vagueness can prompipheuleactions.

“...a statement about hunting should be included...epddo
hunting in Valens/Beverly Swamp...the Vision talk®ab
cherishing all life.” (Hamilton-Wentworth, 19925

There are multiple ways to understand what it meéamherish life. Because the Task Force
operated on the basis of consensus, all it wowe keken to dismiss this contribution as not rateva
to the implementation guidelines would have beerofe member of the Task Force to say no, that is
not what the vision was intended to say. They idsweminority reports.

Establishing a pattern of behaviour for how to hambmpeting interpretations might well be the
Task Force’s most influential legacy. The resuthast a Red Hill Valley Expressway opponent could
claim that building the expressway is anti-lifestjas a Red Hill Expressway supporter might claim
that protestors are anti-human life. But theredisnechanism by which the two claims and their
underlying reasons could be explored further. Tdrarunity forums were designed primarily to
provide an opportunity for people to express thimws and for these views to be recorded, not for
them to be debated. This analysis is consistett kesis than half of the participants in the Poland
survey (1993b) believing they had influenced theKifaorce.

The Red Hill Expressway continued to divide Couaaitl the community even after construction
had begun on the project. Its relation to the \i2020 document continued to be something that
simply was not discussed unless the point was hesed as a claim by one side against the other. Its
exclusion from normal discourse is illustrated bg following exchange by an anti-Expressway
Councillor and the Vision 2020 Coordinator in Ma&304 during the same meeting of the Planning
and Economic Development Committee cited abovenEgecommittee members are about to
reaffirm the need for staff to connect their repad Vision 2020, it is quite clear that the anti-
Expressway Councillor believes that it is inappraigr for him to ask the Vision 2020 Coordinator to
comment on whether the Expressway is consisteht Wgion 2020.

Councillor Braden:...And I'm not going to ask you if the

expressway is sustainable, because I'm not goipgttgou in that
position. But what I'd really like to know is if ychave any sense
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that middle and senior staff pay attention to ttasument at all? We
really need to know that." (Planning, 2004)

The Coordinator responded by reiterating that Vis2020 is not being used to its potential.

Vision 2020 Coordinator Harvey: "My commentary in the past,
and | maintain, is that this is the most undenzgd document in the
city. And we're working to improve that, but we teenly need
council support to indicate to everyone how impatriais, and you
must take it seriously. And then it follows thaaf§will follow your
lead as always which is how it should be." (Plagniz004)

The effect of the Task Force’s approach was toestiop process without making explicit what was
being omitted and why. Another example is the dgwelent of the action plan to implement Vision
2020’s economic goals. Apparently everyone wasl#do comment on environmental, social, and
health issues but the economic dimension of Vi2i@20 needed to be structured by business people.
This is particularly interesting given that the dider a new guiding vision for economic development
was one of the reasons for having undertaken tmen@mity Initiative process (Hamilton-

Wentworth, 1997, 13).

The final document on the economic implication¥/ion 2020 came not from the Vision 2020
process but from what began as an advisory boattetRegional Chairman (Boatman Associates,
1994). The business vision of Vision 2020 that deseloped by this group did not explicitly refer to
sustainability.

“Working together, we will implement a set of actsowhich will
revitalize Hamilton-Wentworth, and make it the mdssirable
community in Canada in which to live, work, playdanvest.”
(Boatman Associates, 1994)

Local columnist Doug Farraway referred to the arglod the report as “movers and shakers” in
guestioning why a voluntary organization that is unader regional control should be granted
responsibility for creating an economic vision @half of the public (Farraway, 1994).

In not showing by example that there was a waytmect business and environment through
specific issues, such as the Red Hill controvevssion 2020 left each to go its own separate way. |
should therefore not have surprised anyone thag thas likely to be conflict when business and
environment did intersect on this and other issues.

8.8 The image problem and the credibility gap

A few days after the community workshop was hel&aptember 1992, an editorialTihe Hamilton
Spectatorconsidered Vision 2020 as a remedy for Hamiltomsage” problem.

“It may not be fair, but the perception of Hamiltas a heavily-
industrialized, polluted city has long hurt the counity in attracting
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new business...If the task force agenda is implendemtamilton-
Wentworth would be known as a region which recoeghiits image
problem and acted to correct the mistakes of tise pa

Set to present its final recommendations to rediooancil in
December, the Vision 2020 task force is showingtvamilton-
Wentworth has to do if it hopes to improve its dyabf life and
long-term economic future. If the region resistegssary changes, it
won't do itself any favor in the long run. With éelehearted
commitment to sustainable development, the regitirbesposed to
move forward among the ranks of the municipalikeewn as the
best places to live.” (Hamilton Spectator, 1992b)

In the fall of 1993, only nine months after RegioGauncil had officially accepted the Vision
2020 reports, great fanfare accompanied the aneowerat by that Hamilton had been chosen as a
model community for the Local Agenda 21 programe Tiewspaper’s report of festivities began by
describing just such a change in image.

“It's a makeover from a dull, ashen, industrialygta a vibrant
natural green. From the historic image of a citgmmiokestacks,
smog, and a toxic harbor, Hamilton-Wentworth haeaded in
being named one of the United Nations’ 21 modelinpalities for
environmentally sustainable development.” (Hugh€83)

Events at which the Region was honoured by an abecdme an opportune time for Red Hill
Valley Expressway opponents to remind people thsib 2020 had not addressed the Expressway
issue and that this reflected negatively on whetiheiRegion was genuinely committed to
sustainability. In the same article that describethange in image, the reporter quoted critics who
“said the expressway issue will be the measurbefégion’s credibility” (Hughes, 1993). Don
McLean, Chair of the Friends of the Red Hill Valleypted that “They have to recognize there’s a
contradiction between doing this and (running) goressway through the biggest park in the city”
(Hughes, 1993). Pro-valley Regional Councillor D&Vidgson noted that the expressway vs. valley
issue was “the one anomaly in all the things thygoreis doing right now” (Hughes, 1993). The pro-
Expressway Regional Chair, Reg Whynott, claimeddheas no contradiction.

“This has no direct impact on that. We've givemadf
consideration to the environment, to the recreatipotential of the
valley. We believe it will be better rather thanram” (Hughes,
1993)

The next day, the newspaper ran an editorial irclvhiobjected to the tactic of using the Red Hill
Valley vs. Expressway issue to discredit the Region

“The region’s implementation of Vision 2020 shoutdre defined
solely in terms of one project. Whatever the pemeidrawbacks of
the valley route, the region has made a sincepetefi keep the
damage to a minimum...Regardless of what happenstinath
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expressway, Hamilton-Wentworth has accepted thikecige of
sustainable development as the philosophy by witsdlature will
be determined. And its designation as a model camtgnwill help
to make Vision 2020 a reality.” (Spectator 1993b)

The Red Hill Valley Expressway issue continueddg ¥ision 2020. When Hamilton-Wentworth
received the Environment Canada award in 1994, Redish, then president of the Bay Area
Restoration Council and former member of the Niagascarpment Commission, was quoted as
being critical of “local politicians for their spprt of the proposed Red Hill Creek Expressway”
(Nolan, 1994).

The (now former) City of Stoney Creek gave the Esgway unconditional support. Despite
having been supportive of Vision 2020 in Septeni®92 (Stoney Creek News, 1992), by 1994 the
weekly Stoney Creek Newan an editorial in which it drew attention to theonsistency between
saying and doing—the credibility gap.

“Unfortunately, like the oxymoron-like term ‘sustable
development’ itself, many of the region’s deedsticwre to be at
odds with its pronouncements. In the past yearnkiance, we've
seen our enviro-politicians continue to lobby fduk expressway
through the Red Hill Valley, as well as for thensger of
development control over the Niagara Escarpmelutctal
municipalities. We've seen our politicians urggagmbrace the
three Rs...to lengthen the life of the [municipalp@brook dump,
only to turn around and entertain a proposal tothsextra capacity
for private haulers.” (Stoney Creek News, 1994)

In 1994 as well, a local writer glowingly describthde region’s remarkable transformation” in the
National Round Table Reviewlaiming that Vision 2020 had (already) become éatrenched part
of the political process” (Kendrick, 1994).

“In theory, it articulates a set of values base@garallel concern
and respect for people and the environment—nobotiee other,
not one more than the other, but both togetheprdutice, it weaves
the concept of sustainable development into thegowent’s
decision-making process.” (Kendrick, 1994)

The article quoted the former Task Force Chairaging that it remained unclear whether a
smaller, more environmentally friendly arterial dosould “meet the transportation needs of this
community today or 20 years from now”. The artiglent on to cite as evidence that the expressway
should not be used to detract from Vision 2020stiygport in March 1994 of the Provincial
Government. The government that had previously sppohe expressway now offered financial
assistance. Therefore the Region’s credibility imtelgrity could no longer be impugned and the
matter should be put to rest (Kendrick, 1994).
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8.9 Summary of the Process

Sustainability is still one of the City of Hamiltsrten “core values”, endorsed by the new City
following amalgamation. The word “values” was usaglicitly and deliberately by members of the
Task Force and regional planners who developea®igD20 as synonymous with broad-brush
visions of a desirable community thirty years hereegoals of the planning process, and as a basis
for the plan. Members of the Task Force selectedlthsic values” of Vision 2020 from

contributions made by community members.

Task Force members favoured vagueness as a meavertalisagreements and controversy. This
was their strategy for creating the wide-spreagettbelieved to be necessary for ensuring long-
term support for Vision 2020. The extensive andbéehte effort to avoid controversy during the
planning process continued to shape how disagrdsmame treated after Vision 2020 was adopted
by Council by establishing a pattern of behaviasrhow to handle the competing interpretations that
were the inevitable result of vagueness in the ohaou. Although it included a definition of
sustainability and principles of sustainability, radhan ten years later the Vision 2020 document
continued to be criticized for being abstract aadue. The “basic values” of Vision 2020 could be
interpreted in a variety of ways. One councillomzoented that the document could be used to
support “absolutely whatever we're doing, or whateyou're not doing...they're all there and can be
made believable in that document...”

