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Korsgaard, “The Relational Nature of Good” in Oxford Studies in Metaethics
vol. 8, edited by Russ Shafer-Landau, New York: Oxford University Press,
2013, 1-26% #Z

9) oldg zolHel gt FxTote A4S A<EEE Christine M. Korsgaard,
“Realism and Constructivism in Twentieth-Century Moral Philosophy” in The
Constitution of Agency: Essays on Practical Reason and Moral Psychology,
New York: Oxford University Press, 2008, 324%: =,

144



£2 7ol gAY / My

2o
1
o
)
4
30
rlr
N
~D
o
e e oy
& oo dlo
=2 o

9

=4 StUE FA AHRa 209 AYA7EE AHE AASHEA
[e)
-

Zoll& olfrE AT &l AAEY(natural properties)ol] T
A AAPAT oAl skeIEAol 7 £4d(evaluative properties)
gk X3 ¢ JFS AT oA =8 o F A EH, FUA
o FHAFolg s S =T AAEHY 7 osla, “BUrY FAFR
e SR QIAEoF gtk Aoltth oAl AYX7HE Ao
AAANA B9t ghgel gk o]FE AlFshe SASCdE FAZH
AAAR Hrte SAE =3 2FE 4 k12 AP o] o
GA 7 FFY S48 BT IS Mo 23 AR #Hd
BAE FoAA BAE BAE F5 AL o)FA MI¥E AYArtd AH
o] HAg AAHOE FHAY A =A%t TEE 7 Advhe Holth
ket H7H d9e FHEAY d9er SdATIEE 718 vk
= A7 dHo] Amolls TAke| o] AAte] dH& AATE

10) o] A& AYA7E Aol #Hd We TSN IBEh AR, "E50
gt AY-A7E Ao F ZH,, 122 F12 2 22 XA JALHT =
R. Jay Wallace, “Scanlon’s Contractualism,” Ethics vol. 112, 2002, 448-449%
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145



rr
g
o
B
juics
R

o ofdsty] ffsf etd €9
1 T2 PAAGHAQ] BHoRE o
9 84s "Helee 988 dt ae ALY =He
71224 7kAo] gk “of| 8l=A]"(the instantiation thesis)!3)E
o =Ao mEH “FAZHQ HHS[EE-BAS IAS0l. F
g dREE £49 o FEQl gheiA st AFA THXE TE
o14) S eSS O AMNCE Qs 7o) &3 thide] F5o
£45 7 2 o AEA s THAE olslE 4 it
ool A FEAS FATolete sheEAol AEAQ] TR
Me (T B3l T 4o By &40 HY| fEiMe) 1 FER
= Aol A4S 7RItE B2 O ARE 8] $2 o] Hof
oFgHT}.15)

oA ogk=ale] 832 skelEAdo] of"A Ao
=9 AAEEE THAA SFEAE AHske Hel
sl F 7HA AE O s Adst. A Hsad
non-deliberative model)10)o]] m=ZH Fo{3
Fret=AE olaigdel Slo] 1 tiidel o
gk Bt ALl A obrd A4S FYsA| gethl) S of|
o] sheiEAol Foolde A 2
ARk w1 BE o Q9% FekA] et

H A7 Bl Hlgad 2de

=
oL =
o
oi%
% g0
3o >

o

)

o

0y
offt
ol
N

® ® N do
f o ff

™

4>
o
T
o
©
2 o

o
1z,

=

)

£
o
&

13) Wallace, “Reasons, Values and Agent-Relativity,” 508%:.

14) Wallace, “Reasons, Values and Agent-Relativity,” 507%.

15) Wallace, “Reasons, Values and Agent-Relativity,” 508% 55 =,

16) A »o gy IS “41‘3_’-%%751"(deliberation—independent) 249l Wallace,
“Reasons, Values and Agent-Relativity,” 512%:.
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The Agent-Relativity of Good
- The Buck-Passing Account of Good -

Sung, Changwon (Korea Univ.)

According to the Buck-Passing Account of good (the BPA) based on
reasons fundamentalism, to say that something is good is to say that
there is reason to respond to it in certain ways. Since the buck-passers
reduce truths about values to truths about reasons for actions and
attitudes, the underlying idea of the BPA 1is the priority of the
normative over the evaluative. Wallace develops the BPA by
introducing what he calls the deliberative model of values, according to
which an object can have the property of being good only when there
is a specific agent who has reason to respond to it in certain ways. In
this way, the deliberative model is different from the non-deliberative
model that does not require the agential response in question. Given
that the proponents of the deliberative model may only endorse
agent-relative good, they are distinguished from the Mooreans who
accept the ontological priority of agent-neutral good over agent-relative
good. I explain this major difference between these two positions by
discussing Regan’s recent attempts to justify the “Moorean” good.
Although the deliberative model is a promising attempt to understand
the idea of good in an agent-relative way, it may be objected on the
following two grounds. First, Wallace defends the advantage of the
deliberative model by pointing out that we can have a better
epistemological access to lower-properties of objects than to their

higher-order properties. But I argue that this is not always true. Second,
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the deliberative model does not provide any standard by which we can
distinguish between positive and negative normative judgments. For that
matter, the deliberative model fails to accommodate our intuition that
only the kind of positive normative judgments can warrant the property
of being good. This also makes the model in question vulnerable to the
Wrong Kind of Reasons Objection to the BPA.

Key words: Good, Agent-Relativity of Good, Deliberative Model,

Non-deliberative Model, Buck-Passing Account of Good,

Normative Judgments
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