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Staking Our Future: Deontic Longtermism and the NonϳIdentity ProblemЍ

Ѝ

Andreas Lϓ MogensenЍ

GŮƅbaŮ PƫiƅƫiǀieƳ IŹƳǀiǀǈǀeσ FacǈŮǀǦ ƅf PhiŮƅƳƅƨhǦσ Oǥfƅƫd UŹiǟeƫƳiǀǦЉ

ЍЍ

ЍЍ

ABSTRACT: Greaves and MacAskill argue for ЏaǥiƅŮƅgicaŮ ŮƅŹgǀeƫŷiƳŷЋ, according to which, in a wide class ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

decision contexts, the option that is Џeǥ aŹǀe best is the option that corresponds to the best lottery overЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

histories from Џǀ onwards, where Џǀ Ћis some date far in the futureϓ They suggest that a ЏƳǀakeƳϯƳeŹƳiǀiǟiǀǦ aƫgǈŷeŹǀЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

may be used to derive ЏdeƅŹǀic ŮƅŹgǀeƫŷiƳŷ from axiological longtermism, where deontic longtermism holdsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that in a wide class of decision contexts, the option one ought to choose is the option that corresponds to theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

best lottery over histories from Џǀ onwards, where Џǀ is some date far in the futureϓ This argument appeals toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the ЏSǀakeƳ PƫiŹciƨŮeЋ: when the axiological stakes are high, nonϳconsequentialist constraints and prerogativesЍ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

tend to be insignificant in comparison, so that what one ought to do is simply whichever option is bestϓ IЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

argue that there are strong grounds on which to reject the ЏSǀakeƳ PƫiŹciƨŮeЋϓ Furthermore, by reflecting on theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problem, I argue that there are plausible grounds for denying the existence of a soundЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

argument from axiological longtermism to deontic longtermism insofar as we are concerned with ways ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

improving the value of the future of the kind that are focal in Greaves and MacAskillЃs presentationϓЍ

Ѝ Ѝ

1ϓЍ

How should we choose between the present and the futureϔ Some of the most pressing problemsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that we face are fleeting when viewed in historical perspectiveϓ Millions currently suffer inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

extreme povertyϓ However, the percentage of people living in extreme poverty fell dramaticallyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

near the end of the 20Џth century, virtually halving between 1990 and 2010ϓ It could well fall to zeroЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

within our lifetimes ϩThe Economist 2013Ϫϓ Other problems that press upon us will spread acrossЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



the very long runϓ Climate change is the most salient exampleϓ COЏ2 released into the atmosphereЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

today has the potential to affect the climate for thousands of years into the future ϩArcher et alϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

2009Ϫϓ In deciding which problems to prioritize, should we be more concerned about the presentЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

or the futureϔЍ

Hilary Greaves and William MacAskill ϩ2019Ϫ argue that the future should typically haveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

priorityϓ More specifically, they argue for a thesis they call ЏaǥiƅŮƅgicaŮ ŮƅŹgǀeƫŷiƳŷЋϓ AxiologicalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ

longtermism is a hypothesis about soϳcalled Џeǥ aŹǀe Ћaxiology, which involves ranking probabilisticЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

prospects as better or worse ϩBroome 1991Ϫϓ Any such prospect may be called a ЏŮƅǀǀeƫǦЋϓ In theirЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

formulation, axiological longtermism says that in a wide class of decision contexts, the optionЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that is Џeǥ aŹǀe best is the option that corresponds to the best lottery over histories from Џǀ onwards,Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

where Џǀ Ћis some date far in the futureϓ Thus, we could pick Џǀ to be the year 2312ϓ AxiologicalЍ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

longtermism tells us that if we are comparing different options and we want to rank theirЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

associated prospects as better or worse from the moral point of view, we can in many casesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

effectively ignore possible outcomes associated with the years 2019ϳ2312 and rest our comparisonЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

entirely on the probability distribution over possible outcomes associated with the oceans of timeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that fall between the year 2312 and the heat death of the universeϓЍЍ