The Task Force also buried disagreements by isswanginority reports, though post-process
surveys indicated most participants were interestéahowing not only what had been approved but
also what had been rejected. An entire subjectwasamade inaccessible to members of the public.
That the economic component of the document wasaped by experts and not discussed in the
same way as environmental and health issues niestrthe “three legs” of Hamilton’s sustainability
policy were never integrated in the minds of pg#ats in the process. Vagueness, heavy-handed
control of negative information and an overridimgmnasis on the need for consensus during the
planning process established no patterns of behawioother mechanisms by which to handle
disputes or competing interpretations once impleatean began.

The phrasépeople’s value set'was not used to identify values-as-attitudes w@ftér the planning
process was complete. These values were idenafiedquiring fundamental change. These values
had not been addressed by the original processraelimplementation began they posed an
unexpected problem. The planning process had hainsexample for how to handle disagreements
or for how to accommodate change.

If Vision 2020 was based dthe public’s values”, how was the people’s value setlifferent and
why was it not part of the process?

8.10 Values Usage and Vision 2020

With information about anything that might threatemsensus having been so tightly controlled by

the Task Force, it was inevitable that whatevepsupwas generated for Vision 2020 was expected

to be based on belief rather than the productagoreed debate. It is also possible that the firenes

and certainty of “the public’s values” may havemeahanced by the context in which they were
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used. The steps taken to control for disagreeam@hicontroversy were not only complementary to
treating values as firm and certain beliefs but imaye precluded competing values usages, at least
until after planning process was complete. A valussge that was not compatible with consensus,
vagueness, and an emphasis on the positive wotlldawe fit with the process as it was conducted in
Hamilton.

Values about which there is existing social agregm@y conflict with values embodied by
government positions and policies, as in the VidBRO case. In pluralist democratic societies it i
not immediately apparent which is the more firm aadain foundation, and on what grounds—
whether existing values as changeable attitudealoes treated as ideals. The existipgople’s
value set”’may be the weaker position when they conflict waitficial policy but on political ground
these values-as-attitudes may be stronger and aiféicailt to dislodge thanthe public’s values”
Neither can be ignored, particularly when valuesiarderstood both as a solid foundation and as
tools for social change.

e VALUES AS VISIONS AND GOALS:

0 The use of the word “values” during the period afating public input and
compiling the Vision 2020 document was virtuallymepymous with positive and
uncritical “visions”.

0 The product was later described as an “ethic daguebility”.

0 The “basic values” of Vision 2020 were also refdnte as “goals” (Hamilton-
Wentworth, 1997; 1992a and b).

e VALUES AS ATTITUDES:

0 The 1997 overview cited the “peoples’ value sethashaving been addressed
during the original process (Hamilton-Wentworth9T® despite the community
initiative having been presented as based on thklitds values”.

The different usage of “values” suggests variousstjans and concerns:

e If the “public’s values” formed the basis for Visi@020, how does the “people’s value
set” differ from the “public’s values” and why w#se former not addressed earlier by the
Vision 2020 planning team?

0 The “public’s values” on which Vision 2020 is basee vague and abstract. The
“people’s value set”, in contrast, requires patticechanges, such as values about
bike routes and higher density.

0 Attention to both usages of “values” would haveuisgg connecting values about
abstracts to values about particulars, perhappaate challenge over and above
any potential disagreements about substantivesssue

e Focussing only on the positive was a deliberatategyic choice made by the Task Force.
o If core and basic values are only positive, thiggasts values may be disconnected
from any critical input, thus allowing positive uas to be treated as incontestable
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because there is nothing negative with which toam® them. Focusing on the
positive, as the direction to be taken, combinett @disconnecting them from a
potentially negative context, externalizes existragjes.

o Describing the “people’s value set” abarier to sustainability suggests that
relative to Vision 2020 the “people’s values” aegative, “wrong”, or “incorrect”,
particularly with respect to issues such as bikee®and urban growth
boundarie$

e Describing sustainability as an “ethic” createsaasociation between moral values and the
“public’s values” on which Vision 2020 is based.

0 The “people’s value set” may be considered as immeoelative to the “public’s
values” which are moral. Portraying the “peopleadue set” as potentially
immoral is different from characterizing it as argmeting moral stand, incorrect in
some value-neutral way, or simply unhelpful.

o Characterizing the “people’s value set” as “at@uguggests a lack of deep
commitment of the kind that can be associated aitinm moral position.

0 Describing the difference between the two usages moral dimension may
contribute towards insulating Vision 2020 from catipg interpretations or
criticism.

¢ What happens to vague, positive values once congpitierpretations emerge?

0 Who decides whether the “people’s value set”, endase of Vision 2020, is a
competing interpretation of sustainability, exteraethe question of sustainability,
or a correctable confusion?

o If goals must be vague in order to achieve conseraaud if indeed consensus is
necessary in order to move forward (as was beligvéthmilton), protecting the
consensus from potential threats becomes a redsar@iyse of action. Failure to
recognize the potential significance of ongoing peting interpretations,
however, may inhibit understanding sustainabilgyaacontested concept.

e Implementing sustainability policies allegedly reega a “fundamental change” (Hamilton-
Wentworth, 1997, 49) in the values of the electrat

o Ifthe “people’s value set” is seen as a barpesustainability, as sustainability is
set out in Vision 2020, then whose role is it torect what are seen as unhelpful,
improper, confused, or just plain “wrong” values?

2 Such differences may also be inconsistencies iiltualues usage is established, there is no way t
distinguish between one set of coherent valuesshaging fractured by inconsistent application tmal sets of
distinct usages. In this case, the details of [fbeple’s value set” are not the only basis for @sting two
usages. The focus is not on the details but onthsicategory of usage, labelled “the people’s @aet” is
being used, relative to the other usage, “the pisblialues”.
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o Does or should Vision 2020 being a municipal pohegan that the municipality is
and should be in charge of determining the recemedning of Vision 2020 and
sustainability?

If the “people’s value set” is seen as a barridight of the interpretation of sustainability et in
Vision 2020, then whose role is it to correct whed seen as unhelpful, improper, or just plain
“wrong” values? If value change is the respongipdif the municipality, then “educating the people”
about the received doctrine of sustainability avadles the original intent of Vision 2020 to have
sustainability driven by the local population. With leadership from government, however, the
Vision 2020 process would not have been undertakieis.leaves the municipal government in a
difficult position, over and above the financiahstraints noted in the 1997 overview.

8.10.1 Agreement and disagreement

Values could have been used as a tool for addgessimmtroversy instead for evasion of controversy.
Although the Vision 2020 planning process couldehmade a significant contribution to learning
how to make decisions that contribute to sustalitgpoliticians shied away. The ideas (valuestth
were most likely to be agreed upon were also thst wegue, allowing misunderstandings to be
buried in vagueness.

Even assuming the best of intentions and no hiddemdas, controversy should have been
expected. In Hamilton, however, key actors freglyemrferred to the avoidance of controversy as a
priority. That there was no controversy about \isi®20, despite the highly controversial Red Hill
Expressway issue, during the stage that Vision 2029developed, suggests attempts to control the
situation were successful.

8.10.2 Contestability and general concepts of value s and sustainability

For the local government to be the dispenser ohvkedge about what is sustainable puts it in a
precarious position. Had the local government akén the initiative, there would have been no
process. Once adopted by council, Vision 2020 becte government’s official version of
sustainability because of its authority was in aifgan to determine the value of competing versions
of sustainability. The dissolution of the municipalrtnership with Action 202dollowed withdrawal
of funding to the organization by the municipaliBunding was withdrawn after Action 2020
appealed an urban boundary expansion because iiat@empatible with Vision 2020 (CATCH,
2005).

What happens once competing interpretations eméahtie?decides whether the “people’s value
set”, for example, is a competing interpretatiosustainability or not an interpretation of
sustainability at all? If indeed goals must be \veagnd positive in order to achieve consensus,fand i
indeed consensus is necessary in order to moveafdri@s was believed in Hamilton), in the absence

% This was a citizens’ group, now disbanded, thantal to promote implementation of Vision 2020.
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of some counter-force such as reflective, reasdissission or debate there is an opportunity for
arbitrary power to be the deciding factor in cnegta single dominant interpretation of what thelgoa
should mean. It is against this received meaniagdbntesting interpretations of sustainability are
judged by the municipality. This is different framderstanding sustainability as necessarily a
contested concept, context-dependent, and conlyrinahe making.

The lack of a more intensive, rigorous, and critaeiberation about what sustainability meant in
Hamilton’s context masked real agreement and desagent. In approaching sustainability this way,
Council did not set an example of how to live watintroversy, of what to do with different
interpretations of sustainability. The long-ternpamt has been an ever-more strident conflict in the
community between the pro- and anti-expresswaypg,oeach now in a position to claim to be “more
sustainable” than the other by referring to Visk@?20. Aside from this specific conflict, there may
broader underlying conflict between those speakirigon behalf of the environment in the planning
process and elsewhere and those speaking on loélai§iness. Because it has never been addressed
openly, there is no way of knowing how profound diféerences are.

8.10.3 “Values” and the social process

In treating values as equivalent to abstract g@esn “This is what we hope we will be like in the
future”) the Vision 2020 process buried the questbwhether values that we have today will need
to change. These values were formulated withoutcaitigal input. What happened to values
thereafter in the process was an articulation adtveluch vague values might imply, a unidirectional
influence from the top down. Values as goals wetenformed by values about particulars. Had
values been incorporated throughout so that péatieinformed the goals, as well as the reversg, th
would have enabled connecting abstract valuesetpainticular context of Hamilton. The values that
were identified subsequently as “the people’s vakié were never considered because these values
were not implied by the goals.

Although the process made clear that Vision 2020ldveet a new direction, and therefore implied
that “do-nothing” was not a value-free alternatithesre was no discussion of which values were to be
rejected. What does it mean to “adopt new valugs’Mark Bekkering’s piece suggested would be
necessary? Where would these values come fromegtiqning attitude could have helped uncover
hidden values and perhaps led to examining vahetsitere associated with what people chose not to
want in the future.

Values as used in Vision 2020 were implicitly takemean that they could only be about
something good. They were not treated as potenfallible, potentially either positive or negative
and requiring a critical examination. Without su#ctreatment, there is no rationale for treatingesom
values as more significant than others.

8.11 Applying a Particular Usage of Values for Sust  ainability

This examination of values usage associated wishoWi2020 shows:
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e There was no awareness of diverse usage or attemgiaite the usage of values to describe
firm ground to the usage of values to describe wize incorrect and undesirable.

¢ Avoidance of negative positions and conflict methat values could be left vague and that
no solid grasp of current conditions was necessary.

e Aspects of Vision 2020 were not treated as beimmeoted during the planning process.
Topics were addressed one by one by separate gobpesple, with specific workshops
more likely to attract participants were alreadthesiastic about environment or health, and
so on, and thus even more likely to contributemipleasizing the positive. Economics was
isolated from the rest of the process by the highg consultant. Vision 2020 was
undertaken at least in part as an answer to ecenamoblems but participants were not asked
to consider cost in considering what they desired.

e Values as desires were translated directly intoesbs goals with no need to consider
desires critically

e Uncertainty played no role in the process exceptllas/ing people to consider what they
would like in the future.

e Values usage served the status quo. As non-comsiavgoals, values led to the drafting of
Vision 2020 in terms of descriptive, substantiveegaries instead of issues or problems. As
attitudes that needed to be changed, values weneately described as being in the service
of these same descriptive, substantive categories.

e There was no opportunity to develop habits thatcceustain diversity of opinion during an
ongoing process of becoming sustainable, refleemgverall emphasis on the goals and not
on the process.

A different understanding both of values and otausbility could have resulted in a very
different process. The answer to the question “whthbur sustainable community look like in thirty
years” was in the goals, in the same way that mesmare part of conclusions by deduction. Values-
as-goals were treated in the same way as unquedtfoat premises.

Treating sustainability as a question to whichehemo single right answer and to which the
answer is not known in advance could have instjatquestioning attitude towards values at the
same time that it prevented the local concept sfesnability, vague as it was, from hardening ito
interpretation that required enforcement by the igipality in the face of challenges by members of
the public.

The Vision 2020 process treated “values” as beintated from events and ideas, from a broader
context. The overview of the history of diversegesé&Chapter 3) showed how the features that
connect different usages of “values” were intimat®nnected with the larger social context and also
the basis for connecting various usages with ettledr @and with the concept of values in general.
Values, in general and specifically, have a history

From the very beginning of the process, the vaasegoals needed to be scrutinized critically.
Because they were treated as visions, the emptiasiee positive, and the need for consensus, this
never happened. As a result, the set of valuedtiratnated Vision 2020 was formulated uncritically
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and allowed to determine what else would count ‘@&’ value throughout the process. This is an
application of the “determination of fit” usagewalues first described in this thesis in the histir
overview of diverse usage as a utilitarian applicagnd later revisited in the form of Hayek’s vedu
usage (Chapters 6 and 7). This may be the mosliagns form of values usage. A single overriding
value or set of dominant values determines, froartolp down, what should count as a value in its
domain; this overriding value is often so pervashat it may only be detectable through the
footprints it leaves on other values; and even wdikather values are treated as contestable, this
value is immune from challenge. Its authority corfiesn unquestioning faith and belief, not from
being able to address challenges. This usage wésya$ deductive reasoning brought to life, an
example of how deductive reasoning can be a “bamoesustainability (Gunderson et al., 1995, 526).

In some respects this problem could have been ssetigorocedurally. It should have been much
harder for any given value to be crowned as a gb#ile outset without having been critically
examined, allowing criticisms to become public kitedge and matters for debate. Approached
adaptively, it should have been expected that ahyevas-goal would change when it was allowed to
be informed by details in an ongoing way, througdttbe process.

To ensure that procedural changes brought aboat @ik necessary changes, however, would also
have required explicit attention to three aspetimes that have emerged during this study: \&alue
are relations; as relations, values are penultipedducts of comparison and contrast; and that
comparison and contrast done well engages a qoesjiattitude. It is comparative logic (Chapter 5)
that acts as a bridge between inductive and deduaasoning and on which both depend because
neither is sufficient alone. As relations, values laridges between the known and the unknown, the
present and the future.
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Chapter 9
CONCLUSIONS

9.1 Introduction

There were two stages to this exploratory reseatolthe word and idea of “values”. The first stage
was conducted only from the perspective of valtrethe second stage, conclusions from the study of
values were applied to planning as an exercisefiaative planning. To better reflect the research,
there are several sections to this concluding @napirst, the research is summarized by chapters.
Second, conclusions are summarized by relatingesadund planning. Third, the conclusions are
stated formally and followed by a discussion of icgtions. This is followed by discussion of
limitations and constraints and suggestions fah&rrresearch.

9.2 Summary by Chapters

The flexibility of the word “values” has allowedtth be adapted to a variety of purposes and
applications in a range of disciplines since it waioduced in the late 1800s. Respecting the
multiple disciplines from which planning draws kisowledge and methods, this research did not
begin with assumptions about what values are andthey should be used in planning. It began
instead with a study of actual usage of the woald®s”. Using grounded theory methodology
(Chapter 2), examples of values usage were compencdontrasted in an iterative process to
develop a theory about diverse usage of the waoatlies”. This theory was then applied in to
planning in general, to sustainability planningd éastly to a case study of sustainability planning

In Chapter 3, a brief history of diverse usagestiiated connections among particular usages, the
social context, and other ideas to which “valuestevattached. That values language is so pervasive
makes it hard to imagine that “values” came inte redatively recently. The early history of “valties
evolved not only in the context of ideas but alseaxial forces related to the insecurity and
uncertainty created by conditions leading up tottieworld wars, the wars themselves, the rise of
democracy and the industrial state, the changilagioaships among states, societies, and
individuals, and impossibly high expectations pthoa the newly emerging social sciences.

A flexible and vague concept of values arose ouneafessity after Nietzsche’s new use of the word
“values” raised the possibility that values werklite; values could no longer simply be assumed to
be valuable. As a result, the idea of values beddatached from the idea of absolutes. The new
usage challenged conventional ideas about epistgyaind philosophy. Equally significant was the
social challenge it presented to prevailing domitatiefs. Nietzsche’s usage emerged in concert
with and as a reflection of widespread scepticisithé decades preceding and following 1900. His
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call for a transvaluation of values involved notyore-evaluation but more incisively a re-evaluatio
of conventional values according to new criteria.

This understanding of values was soon competiniy @thier usages, some of which attempted to
reinstate the belief that values could only betpasby definition and that values could be used as
firm and certain principles. Such usages emergeglications in which values were systematized
and operationalized for application in large-sqalgects by behavioural sciences to serve the
purposes of states, such as moulding good democitiziens. The strongest strain of this usage,
however, emerged almost immediately after the neage was introduced. Early in the history of
“values”, the study of ethics reclaimed the ideaalfies as absolutes, leading other scholars in the
early 1900s to protest that ethics was attempbrspbvert idea of values. This strain of valuegasa
continues to the present, notably, for the prepamoses, in the field of planning when values are
treated as firm and certain beliefs.

During some periods in the history of values, thate was such a thing as a general concept of
values appeared obvious. As usages continued ¢oggivthat various usages could be considered
together as a group, as expressions of a singkrgeroncept of values, seemed less likely. Various
usages became entrenched in different fields, rgakimossible to work within a single usage
without ever needing to be aware of competing usafeere is no single history of “values” that
cannot be countered by another history of valueslacted from the perspective another usage of the
word. In the historical overview of diverse usagdlexible and vague concept of values was used as
a conceptual device to explore whether a concegtadlow all values usages to be considered as a
group, even when differences among usages wergeabap to suggest that various usages were so
different, disconnected, and discrete that theyhirtig described more appropriately as homonyms.

Four objections to the use of values language w@nsidered in Chapter 4. All four objections
acknowledge the importance of language in shapimagt we think about and how we think.
Objection Four demonstrates this by its treatméfitetativity” but does not treat the word “values”
as being meaningful enough to shape thinking;stsas a jargon word means it obstructs clarity.
Other than that, for Objection Four, whether or smhething is called “a value” makes no difference.

The other three objections disagree. Objection kaas that using values language destroys our
ability to appreciate what is truly valuable. Oltjen Two holds further that dogmatic, subjective
declarations of values are a necessary conseqoénsg values language and therefore prevent
collective consideration of common good and arérdeve to democracy. Values language is,
however, particularly well suited to the marketgqalaUsing values language in social applicatiorss is
vehicle by which the consumer mentality is imposadther spheres of life. The remedy is to keep
the market separate from what is really valuable.

Objection Three agrees and laments that valuegrasented dogmatically but does not agree that
this is an essential or necessary feature of valules problem is not that values allow the
marketplace to dominate social life but that tHatrenal aspect of values is not appreciated ®r it
potential for making cross-sectoral applicationgr@/a questioning attitude attached to values, this
could address the problem of dogmatic claims abalutes and also assist in applications of values
that bridged one or more usages. That values eagett as unconditional and incontestable is a
barrier to realizing the potential of values. O@ligjection Three holds out the possibility that,
understood differently, values might useful to piizug.
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A theory about diverse usage of values was present€hapter 5. The theory is in response to the
two research questions: (1) Given the frequencly which the word “values” is used as
interchangeable with other descriptors, can calimgething “a value” make a difference? and (2)
Are various usages of “values” merely discretelg distinctly different homonyms or can they be
treated as diverse instances of some conceptwévah general? This theory was developed by
comparing and contrasting thousands of actual ssafgde word “values”, the key unit of analysis
and core category during research using grouncemyimethodology (Chapter 2).