The argument that underpins this view is easy to graspϓ When we evaluate acts in terms ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

their consequences, all of their consequences should be counted, no matter how distant in spaceЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

or timeϓ Furthermore, the longϳterm future is potentially vastϓ There is so much more timeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

between 2312 and the heat death of the universe than there is between 2019 and 2312ϓ There are soЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

many more people who could populate that timeϓ It should therefore be easy to see why we mightЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

think that the potential effects of our actions distributed across those gigantic possible futureЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

populations should carry more weight than their nearϳterm effects, which concern far fewerЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

peopleϓЍЍ



The action that is associated with the best prospect need not be considered obligatoryЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩKamm 2000Ϫϓ We may believe, for example, that the ends do not always justify the means: thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

certain outcomes, although they would be better as outcomes than any others we could realize,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ought not to be brought about because they cannot be achieved without violating peopleЃsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

fundamental rightsϓ In other words, we may believe in ЏƳideϯcƅŹƳǀƫaiŹǀƳ Ћon permissible harmЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩNozick 1974: 28ϳ33Ϫϓ Or we may believe that although some outcome would be morally best, weЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

are not obligated to bring it about because the personal cost would be too greatϓ In other words,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

we may believe in ЏageŹǀϯceŹǀƫed ƨƫeƫƅgaǀiǟeƳ Ћthat allow us to care about our own interests out ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

proportion to their significance considered impartially ϩScheffler 1991Ϫϓ There is, therefore, aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

logical gap between axiological longtermism and ЏdeƅŹǀic ŮƅŹgǀeƫŷiƳŷЋ, where the latter holds that inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a wide class of decision contexts, the option one ought to choose is the option that corresponds toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the best lottery over histories from ЏǀЋ onwards, where ЏǀЋ is some date far in the futureϓЍ

Is there some way to bridge this gapϔ Or might it be that axiological longtermism is trueЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

while deontic longtermism is falseϔЍ

Greaves and MacAskill propose to bridge this gap by appeal to a ЏƳǀakeƳϯƳeŹƳiǀiǟiǀǦ aƫgǈŷeŹǀЋϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ

As we have noted, not only is humanityЃs total potential future greater than its nearϳterm futureЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

history, it is ЏǟaƳǀŮǦ greaterϓ As a result, it is plausible that the best ways of affecting the long runЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

future are vastly better than the best ways of affecting the short runϓ Greaves and MacAskillЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

appeal to the principle that when the axiological stakes are high, nonϳconsequentialistЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

constraints and prerogatives tend to be insignificant in comparison, so that what one ought to doЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

is simply whichever option is bestϓ LetЃs call this the ЏSǀakeƳ PƫiŹciƨŮeЋϓЍЍ

The Stakes Principle is plausible on its faceϓ It is natural to think that in order to decide onЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the right action in any given case, we need to weigh up the different competing considerationsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that apply in that caseϓ Promoting the good matters, but so does respect for individual rights, andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



loyalty to oneЃs self and oneЃs nearest and dearestϓ Balancing these competing considerationsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

means that if any one among them is is sufficiently weighty in comparison with the others, it willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

carry the day, just as it is always possible to tip a pair of scales by adding sufficient weight to oneЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

sideϓ Respect for individual rights is important, but if the good that could be achieved by violatingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

some right is great enough, that is what we should doϓ So says the Stakes Principle, and so sayЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

most of usϓЍЍ

In this paper, I will argue that the Stakes Principle is nonetheless falseϓ Furthermore, I willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

present a Џƨƫiŷa facie plausible view about the relationship between value and obligations in theЍ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

context of the NonϳIdentity Problem that suggests that axiological longtermism is true butЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

deontic longtermism is false, even granting that the value at stake over the very long run isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

astronomical in comparison with the value at stake within the nearϳtermϓ The overall plausibilityЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of this view deserves further scrutiny, but indicates the existence of a significant obstacle toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

bridging the gap between consequentialist and deontological perspectives on the moralЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

significance of the long run futureϓЍ

ЍЍ

2ϓЍ

In assessing the Stakes Principle, we should begin by noting that it isnЃt altogether transparentϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

The principle says that when the axiological stakes are high, nonϳconsequentialist constraintsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

and prerogatives tend to be insignificant in comparisonϓ What does it mean to say that ЁtheЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

axiological stakes are highЃϔЍ

Ѝ We could interpret this phrase so that the Stakes Principle is tautologousϓ In other words,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

we could interpret Ёthe axiological stakes are highЃ to mean that the value at stake is such thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

nonϳconsequentialist constraints and prerogatives tend to be insignificant in comparisonϓ ThisЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



would make the principle unassailable, but at the cost of leaving its application in any givenЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

instance undeterminedϓЍ

Ѝ Alternatively, we could interpret Ёthe axiological stakes are highЃ to mean simply thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

there is a lot of value at stakeϓ Obviously, this is still a vague requirementϓ What constitutes Ёa lotЃϔЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Nonetheless, I think we are able to construct a plausible case that the Stakes Principle, soЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

interpreted, ought to be rejectedϓ At least, we can show that the Stakes Principle conflicts with aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

view about aggregation that is widely endorsed by contemporary nonϳconsequentialistsϓЍ