A flexible and vague concept of values in generad wroposed as being able to provide support
for assumptions about a shared understanding oésall he concept of values does not have an
existence independent of the particular usageshafhwt is comprised. Diverse usage of values is no
random but part of an ongoing and evolutionary essaf recognizing and determining value. This
gives a concept of value explanatory power buipnetlictive power. Even if there might be values
that could be assumed with complete certainty talismlutely true in all contexts over time, these
values would need to be distinguished from thoaedhe not. This means that a questioning attitude
is an important feature of a concept of values ¢batinues to evolve. It means that all values are
judgements, irrespective of what they purport t@beut, where they are claimed to be sourced, or
what type of authority they are presented as having

If all values are judgements about relations, trednes should not be treated as absolutes that are
firm and certain. No value should be treated asntestable and all values benefit from critical
scrutiny. All values are “penultimate” judgemenk®at relations, irrespective of whether values are
about abstract ideas of perfection, truth and gesslior they are about narrow individual preferences
about particular goods or ideas. When comparisdrcantrast is familiar and simple, such
judgements may happen so quickly that the processhm imperceptible. Comparison and contrast is
a way of classifying, an ongoing process of attsmp@apprehend, organize, and understand. Values
present themselves as moments of this processadrichal or complete.

Values are dependent on valuers, irrespective etlven individuals are valuing narrow individual
preferences or the common good. It is valuers wbatify qualities in objects as being inherently or
intrinsically valuable and valuers who make judgete@bout whether these qualities are essential or
imposed on objects by humans. The subjectivityabfi@s is not something that can be avoided but
that values are subjective does not justify theingakf dogmatic claims. Dogmatic claims can be
deflated by attaching a questioning attitude taiesl

That a questioning attitude is suggested by adlethemes of the theory about diverse usage
suggests that values may be an appropriate tochfdtenging conventional ideas and the status quo.
Although the use of values to challenge conventialeas is historically related to a concept of
values, such usage is currently not common.

In Chapter 6, the grounded theory developed andddsom the perspective of values usage was
applied to planning in the form of three proposisoNone of these propositions failed. As
anticipated by the theory, there is also diverdeesmusage in planning. This means that theretare a
least two ways in which people can disagree abaluteg, one on substantive grounds (different
positions about values) and the other on the grafindlues usage.

A discussion of Karl Polanyi'$he Great Transformatioand Friedrich Hayek'$he Road to
Serfdomwas used to frame the debate about dilemmas assoaevith planning. In their usages of
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“values”, Polanyi and Hayek (more so) provide apapunity to examine the relationship between
how the word “values” is used and how planningrnderstood.

It is highly unlikely that a single usage of valwali meet all of the needs of all ways in which
“planning” is understood. This does not elimindte possibility that some particular way of
understanding planning may benefit from a particuage of values selected for how adequately it
addresses the needs of that particular unders@odipurpose of planning. A suggested list of needs
for planning in general was proposed to guide dgraknt of a particular values usage for
sustainability planning.

In Chapter 7, a particular usage of values forasnability planning was developed based on the
history of diverse usage, objections to valuesuagg, and the theory about diverse usage. These
were combined with the suggested needs of plararidghe default concept of values. Sustainability
is essentially a collective undertaking. The fe#iiof using values language as part of
sustainability planning rested on whether valuesssgarily preclude collective consideration of the
common good.

Sustainability-oriented planning has a particuladgperate need for a usage of “values” that
enables cross-sectoral applications and apprecattes than minimizes uncertainty and complexity.
Some usages constrain such applications; otherseateal about the potential of values. The history
of diverse usage demonstrated how a particulareusityalues”, the usage called “determination of
fit", allows all values to be treated as contestabcept for an overriding dominant value by which
other values are determined. Treating sustainglifitan unconditional, incontestable dominant value
may not serve it as well in the long run as wouéating it as conditional and contestable, like any
other value. A particular usage of values mighsélected for how easily it can be operationalized
and assist in manipulating outcomes in favour dggments that conform to particular ways of
understanding sustainability. There are, howevesfegyic, political, social, and epistemological
reasons for promoting a values usage that engagesséioning attitude, whether or not such a values
usage is easy to manage. Planners may preferieutegrusage of “values” for their own use but
must still be able respond to other usages as Hregeresented to them by non-planners in the eours
of planning. The ways in which non-planners usesbed “values” cannot be forced or enforced.
Planners are able to mitigate this problem by hitera questioning attitude to all values.

Chapter 8 reviewed the planning process for a Igoaérnment’s sustainability initiative: the case
of Vision 2020 in Hamilton, Ontario. The phrasegfpublic’s values” was used explicitly and
deliberately as coextensive with vague goals asidns for the future. “The people’s value set”, in
contrast, was used as coextensive with a weakanggable form of values. In this case the latter
usage was applied to more specific matters.

At the end of Chapter 8, the particular usage dfesmsuggested for sustainability planning was
applied to the usage of values in Vision 2020. That‘the public’s values” addressed vague matters
and “the people’s value set” addressed detailsstiout to be a red herring because these diffesence
flowed from distinguishing values on the level esdriptive categories of values and not conceptual
categories. Descriptive categories of values resgfthe status quo. What is more significant was th
lack of awareness that these two usages are relaiftdcompeting expressions of a concept of
values in general. In the Vision 2020 processgthad of avoiding controversy reinforced the
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apparent need to treat values as firm and cerdtiaching a questioning attitude to values couldeha
improved the planning process.

9.3 Summary: Planning and Values

“When new information threatens emerging agreefmet@nds to
be dismissed as ‘dangerous knowledge.’ Thus mediatay pursue
agreement at the expense of understanding.” SAE88]

This application of the word and idea “values” vaasexercise in reflective planning, in the traditio
articulated by Donald Schon (1983). Changes toegmtian be threatening in the same way that new
knowledge may be dismissed as “dangerous”. Wharegare used to affirm existing beliefs they
affirm the status quo on several dimensions—palityc socially, economically, culturally,
epistemologically, and so on. Such usage of “véloesy serve the purposes of planning approaches
that do not reach beyond the world as we knowithss the rational comprehensive approach to
planning, but it constrains and even countera@pthiposes of planning approaches, such as
sustainability planning, that challenge the stajus by embracing uncertainty.

As Schon suggests in the above quote, the desiceftainty and agreement may overwhelm and
overshadow other important considerations. Valuesrereasingly touted as the firm and certain
ground on which agreement takes place; they aatetieas a means to achieve agreement. Such usage
of values, however, comes at the “expense of utat@sg”. This study concludes that agreement
and understanding need not be mutually exclusiagsgaf values usage, provided that the
stereotypical understanding of values is supplabyed better grasp of what values are and how they
can be used.

Key aspects of a better grasp of “values” includdethree propositions that were tested in
application to planning and are summarized beloge{iSn 9.3).

9.3.1 The trouble with “values” for planners

Originally, the word challenged dominant beliefdlué day simply by calling these beliefs “values”.
It challenged the use of a single, objective stethftar determining what is valuable and in this way
for the first time, created the possibility thatrething that was called “a value” was not necelysari
valuable. For the most part the word “values” f@sdken its revolutionary origins and is now used
to reaffirm and support dominant social beliefhieathan to question them.

New usages of “values” continue to emerge as thé vgoused in different disciplines and new
applications. Today, multiple and even contradictssages coexist. Planners, therefore, cannottselec
their audience to include only those who have #mesunderstanding of “values” and use the word in
the same way. The planner’s problem of communigaditross multiple and diverse usages of
“values” is the same problem faced in any discusefovalues. This problem is similar to speaking at
the UN without benefit of translators—hearers ustierd “values” depending on their own
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understanding and experience with the word. THerdihce is that the language problem is
recognized at UN but there is little recognitiorthie planning community that miscommunicating
across values usages may play an underlying rabaping how people describe positions they take
about values and in constraining resolution ofedéht positions about values. Planners may not be
able to enforce how the word is used but they shbealable to recognize different usages and
understand how and why those usages are in play.

Use of the word “values” in planning ranges froeating the word loosely as interchangeable with
descriptors such as “principles”, “beliefs”, “opdms”, “attitudes”, “interests”, “opinions”, “goals”
and so on, to precisely defined definitions thailapnly to a given work of a particular author.

Where there is an assumption of shared meanirfgyelifces in how values are understood may be
obscured. In such situations, there appears t@lm@mpelling motivation or reason to question how
the word is being used because differences in mgaarie not noticed or acknowledged. Even when
there is an awareness of different meanings, haw#wre appears to be no remedy for confusion.
Even if each speaker defines precisely how the wguded, the result is a multiplicity of definihi®
that at first glance do not appear to be comparatdemay even be contradictory. This precludes
integrated conclusions across values usages—eeauhfusage of “values” is precisely defined.

In light of this, can “values” be a useful tool fglanning?

9.3.2 The trouble with values usage in planning

Calling something “a value” appears to grant aa jdeelief, opinion, and so on, a special authority—
greater than what it might have had without thbelaThis authority creates an aura of immunity
from challenge, perpetuating assumptions thatettier disrespectful or unnecessary to challenge
what someone claims to be a value. With no reasexpect a challenge, claims about values can be
made without needing to expect consequences. Thamapparent need to take responsibility for
how we use the word “values” or for the positiorestake about values. The result, ultimately, i$ tha
values usages may contribute to prolonging dispaibesit values.

For example, natural features such as the Niagscargment are often described as “having
values”, where “values” refer to intrinsic qualgien nature, not created by humans and not reguirin
judgement or critical evaluation by humans. Becausghing can be claimed as an intrinsic value,
without critical examination there is ho opportyrtid distinguish what may be intrinsic from what
may not be intrinsic—even though it is claimed &oititrinsic. Intrinsic values are treated as
unconditional. There is no uncertainty about thewh gaus no apparent need for further investigation.

Calling some values “intrinsic” is a way to distingh this group of values from human values.
This means that whenever intrinsic values are dsed, there are two parallel sets of values usage i
play, even if the second usage remains implicitinsic values necessarily divide values into human
values and values sourced in objects, independdntroan judgement. Talk about “intrinsic values”,
therefore, implicitly or explicitly serves to reorce the separation of humans from nature.

Unlike intrinsic values, human values may or nopbesented as absolute and unconditional.
Human values may be more likely to be recognizeidliible and require evaluation but human
values too are often presented dogmatically asndgitonal and absolute. In this example there are
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now potentially three different usages of “valugsplay, simply by virtue of having called
something an “intrinsic value”: Non-human valuesiasonditional, human values as conditional,
and human values as unconditional.

Because there is little awareness of the mulitgliof values usage, the distinction between
intrinsic values and human values may not be razegnThis means that the common usage of
intrinsic values as not requiring judgement mayses a model for other uses of the word “values”
by reinforcing a common assumption that no valuescanditional. Usage of the phrase “intrinsic
values”, therefore, may influence other values adag not necessarily in predictable ways. Whether
a value is presented as unconditional or conditibaa quite different implications for the resoduti
of disputes but there seem to be no solid criferi@stablishing which of these (unconditional or
conditional) should apply in what circumstances.

This example of “intrinsic values” is only one ofraultitude of ways in which values usages
interact with each other.

9.3.3 The problem with descriptive groups of value  s: Values as “silos”

Grouping values according to what the values aoeitals common practice. Values are described as
“environmental values” because they are about the@@ment. “Transportation values” are about
transportation. “Economic values” are about ecomspand so on. Such usage reflects similar
divisions in how social life and government areamriged. Without a mechanism to compare and
contrast groups of descriptive values, limiting exa@ation of values to their “face value” treatsleac
group of descriptive values as a silo unto it¥8hHouping values according to descriptive content
compartmentalizes values.

When examined more closely, each silo of descepiaiues contains a myriad of miniature
descriptive silos. To categorize quarrying opergtias governed primarily by “economic values”, for
example, is to isolate economic values from theainand environmental values that are also in play.
We have moral values about economics and aboutagmuent. Environmental values include values
about morality and values about economics, andhsthen they are examined more closely,
descriptive categories seem to crumble in waysaranot manageable because the groups of values
are not the same on the inside as their outsidgggestt Even though there is potentially a wide eang
of overlap internally, descriptive groups of valusnot appear to have enough in common to be
comparable, primarily because all attention is $s@d on their face value.

For example, moral values may appear not to be aoate to other groups—economic values, for
example—because moral values may be understocgb(ng) as being based on absolutes. If moral
values are understood as absolute (unconditiaingd) means they can and should be treated as
distinct from economic values, for example, becag®momic values depend on comparison and are
conditional (for some).

Moral values, however, are not always treated abssl Moral values too may be the result of
comparative reasoning, just like economic valueshis case, both economic values and moral
values require human judgement. Similarly, envirental values may sometimes be presented as
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absolute intrinsic values but other values abogtethvironment are calculated, result from
comparison, or may simply be individual preferences

None of these groups of descriptive values cornedpaniquely to a particular way of developing
or determining what is a value. Comparison is mjuely a basis for distinguishing economic
values. As with moral and environmental valueshimithe group of economic values some may be
calculated and others derived deductively and ptesleas dogmatically as any intrinsic value or
individual preference.

None of these silos of descriptive values is homeges internally, either on the level of what they
are about or with respect to how the values arevkrend used. The variables that make them non-
homogenous may be the very features that enablenghaénnections across descriptive groups of
values and create opportunities to integrate vethasappear to be incomparable.

The most common way to characterize the differesitpns people have about values is also
according to what the different value positionsaveut. If descriptive values can be misleadingnth
this way of grouping value positions may also bsleading and potentially a factor in protracted
disagreement.

By masking underlying similarities and differencetfe-nuts and bolts of values usage—
descriptive groups of values deflect from otherapymities to resolve disputes about values. Both
agreements and disagreements will be disruptety éaseople were talking about different things
but believed they were talking about the same thing

Simply identifying silos of values provides neitlreeans nor motivation to connect different value
positions that are identified according to whaithee about. As a result, resolving differences in
positions about value appears to be strictly a ati® problem. Barring an intervention by power, so
long as the person with the “poorer” values chooseslopt the “better” values, differences are
resolved. A change in beliefs appears to be thewal to resolve differences about values. This
leaves the door wide open for manipulation of valaed for power to be the arbiter of values. There
may be another way to address the problem.

9.3.4 Grouping values according to conceptual featu res: Beyond the “face value” of

values

Going beneath the silos and beyond the descriptbndat values are about may provide
opportunities to connect and compare values. Iy@émj the features of any given usage of “values”
requires some thought. They are not immediatelyonlsvin the same way as descriptions of values
according to what they are about. Some examplesrafeptual features by which to group values
are:

e recognizing when a value is being presented dogaibtiand when it is not (irrespective of
whether these values are individual preferenceseasented as being good for society as a
whole),

¢ identifying the purpose of a values usage and whaieding its political agenda (presenting
values as not being contestable serves human me}os
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e distinguishing between values presented as bemngsd in humans and values sourced at
arm’s length from humans (whether from Spirit ordGNature, or organized religion),

e distinguishing between values that are treatededit sind valuing as a process or activity,

¢ identifying the one value that may be hidden aradgmted from questioning even though
other values are all presented as being contestable

¢ determining what conditions a value must meet d@eoto qualify as “a value” according to
some particular usage

Values are essentially relative and inevitably p@Emate judgements. At any given moment in the
process, values are themselves the results oéeadmparison and contrast processes that are now
hidden by more recent valuations. The phrase “abseilues”, therefore, is an oxymoron.
Nonetheless, the phrase is used and values aenpedsas absolutely certain even without calling
them such. In the same way, religions describe sleéras in terms of values, seemingly unaware that
describing religious tenets in terms of values veeskhe tenets. Such usages are examples of actual
values usage that must be part of the planner’almdary of values, a vocabulary that cannot be
limited only to those usages that the planner deerbg correct.

9.3.5 Barrier to conceptual groups of values

The range of values usage, including phrases suthbgolute values”, is extensive and continues to
expand. If the word “values” is used in wildly difent ways, is it even possible that all instamfes
values usage share something in common, sometlong timan the word itself?

If they do not, then values are merely homonymmaetely distinct and incomparable. If so, this
means not only that descriptive values have notimrmgmmon beyond the word “values” but also
that connecting these discrete applications ofuesll through their conceptual features is not
justifiable. The silos must be allowed to stand mmelgrating judgements about different groups of
descriptive values must be accepted as impossible.

Because treating values at face value has negainsequences for planners, we have reason to
dig a bit deeper and to ask whether all valuesesatpspite their differences, might not be
considered as components of some more general poofcealues? Can a single concept unite such a
wide range of usage?

9.3.6 A concept of values in general

Integrating values usages requires a concept aesaFor a single concept to relate values usages
that are so different as to be contradictory, itldaeed to:

¢ embrace diverse usages and uncertainty

e treat values as relational and comparative judgé&nen

e connect abstract values to values about particulars
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e evolve as new usages emerge
e require questioning all values

Such a concept of values is possible. It workhiendame way as, for example, the concept of
dogness. The concept of dogness, like the condetlues, does not emerge full blown or exist only
abstractly but is learned through experience. Gildr isolated villagers may know of only one dog
who constitutes the whole of their concept of degné& heir concept of dogness evolves and adapts
with learning about other animals who are alsceckltdogs”. There can be no concept of dogness
without instances of dogs. In the same way, thegginof values has no existence independent of the
values usages of which it is comprised.

For example, if we only know that values are alisbjucertain, then why would we also call
something we cannot know for certain “a value"&itat Danes are the only known instances of
dogness, how do we know that a terrier is alsog®? ddve same process applies to a concept of values
and learning about other usages of “values”. Timeept of values today is necessarily different from
what it was when word values first emerged bec#useange and application of “values” is broader.
Even though the default concept of values tredtseggpenultimate judgements, the concept includes
values that are presented as certain and valuearthaot. The concept of values is flexible and
vague and tolerant of diversity but can also explanen and why the word “values” is used
inappropriately, as in the phrase “absolute values”

Calling something “a value” makes it different frarinciples, beliefs, attitudes, interests,
opinions, and so on. Values and other descriptersi@t interchangeable even though they are used
as such. Calling a principle or a belief “a valeganges it from something firm and certain into
something that is relative and uncertain.

9.3.7 Barrier to a concept of values

Convention is the single most powerful barrierdoagnizing a multiplicity of values usage as
instances of a concept of values in general. Omatve grounds, a concept of values may be
undesirable (for some) because it poses a thrgaetailing beliefs.

The segregation of areas of social life is alsca#ten of convention and also threatened by a
concept of values. Acceptance of such a conceyalaes makes it more difficult to treat any single
usage as the whole of values usage. Whichever usagdues supports convention is forced to
compete with other usages.

9.3.8 Values as a planning tool

If this barrier to a concept of values can be owere, then values can be a useful planning tool
because values are distinct from other descrifgoch as attitudes, beliefs, principles, interestbso
on.
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Values are relative judgements. If no value is immto questioning, then no value can be
considered as so solid that it can be used asafmifoundational. “Core” values are no more sofid o
significant than any other value. This means cataes should not be used to justify core zones of
planning unless their conditionality is acknowledg&cknowledging conditionality detracts from the
purpose of using core values to justify core zones.

Values should and can be integrated throughouhpigrprocesses, not left stranded as abstract
goals. Values as goals acquire their meaning frardetails of planning processes, in the same way
that the concept of values is constituted by aetypof values usages.

Values can be used in planning ethics but not i &od certain principles or beliefs. Values and
ethics are compatible when the approach to ethimssafor comparison and judgement. Statements
of Values are better called something else untessalues are intended to invite questioning.

Questioning how someone’s values are presentent disrespectful but necessary, particularly in
the context of planning in pluralist democracidanRers need to have a good understanding of
values usage in weighing contributions to planmnacesses that are phrased in terms of values. It
matters how someone understands “values” whenrtiade a claim about values.

9.3.9 Opportunities for sustainability planning:

Just as planners have a choice in how planningdenstood and in what substantive values planning
is to reflect and promote, so too is there chaickeaw to understand and apply the word “values”.
Values can do more than affirm what already ist&@uability planners have opportunities both to
choose to treat values as conditional and contiestatol to encourage taking a questioning attitude
towards values.