Consider one of the most widely discussed thought experiments in recent moralЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

philosophy ϩScanlon 1998: 235Ϫ:Ѝ

ЍЍ

TƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ RƅƅŷЉ

Jones is trapped under electrical equipment in the transmitter room of a TV station, receiving painfulЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

electrical shocksϓ To rescue him, we must interrupt the broadcast of a World Cup match that otherwise willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

not end for one hourϓЍ

ЍЍ

Many have the intuition that we ought to save Jones, no matter how many people will beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

inconvenienced as a result of having the broadcast interruptedϓ A wide range of theories haveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

been developed in order to capture the intuition that very significant goods have lexical priorityЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

with respect to trivial goods: iϓeϓ, we ought to provide a single very significant benefit to oneЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

person rather than provide trivial benefits to arbitrarily large groups of people ϩsee, ЏiŹǀeƫ aŮiaЋ,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

Kamm 1993, Scanlon 1998, Voorhoeve 2014ϪϓЍ

Ѝ What is the significance of ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ for the Stakes Principleϔ It is natural toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

assume that the enjoyment that people derive from watching the World Cup match is goodϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Assume that moral goodness satisfies the ЏAƫchiŷedeaŹ ƨƫƅƨeƫǀǦЋ: for any two goods, Џa Ћand ЏbЋ, there isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



a natural number, ЏŹЋ, such that ЏŹ Ћunits of Џa Ћis more valuable than one unit of ЏbЋϓ In that case, theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

goodness at stake in ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ can be made arbitrarily high by increasing the viewershipϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Nonetheless, the intuition is that we ought to save Jones, no matter how many people will beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

inconvenienced as a result of having the broadcast interruptedϓ If we take this thought seriously,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

then it seems we ought to reject the Stakes PrincipleϓЍ Ѝ

Ѝ Someone might object that ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ is not really a challenge to the StakesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Principleϓ They may think that it does not pit characteristically nonϳconsequentialist moralЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

considerations against characteristically consequentialist considerationsϓ They may insist thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ Ћcase is instead a challenge to the assumption that goodness satisfies theЍ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Archimedean propertyϓ ThatЃs because someone may believe that no matter how many peopleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

would be inconvenienced, the outcome in which Jones is saved and those people are annoyed atЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

having their enjoyment interrupted is a Џbeǀǀeƫ outcome than that in which Jones is left to sufferЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

and the viewers are able to enjoy the match uninterruptedϓ In other words, very significantЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

benefits are lexically better than trivial benefits ϩTemkin 1996, 2012Ϫϓ The choice to save Jones isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

therefore not a matter of privileging characteristically nonϳconsequentialist moral concerns overЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

characteristically consequentialist moral concerns, regardless of how much good is at stake, butЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

simply a matter of privileging better outcomes over worse outcomesϓ At the same time, theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

TƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ RƅƅŷЋ case shows that goodness does not satisfy the Archimedean propertyϓЍ

However, a wellϳknown spectrum argument challenges the claim that saving Jones yieldsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the better outcome ϩNorcross 1997Ϙ Temkin 1996, 2012Ϫϓ Imagine that if we left Jones to suffer, weЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

could save some large number of people experiencing pain that is only slightly less intenseϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Surely, it is better if the pain of the many is alleviatedϓ Although it is slightly less intense, it isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

suffered by many more peopleϓ However, we can then go on imagining larger populations ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

people who would experience slightly less bad personal misfortunes, in each case judging thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



helping the greater number is betterϓ We can continue to decrement the badness of what isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

experienced while increasing the number of people who experience it until we come upon aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

suitably large group of people who may be inconvenienced by having the broadcast of anЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

enjoyable World Cup match interruptedϓ Because in every pairwise comparison it is deemedЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

better if the greater numberer who would experience the less serious personal bad are helped andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

because it is compelling to suppose that beǀǀeƫ ǀhaŹ Ћis a transitive relation ϩЏƨace ЋRachels 1998,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ

Temkin 1996, 2012Ϫ, it follows that preventing soϳandϳsoϳmany people from beingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

inconvenienced by having the broadcast interrupted represents a better outcome than savingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Jonesϓ In demonstrating that sufficiently many trivial goods can outweigh something of veryЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

great importance, this argument also supports the more general assumption that goodnessЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

satisfies the Archimedean propertyϓЍЍ

Ѝ Why canЃt a similar argument be used to show that we ought to allow soϳandϳsoϳmanyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

people to continue enjoying the World Cup match rather than rescuing Jonesϔ After all, in aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

choice between saving Jones or saving some suitably large group of people experiencing pain thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

is only slightly less intense, we ought surely to help the people in the suitably large groupϓ And weЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