Values originated as a tool to challenge prevaitintiefs and such a usage remains available to
sustainability planners. The first step is notwlltg any value, however it is presented and however
it is claimed to be justified, to be immune to icat examination. Prevailing beliefs are a bartaer
changing unsustainable behaviour. To call somettangalue” means that it must be questioned. If
the prevailing beliefs are treated as values atiteif cannot withstand scrutiny then they must be
rejected.

Cross-sectoral integration and comparison of valkieessible and necessary. Sustainability
planners need to look beyond the limitations ofesfipial, descriptive groups of values for other
ways of recognizing diverse usages of “values”. Pemass that a concept of values can connect
usages of values that are so different as to beamhotory makes this possible.

Recognizing that all values are judgements anctthies necessarily uncertain increases the
likelihood of success for sustainability planningeeises. Without taking a questioning attitude
towards all values, dogmatic claims about valuésomntinue on familiar paths. Disagreements
about values cannot be settled by gathering mdéoenmation or data but neither do they need to be
circular and dogmatic. Reasoning about valuesssipte.

Allowing values to stand without critical examir@ticreates a climate in which dogmatic positions
about values persist without expectation of resmutUnderstood as proposed above, values can be a
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useful tool for planning in general and sustainghbgdlanning in particular. Moreover, such a values
usage may actually assist in resolving protracisgutes about values.

9.4 Conclusions

This thesis has demonstrated that there is diyarshow “values” are understood and used. Diverse
usage emerges from the confluence of events aad.i@&ch application of values is potentially
unique at the same time that it interacts with iareth expression of a flexible and vague concept of
values in general. Diverse usage is establisheslri@ron the ground of positions that people take
about values or the content of values but on tiseslid conceptual categories that identify featufes
usage and establish criteria by which to determihether and how calling something “a value” is
justified relative to a particular usage. This a$pé values is a factor in determining the contant
values and in how people express positions abdues@ut remains a subject for further research.

Detaching the idea of values from the idea of alissltakes values back to the original meaning.
This thesis has attempted to address “values” &amriety of positions about what values are or
should be. Each reader will have brought to thesithhis or her own understanding of what values
“really” are. For some readers, the conclusionshred here will challenge what they understand to
be the conventional usage of “values”, seemingdlem to be perhaps as revolutionary as when the
new usage of values first emerged in the late 188@sothers, the idea that a questioning attitude
should be attached to all values may seem elemesilf-evident, and modest. Neither the study of
values nor the way in which the results have beesgmted has been aimed at satisfying only a single
audience. Because for many readers the conclusiagschallenge convention, it is particularly
important that the conclusions result from a formathodology that is transparent and establishes
terms for validity and that the history of divetssage has been documented in detail. Equally
important is that the study was explorative rathan normative. That values should be approached
with a questioning attitude was not a normativedtlgpsis around which the research was structured
but a proposition that emerged from an exploratibthe word “values” using grounded theory
methodology.

The general question that this study attempteditoess is whether an explicit and deliberate use
of “values” has neutral, beneficial, or detrimentaplications for planning. The general answer is
that the value of explicit and deliberate use canyaccording to understanding and usage of
“values” but that values do have potential to béngportant and powerful planning tool. Attaching a
guestioning attitude to all values changes themmfpdlars of the status quo to challengers of
convention. This suggests that it would be prufl@nplanners to appreciate how potent values may
be, particularly because attaching a questionitigdé to all values does not guarantee that the
products of valuing will necessarily be what plarsnexpect. When a questioning attitude is attached
to values, explicit and deliberate use of “valuesly be a volatile social force.

Whether the theory about diverse usage is or rsitatde is a separate question in the same way
that critics and supporters of values both agraevalues are necessarily relative (Chapter 4) and
proceed to disagree from that point forward. Theisagreement among the objections about
whether the relativity of values is harmful or biecial and this disagreement reflects positionsetak
by the objections about the desirability of valleesyuage. The objections were used as an external
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control on conclusions reached using grounded yhe@thodology, confirming that values are
necessarily relative. This thesis does make a norengdgement about the desirability of values
language. Had the objections been allowed to stargthesis would have had no choice but to find
that explicit and deliberate use of “values” neae§shas a negative effect on planning. The
desirability of the theory about diverse usagevafities” remains to be considered by others.

The general question studied here was made mocéisg®y asking three research questions. The
first two questions are addressed by the firstetloenclusions. The last question is addressedddy th
fourth conclusion.

9.4.1 Conclusions One, Two, and Three

Using grounded theory methodology, the first twesiions were researched from the perspective of
values in general. This was the subject of thé fiedf of the thesis. The conclusions from grounded
theory were then re-stated as propositions andegpfa planning in general. The third proposition
emerged from the theory about diverse usage athe isasis for proposing a particular usage of
values for sustainability planning. This particulessage of values was then applied to a case sfudy o
sustainability planning to establish whether un@derding values differently might have made a
difference in the planning process and implemeniati

Conclusion One: Calling something “a value” can ma& a difference.

The word “values” is used interchangeably withregldist of other words. Some values may be
beliefs but not all beliefs are values. The sanpiepto words such as attitudes, opinions, priesip
goals, and so on. Not distinguishing values asndistrom such other terms makes the word “values”
redundant and defeats its potential. Use of thelvixalues” can change something firm and certain
into something conditional, no more than a penwlterjudgement about value.

Though some usages treat values as coextensivéwtittt is valuable”, in the sense of what is
worthy, not all usages do so. Values are used wslgido refer to scales such as good and bad, right
and wrong, and only good and right. The defaulcen of values calls for investigation of which
usage applies.

Conclusion Two: Diverse values usage can be relatégt a concept of values.

Pessimism about the possibility of articulatingbaaept of values in general stemmed from concern
about the lack of a single definition, the widegarf application, and the variety of methodolobica
approaches to values. A concept of values baseomreptual categories of values was able to
circumvent the disparities on the substantive |édescriptive categories). This concept is a
component of the theory about diverse usage presémiChapter 5.

The theory about diverse usage is a middle-rangmytrather than a grand theory about values. It
treats all values as essentially relative and dggments that require a questioning attitude. Beyon
that, it does not stipulate a methodology. It d&hbs a basis to which normative applications of
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values respond in diverse ways but does not retjuateall aspects of the concept be adopted by all
particular usages of values.

A concept of values that is flexible and vaguevasiovalues to be considered as a group and allows
comparison and contrast of diverse usages asddlatmne another. At least in part, such a concept
may explain assumptions about shared meaning elien differences among particular usages
appear too significant to permit treating themasgarable. The usages are connected by a flexible
and vague concept of values that does not presooitvect usage but is pluralist and tolerant of
diversity. In this application, “pluralist”, “tolance”, and “diversity” are rooted in epistemologjica
ground. This is not to suggest that epistemologyotalso be contested on political-moral ground.

That a flexible concept enables general commuminabout values does not also mean that
particular usages must be flexible about whicledgtare to be satisfied in order to justify cajlifa
value”.

Conclusion Three: A questioning attitude should battached to values usage by default.

There is no single standard for determining valte standards by which values are determined are
themselves to be treated as values and therefdreirag contestable. Three themes of a flexible and
vague concept of values all suggest that a quésgaititude should be attached to values, making
all values contestable irrespective of whetheripaler usages are presented as incontestable. The
three themes are:

¢ Diverse usage of values is ongoing and evolutignary

e Values are relational; phrases such as “absoluteand “intrinsic
value” are oxymoronic; and

e Values are dependent on valuers even when valeadeacribed as
objective.

Together, the three propositions applied to plagmiet the minimum threshold set as a target in
this study by establishing that

1. Use of “values” as distinct from similar ideas ¢esanew opportunities for analysis and
application.

2. There is diverse usage and positing a conceptloésan general allows values to be
considered as a group despite their differences.

3. Even when particular usage appears not to inviteguire a questioning attitude, treating
such usages as contestable yields greater unddirggaof the implications of that usage for
the substantive dimension of values.

9.4.2 Conclusion Four

The last conclusion is in answer to the third redeguestionWhat are the implications and
opportunities for planning Even though a questioning attitude towards vataesbe useful,
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adopting such an attitude may require overcomiegitsire for certainty and stability. Developing a
particular usage of values to meet the needs thisadility planning creates an opportunity for
planning to assist in promoting the need to tagaestioning attitude in considering values.

Conclusion 4: A questioning attitude toward valuegan be encouraged by the planning purpose.

Treating sustainability as a question to whichehemo single right answer and where the answer is
not known in advance makes taking a questionintydé a practical necessity. In promoting a
particular usage of values, planners take on tleeafoadvocates. The values usage as “determination
of fit” depends on faith and belief to protect thest dominant value from being contested. Advocacy
planning is at high risk for applying the “deteraiion of fit” usage if it is selective about which
values are treated as conditional and contestalolére selection is not transparent. A questioning
attitude can help identify those situations in vidvaluing is more a case of “determination of fit”

with an uncontested belief than it is a penultimatigement based on comparison and contrast of all
values.

9.4.3 Implications for planners

Treating each value as a penultimate judgementtatadwe suggests that the making of value
judgements by planners should be less a hero@racinore a matter of necessity. When values are
understood as being both the products of valuimbtla starting points for re-valuing, they cannot
become single, overriding values that allow ungoasd beliefs to determine the value of other
values.

That the general concept of values is widely toiedd diverse usage increases rather than detracts
from its value to planners. Because diverse usagedespread, it is unlikely that planners will et
presented with diverse usage. Where values arteaated as discrete, static, and absolute, theieva
cannot simply be assumed from context to contepieoson to person. The “same” values may be
described differently in different contexts, makingifficult to determine just when something et
same and when it is different.