seem to be able to go on imagining larger populations of people who would experience slightlyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

less bad personal misfortunes, such that in each case it seems obvious that we ought to help theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

greater number, thereby constructing a spectrum of cases just like that described in the previousЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

paragraphϓ If, in each pairwise comparison, we ought to help the greater number, how do weЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

avoid arriving at the analogous conclusion that we ought to leave Jones to suffer rather thanЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

inconvenience the many viewers of the World Cup gameϔЍ

The key difference is that whereas it seems very hard to deny that Џbeǀǀeƫ ǀhaŹ is aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

transitive relation, there are compelling reasons for nonϳconsequentialists to reject the principleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that Џƅǈghǀ ǀƅ dƅ Ћϝ Џƫaǀheƫ ǀhaŹ Ћϝ is transitive ϩFriedman 2009Ϙ Kamm 1985Ϙ Willenkin 2012Ϫϓ ConsiderЍ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



the following sequence of cases discussed by Frick ϩ2014: 119Ϫ, based on Kamm ϩ2007: 26Ϫϓ YouЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ought to divert a train away from five people toward one person whom it will kill rather than let itЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

kill the fiveϓ Furthermore, you ought to let the train kill the five rather than push someone into itsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

path who will stop its motion but incur injuries so severe that they leave her with a life that isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

barely worth livingϓ However, it is not the case that you ought to divert a train away from fiveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

people toward one person whom it will kill rather than push that person into its path in a wayЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that will stop its motion but leave her with injuries such that the rest of her life is only just worthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

living, because the latter is better for everyone and worse for noneϓ We thus have aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

counterϳexample to the transitivity of Џƅǈghǀ ǀƅ dƅ ϙ ƫaǀheƫ ǀhaŹ ϙЋϓЍ

Ѝ In sum, there is a strong case for thinking that when the number of people watching isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

sufficiently great, the impartially better outcome in ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ is that in which Jones is leftЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to sufferϓ Furthermore, the amount of value at stake can be made arbitrarily great by making theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

number of viewers arbitrarily greatϓ Nonetheless, there is a plausible case for thinking that youЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ought to save Jones no matter how many people are watchingϓ Therefore, there is a plausible caseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for rejecting the Stakes PrincipleϓЍ

Note, moreover, that the claim about the ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ Ћcase on which we have focusedЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

so far is a strong one: that you ought to save Jones, no matter how many are watchingϓ This is theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

standard claim about this sort of case favoured by contemporary nonϳconsequentialistsϓ But it isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

stronger than is needed to challenge the Stakes Principleϓ All we need is that it is ЏƨeƫŷiƳƳibŮe to saveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Jones, no matter how many people are watchingϓ Even those who doubt that you are Џƫeƪǈiƫed ЋtoЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ

save Jones regardless of the numbers may find this verdict compellingϓЍ

Ѝ

Ѝ

Ѝ



  3ϓЍ

TƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ illustrates one way in which the Stakes Principle may plausibly be thought toЉ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

fail: namely, when we are weighing very significant benefits against trivial benefitsϓ But it may beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

thought that this is not what is at issue when it comes to making a choice between promoting aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

flourishing longϳterm future for humanity versus attending to problems confined to the nearЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

termϓЍ

Ѝ Greaves and MacAskill are actually not persuaded of thisϓ They suggest that the questionЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of how to weigh very significant benefits against trivial benefits may be of issue when it comes toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the case for longϳtermism, once we consider how the view that very significant goods have lexicalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

priority with respect to trivial goods may be interpreted in respect of Џeǥ aŹǀe Ћgoods: iϓeϓ, lotteriesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

over benefitsϓЍЍ

In particular, consider the view that a lottery that assigns a very, very low probability to aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

very significant good yields a trivial Џeǥ aŹǀe Ћbenefit, while a lottery that assigns probability 1 toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

some very significant good yields a very significant Џeǥ aŹǀe Ћbenefit, taken in conjunction with theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

principle that very significant Џeǥ aŹǀe goods have lexical priority with respect to trivial Џeǥ aŹǀeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

goodsϓ According to Greaves and MacAskill, Ͼthe ways in which typical longϳtermistЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

interventions deliver high expected value is via a very small probability of a significant benefit toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

each of an enormously large number of ϩpossibleϪ future personsϓϿ ϩ18ϳ19Ϫ The thought here is thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a typical longtermist intervention will aim to raise the average welfare over the longϳrun, but isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

very unlikely to succeed ϩthough still recommended in expected value termsϪϓ Therefore, someoneЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

holding a view of the kind we have just described may believe that concern for the longϳtermЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