Conclusions reached in this thesis suggest thatsasithg values in planning processes cannot be a
simple, mechanical operation but should be accgmtiruncertainty and ongoing processes of
learning. To do otherwise is to treat values akg of the words with which it is sometimes used as
interchangeable and to deny the potential of vallibs does not mean that planners should not make
lists of features that characterize attitudes, iopmor beliefs, and so on—only that items on such
lists are not usefully described as “values” untegy are treated as starting points and penukimat
judgements, as part of an ongoing process.

Because there is diverse usage of “values”, bogemeral and within planning, there are two ways
to disagree about values—about the substantiverdiime and about how the word and idea of
“values” are understood and applied. Awarenessldyners of both of these ways of disagreeing
should assist in participatory planning procesBésagreements about values may appear to revolve
around descriptive, substantive categories. Apglgomparative approaches to values in planning
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processes creates opportunities for planners telalgvnnovative ways of using discussions about
similarities and differences to break free of dgdisre, substantive categories.

Whether one or another particular usage is moreogpiate in given circumstances is a matter of
judgement that calls on other ideas and purposefith “values” are attached. Proponents of any
particular usage, including the particular usaggesated here for sustainability planning, may
become advocates for that usage, making value® wsadgestable and a matter of politics at the same
time that it is a matter for planning.

9.4.4 Implications for planning theory

On occasion, planning theorists are explicit altmyt they use “values”, defining values for their

own applications. For the most part, however, thedwvalues” is used without being defined and is
simply assumed to be understood on the basis lhieed understanding. Without first being aware of
the diversity of values usage and then respondinige problem, such an assumption is not

warranted. Particular usages can differ wildly eading awareness about diverse usage may assist in
averting confusion and resolving ambiguities treatenyet to be acknowledged.

Increased awareness may assist in recognizingicestavhere most values are presented as
contestable but a single value is granted immunityn questioning. In the history of diverse usage
this type of usage is described as a “determinatidit” (Chapter 3). In such applications of
“values”, other values are ranked according tarthkility to promote an overriding value. The
overriding value derives its authority from beliather than because it has been able to withstand
critical examination. In planning theory, exampbdésleterminations of fit are found in the utilitamni
tradition and in deliberative democracy. In thedrig of diverse usage (Chapter 3), J. S. Mackeszie’
critique of democracy demonstrated that what stée as a single overriding value can benefit by
being subjected to scrutiny. Treating the highasking value-as-purpose as a contestable value can
improve its longevity and deepen support for ithwiit needing to appeal to people’s beliefs or
attempting to manipulate opinions and attitudess Tiay have particular significance for
sustainability planning. Planners can contest aeviiat appears to be untouchable and is perhaps so
pervasive that its power is not recognized.

This approach to values usage suggests that evem vettues are used as firm and certain goals at
the start of planning processes, these values p¢ertiee process and make all other values
derivative. This may be appealing if it establisbelerence and consistency but deceptive because if
values are not treated as conditional and contlestiatnughout the process, from top to bottom,
opportunities are missed to examine how abstrdaesanay change in specific application.

9.4.5 Implications for participants in planning pro cesses

Values contributed to planning processes by mendddiee public may be wide-ranging in both

substance and modes of usage. Objection Two (Oh&ptharacterizes all declarations of value as

reflecting narrow individual preferences. The tlyembout diverse usage, while also treating

individuals as valuers, holds that all values stidad treated in the first instance as judgemenmts fo
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which individuals can be held accountable. Pamicip in planning processes who choose to present
their contributions in terms of values should temebe prepared to offer reasons for values that
otherwise be treated as privileged and incontest&hich values are often associated with claims
about intrinsic values in the natural world or rgée moral order. The theory about diverse usage
treats intrinsic values as judgements by valueosiiatpualities that reside in objects. In any given
application, what intrinsic values are is deterrdibg values usage.

Following Objections One and Two (Chapter 4), iftjggpants seek to contribute their beliefs
about what is truly valuable or worthy, values laage may not be appropriate terminology because
claims about intrinsic qualities and universalitg aecessarily made relative when cast in terms of
values.

In “Post-Issue Activism” (2004) Patrick Reinborougffgues for citizen activists taking a new
direction. His discussion is replete with referenteevalues. For Reinborough, “common-sense
values” that are life-affirming should replace “porate values” in “values-based” critiques (2004,
190) that separate issues of dissent from “therggifeous tone that many people associate with
protest (2004, 180)". Reinborough pays particuteerdgion to the way in which the word “reality” is
contested and an instance of “an overarching psldf reality (2004, 200)". Unlike his treatment of
“reality”, Reinborough does not consider that halues are understood may be a factor constraining
activists’ battles against convention. This alld®&inborough to suggest that citizen activists shoul
be addressing problems by means of “values-baseglies” that are governed by a single,
overriding value, that all values should affirnelifThis thesis concludes that the use of single,
overriding values is not advisable because suaegalisage draws firm boundaries around which
values can be questioned and which should notatticplar circumstances, drawing such boundaries
may serve immediate strategic interests but thedeues cannot be sustained in the long run.

9.5 Limitations and Constraints to Applying the The ory of Diverse Usage

9.5.1 Limitations

Broadly, this study concludes that diverse usadealties” should be treated as a variable with the
potential to shape what people value. Becauseth@y has been conducted from the perspective of
the word “values” and not from the perspective @ivtpeople value or from the perspective of how
to describe, identify, assess, or change what pe@ue, identifying other possible variables and
considering what weight should be assigned to deveisage relative to other possible variables were
not considered.

Where particular usages do not co-exist with compeisages, for example in communities where
values usage is locally homogeneous, it is easigeat a single usage as representative of théewho
of values usage and the advisability or usefuloéseing aware of diverse usage may be harder to
appreciate. As a result it may be more difficuleteourage taking a questioning attitude towards
values and to consider values as relative and staftie.
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Asking what various usages of “values” have in camrand how they are different leads to an
answer different from asking only what values hawveommon. As applied in this study, the former
was encouraged by the comparative logic on whiclhigtied theory methodology is based.
Following a belief that even in the face of diveusage there should be a single, firm and certain
meaning of values leads down a path different frieenone taken in this research.

9.5.2 Current usage as a constraint

The ways in which people now use the word “valuesist be considered a constraint, as argued by
Objection Three (Chapter 4). This objection cambéressed by attaching a questioning attitude to
values but the ease with which this might be acdsimgd will vary according to convention and
circumstance. A questioning attitude might be ereged by planners presenting the concept of
sustainability as requiring a re-evaluation of esluln this case planners must also refrain from
taking a position on what specific values musthgefroducts of such re-evaluations. If this can be
done, then it may be possible to treat currenteisagooth a constraint and an opportunity.

Even if planners themselves treat values as relatid contestable, however, when participants in
planning processes make contributions in termbeftord “values”, they may be invoking “values”
according to a completely different usage from tifahe planner. This will be more of a problem in
communities in which “values” are understood asi@gpgiositive only, absolute, and incontestable.
Awareness of diverse usage might prepare planaemsticipate and recognize such usage.
Awareness, however, will not be enough on its osvditect planners how to respond when values
are presented as incontestable and unconditiohaleffectiveness of planners’ responses may
depend as much or more on social skills than plashkaowledge about values usage.

9.5.3 Institutional and organizational constraints

This constraint is a variation of the current usegestraint discussed above. As demonstrated in the
history of diverse usage, social organizationsiastitutions are in a position to direct valuesgea
and understanding in ways that serve the statusigd@way from understanding values as a tool to
challenge convention. That it is much easier netdioagainst convention is also a constraint on how
widely a questioning attitude towards values mightadopted.

Statements of values by institutions and orgaroratalso discourage taking a questioning attitude
towards values. This fairly common application ts¢@alues” as guiding principles. Such statements
are declarations about standards to be used aegayrih which “values” describe an organization’s
firm beliefs and as such can be treated as besmljcibasis for determining appropriate conduct.
Unless values are expected to be subjected todieqaestioning and scrutiny, casting such
statements in terms of values, rather than “stalsdareinforces the usage of values as absolute and
incontestable.
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9.6 Further Research

9.6.1 Applying the theory about diverse usage to un  derstanding people’s positions

about values

Values that are formulated according to one pderausage of values may differ in kind from values
that are based on a different usage of “valuesin@arative studies of values of different groups or
societies should take into account the possittiat values usage may differ widely among
communities and between communities and researdh@rgxample, researchers might cast the
“same” value in terms of more than one values usaget a better grasp of what aspects of that
value are peculiar to one usage and not others.

The theory about diverse usage may assist in stgdmplicit and hidden values. Researchers will
need to test for how various usages might yieltkeht implicit and hidden values. A comparative
study might incorporate several usages into theareth methodology.

Cognitive studies of values often rely on a valugsge that looks for consistency between stated
values and behaviour. Researchers’ awarenessafkdivisage may be valuable in such studies
because it will encourage researchers to watchii@ther the values usage that governs the research
is at odds with how participants understand valBesause people may have difficulty providing a
statement about their particular usage of the vixatlies”, researchers will have to devise ways to
elicit evidence of values usages in ways that niEigrdrom eliciting statements about people’s
positions on values or the content of values. Tiate is diverse values usage may have a significan
impact on whether stated values and behavioureegrdined to be consistent with one another or
not.

The theory of diverse usage may have useful agjgican the study of conflicts about values and
be complementary to the approach taken by VanesgadV (2006) in her study of deep differences.
How these differences are described may be a umcfi values usage, with certain differences
highlighted by labels of descriptive categoried thask other similarities and differences intertoal
the descriptive categories. Researchers will recauir awareness of diverse usage and an appreciation
of the distinction between descriptive and concaptategories of values (Chapter 6).

9.6.2 Self-Awareness of diverse usage as a variable

To be aware of diverse usage of values by otheysh@ane thing and have self-awareness of diverse
usage may be another. Situations may develop x&onple, where people become conditioned to
believing that a particular usage of values isriost appropriate and must attempt to determine or
develop values in accordance with that usage.c®eléciousness and a desire to present themselves
in a good light may lead people to say they havéamed to some usage when they have not—for
example in claiming to have questioned or scruthia value when they have not. Studying
consistency between any one individual's behavamd stated values usage could be complicated in
unexpected ways by self-consciousness of our olwresaisage and by knowing what values usage is
deemed as desirable by the larger community.
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Logical consistency among a single person’s vatoight also be affected by diverse usage if some
values have been formed according to one usagetheds according to other usages. This might be
very difficult to study.

Self-awareness of diverse usage may also be eblaviath respect to the “framing effect”:

“Human choices are remarkably susceptible to themar in which
options are presented. This so-called ‘framingatffepresents a
striking violation of standard economic accountfiwman
rationality... This finding highlights the importano&incorporating
emotional processes within models of human chancksaiggests
how the brain may modulate the effect of theseibgasmfluences to
approximate rationality.” (Martino et al. 2006, §84

Competing presentations of values may elicit défeiresponses to what might otherwise be
considered the “same” value. They may elicit theetgf emotional response that plays a role in
responding to how choices are framed.

9.6.3 Diverse usage and values clarification

Taking value usage into account may have consegadoc values clarification, particularly in group
efforts. There is a difference between clarifyingether a value is to be desired and whether
something deserves to be called “a value”. Vallasfication (Chapter 3) stipulates criteria fortho
Internally to values clarification, all values haav@ositive-only meaning, to be desired or not by a
given individual. Values clarification deems soniegh*a value” first by virtue of a method that is
common to all users but ultimately by whether thikig is deemed desirable by an individual. What
counts as a value is ultimately a determinatiombljviduals. What will be a value for one person
will not count as a value for another. This apphpdlkerefore, limits the usefulness of values
clarification for collective discussion of commoaag (Chapter 3) because there will be no common
starting point about what values can be discussea@laes.

The theory about diverse usage and the defaulepdrd values (Chapter 5) enable collective
discussion of common good in values language becalses are not restricted to being positive.
Values can be considered as a set without havisigtéi declare that all values have been desired by
every individual. Ultimately some values may tutn to be illusions (negative) but this will not
mean that they no longer count as “values” or they never did.

The role of facilitators in group exercises mayshmilar to that of planners (Chapter 6) in
encouraging a questioning attitude towards theoblofeconsideration.

This approach might also be useful in reconfiguthmgrelationship between values and the
professional ethics of planners.
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9.6.4 Metaphors and values

Treating comparison and contrast as basic to vglsliiggests a need for better understanding of ways
of identifying, describing, and applying ideas atbemmeness and difference. Metaphors are both
conservative and revolutionary; conservative beedlisy require a common initial starting point of
shared understanding, and revolutionary becaugestheich the meaning of the starting point in

novel directions.

Metaphors may be a useful tool for using valuezkate what is known to what is unknown by
suggesting different ways to describe and undedstaisting knowledge. Descriptive categories of
values are a type of existing knowledge; conceptatdgories of values are new knowledge because
they dismantle and reclassify features internaldscriptive categories of values. Metaphors may be
helpful in revealing similarities and differenceasked by descriptive categories and replacing these
with conceptual categories. Andrew Ortony, for eglenargues that metaphors can produce new
knowledge by just such a mechanism.

“The new information in a simile is the statemehaimilarity
between the referent and the relatum. A more pedeisninology,
therefore, might distinguish between old, currantg new
information: the relatum is old information, théamnt is the current
topic, and the relation of similarity between thsmew
information.” (Ortony, 1979, 218)

That metaphors help to relate old and new knowlesi@@mnald Michael’'s point as well. New
knowledge and unlearning are important because tOaventional ways of thinking and speaking
about language and social reality are inadequatecfming with our current circumstances” (1995,
462). Metaphors may be useful in shaping how detg@ynew knowledge is apprehended. Michael
observes that metaphors “can enter the psyche dem@y” because metaphors “imply no limit
(1995, 475). He also notes, however, that becdugseiinply no limit metaphors may go deeply into
the psyche “unquestioningly” (1995, 475). MetapHoesnforce entrenched views of what is real,
true, important, or trivial” (1995, 476) but thegrcalso “ease reframing of issues and actions"§199
476). This is important because the type of knogdetthat is most powerful ismewknowledge or
newly organized knowledge” (1995, 478). The “seftifor metaphors is one of uncertainty and
interconnectivity.

If values are treated not as static and discret@$ongoing conceptual activity, then values t@ a
perpetually creating new knowledge and dismanthligknowledge in a context of uncertainty and
interconnectivity. An approach that focuses usiegy knowledge to dismantle old knowledge makes
values more threatening. They become more fullyeffimme of Schon’s, “dangerous knowledge”
(1983).

9.6.5 Integrating values or using values as a separ  ate planning tool

Kenneth Kernaghan argues for integrating values‘itiite structures, processes, and systems of
public organizations” (2003, 711). Integration wabeimphasise the importance of
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“...the values statement as the central componeatvalues
regime—that is, of the collectivity of measures fieaking shared
values an integral part of the public-service aa@fu(2003, 711)

Understood as firm and certain, values may be maneageable and integration throughout
planning processes more orderly than if valuesiaderstood as contestable and conditional.
Although sustainability planning may be better serif contestable and conditional values are
integrated throughout the process, the mechanigmgizh this might be accomplished need further
study.

Areas that require attention might include sucthadollowing.
¢ the degree to which and stages at which integraiost be coherent,

e clarifying just what aspect of values it is thaéde to be integrated, whether methodology,
usages, substantive positions taken by valuegaeection between planning goals and
implementation and everything in between, valuesgrated with other values to form a
coherent set or system of values, and so forth,

e Kernaghan suggests above that making shared vadwesf the pubic service culture is an
important feature of integration. Can a sharecucalbe based on values if values are
inevitably conditional and contestable?

Whether values should be integrated or treatedsaparate operation parallels asking whether
there should be separate departments of “envirotirneenvironmental issues should be a
dimension of every government department. If eveng is related, in what circumstances and to
serve what purposes does something deserve spadiakeparate attention? When does something
need to be treated distinctly and when as interecteal?

9.6.6 How to inspire a questioning attitude

This thesis suggests that presenting sustainahgityaving no right answer may inspire a questgnin
attitude and affect how values are understood ard.ul. S. Mackenzie’s prediction (Chapter 3) that
a questioning attitude will become increasinglyiggson a broad scale may be correct in the long
run but for the moment the desire for a questionittidude appears to have stalled. Research into
how a questioning attitude correlates to timesetative calm and to times of crisis would be useful

The task here is distinct from one of surveyingdbetent of values in times of relative calm and in
crisis situations. If how we value has the potémtisshape what value, then such surveys ignore a
potentially important variable. Without first leang more about the implications of a questioning
attitude for values usage, it cannot be incorpdragea variable in studying the content of values.

9.6.7 Values, civic education and democracy

This thesis has presented an application of Nie&saisage of values to the questions of moral and
civic education (Chapter 3). J. S. Mackenzie’'singlhess to attach a questioning attitude towards
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values despite being known as an Idealist makesahiseful example. Values are commonly treated
as incontestable and unconditional building blaaksoral character (Chapter 3). This contrasts
sharply with Mackenzie’s rigorous scrutiny of vaduélis willingness to re-evaluate democracy is a
useful example, particularly because Mackenzievsra that others in his day believed in democracy
with a religious fervour and treated it as incotabke and unconditional. He concluded that closer
critical scrutiny of democracy was a means to engsrlong-term survival.

Considering lists of values associated with demmgras is now common, contrasts sharply with
taking a questioning attitude toward democracy. Rédaeie treats valuing as an ongoing process that
can alter the way that individuals value democrdcgnsvaluation (re-evaluating according to new
standards, Chapter 3) might also provide new oppirés to strengthen or weaken the value placed
on democracy. Whatever the conclusion, it will betfinal. Values are penultimate judgements.

9.6.8 Cross-cultural travels of values language

That the word “values” continues to migrate fromatigins in German and English suggests an
opportunity to investigate which usages other laggs adopt as the word is translated. This may
have implications for global-scale understandind eonfusion about values.

The focus on global-level shared values may engeuni@ating values as firm and certain.
Applying a questioning attitude on a global scakeyrne difficult if this creates more opportunities
for disagreement. This may be a context in whiehféasibility of taking a questioning attitude abou
values requires special attention.

9.6.9 Values and relational language

This thesis has noted the importance of relationksc@nsiders values as relational but has not
pursued the idea in depth, in part because thedbekcabulary with which to consider values as
relations makes any comment or question aboutoakdifficult to phrase. That values are relations
created by comparison and contrast makes havimgter lgrasp of the mechanism even more
important.

9.6.10 Comparing relative values on the level of de  scriptive categories

Taking a questioning attitude towards all valudsved comparison and contrast of market values and
moral values and enables cross-sectoral and cresiplthary exchange.

“Relationship Marketing” is a business tool thatises on interconnectedness among actors in the
marketplace (Mattson, 1997, 39), but some of tieedture and methods might have useful
application in increasing awareness about otherstyy relationship. Merged with a values usage that
engages a questioning attitude, the products ¢f aygrocess will not be predictable in the same way
that marketing techniques are traditionally resatiented. It would have to be approached as a

226



learning experience for all actors rather thamapker process of merely identifying obvious
relationships. For example, Blois identifies probéewith “the generality of the terms used to discus
‘relationships’...” (1997, 60) and needing have aoftlugh understanding of...both the dark and the
light side of relationships; the customers’ viewgsiand...the costs of building and maintaining
different types of relationships” (1997, 63).

Behavioural economics may have lessons of intéoestistainability planners. Terry Odean
(Barber and Odean 2000) has extensively reseathldthpact of overconfidence on valuing
markets. This is different from more common attesriptaddress people’s desire for certainty. As
well, in Devil Take The Hindmo$1999), Edward Chancellor analyzes speculatioryap®matic of
psychological disorder. Fluctuating between hop® despair, the speculator and the stock market are
on a manic depressive cycle; speculation expresgearning for freedom from constraints of all
kinds. Speculation understood in this way may tefully applied to sustainability planning as one
way of responding to peoples’ unwillingness to at@zological, social, economic, or other types of
restraints.
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