future should typically be set aside, because there are typically identified individuals living in theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

present moment to whom we can provide very significant benefits with ϩnearϪ certainty, andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



benefits of this kind have lexical priority with respect to extremely small chances of veryЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

significant goodsϓЍ

Ѝ One complication here is the issue of ЏŹƅŹϯideŹǀiǀǦЋϓ We may expect any action with theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

potential to impact on the longϳterm future of humanity to change the identities of the peopleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

who exist in the longϳterm futureϓ For this reason, we may deny that longϳtermist interventionsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

yield a very small probability of a very significant ЏbeŹefiǀ to each of an enormously large numberЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of possible future personsϓ Since any person who exists if the good effects of that intervention areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

actualised would not have been worse off had the intervention not been undertaken, we may denyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that they are benefittedϓ We may think that in order to be benefited, you must be made better offЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

than you would otherwise have beenϓЍ

Here is a second reason to think that we have not hit on the crux of the debateϓ No oneЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

should take seriously the view that in a choice between providing someone with a very significantЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

benefit that they will receive with certainty and providing each person in some larger group withЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a very, very small probability of receiving some comparably significant good, we ought to helpЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the former person no matter how many people are in the other groupϓ This view would imply thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

we ought to prioritise saving a single identified life over ЏaŹǦ Źǈŷbeƫ of statistical livesϓ Thus, in aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

choice between saving the life of some particular person who is dying of a disease or vaccinatingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the entire population so that they become immune to the disease, this view tells us that we oughtЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to save the single individual even if the vaccination campaign would save millions, or evenЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

billions, or even trillions, etcϓ Whereas the view that we ought to prioritise saving ЏaŹ identifiedЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

life over Џa statistical life has some plausibility, the view that the saving an identified life hasЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

lexical priority is extremely implausible ϩFrick 2015a, 2015bϪϓЍ

I conclude that the question of how to weigh very significant benefits against trivialЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

benefits is not where the action is when it comes to the question of whether there is a soundЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



argument from axiological longtermism to deontic longtermism, given suitable additionalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

premisesϓ The significance of the ЏTƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ Rƅƅŷ Ћcase is merely in providing us with a very clearЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

challenge to the Stakes Principle, indicating that if there is a sound argument of that kind, it willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

not include this principle as a premiseϓЍЍ

ЍЍ

4ϓЍ

Instead of the question of how to weigh benefits of very different magnitudes, I think the centralЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

issue is the ЏNƅŹϯIdeŹǀiǀǦ PƫƅbŮeŷЋϓ By this, I have in mind the question of how to evaluateЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

sameϳnumber cases in which our choice determines both the identity and the welfare level ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

some future personϩsϪ, such asЍ

Ѝ

 ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЉ

Hiroko plans to conceive a childϓ She learns that she has contracted a subclinical infection such that if sheЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceives a child now, then her child will be born blindϓ If she delays conception by a year, the infection willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

clear, and any child she conceives then will be born sightedϓЍ

ЍЍ

Let us assume, as most people believe, that blindness lowers a personЃs welfareϓ ϩIf you believeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

instead that blindness typically yields benefits that offset whatever costs are associated with theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

absence of sight and therefore does not significantly decrease a personЃs quality of life ϩBarnesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

2016: 94ϳ96Ϫ, feel free to substitute some other property into the description of ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ

that you believe would satisfy this criterion when thinking about this caseϓϪ Granting theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

assumption, let us ask: what should Hiroko doϔ Many people think she morally ought to waitϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

However, her child is not made better off by this choice, since the child who will be born a yearЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

hence is not the same child who would have been born blind had Hiroko decided not to waitϓЍ



Why should thinking about what Hiroko ought to do be of interest to usϔ In building theirЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

case for axiological longtermism, Greaves and MacAskill note that there are some views on whichЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

we can achieve astronomical value by making the future population much greater than it wouldЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

otherwise have been ϩBeckstead 2013Ϙ Bostrom 2008, 2013Ϫϓ Greaves and MacAskill want toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

bracket the controversial question of whether adding lives worth living to the population isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

intrinsically good, and so their discussion focuses instead Ͼon the prospects for generating largeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

amounts of expected value by improvements to the expected Џaǟeƫage ǠeŮŮϯbeiŹg of future people,ϿЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩ7Ϫ while noting that the Ͼinterventions in question, despite ϩperhapsϪ not significantly alteringЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

future population size, nonetheless change which ϩfarϳϪfuture people are brought into existenceϓϿЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩ19Ϫ In other words, we are to focus on cases in which our choice has the potential to alter theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

identities and raise the welfareϳlevel of future people, while having a morally trivial impact onЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

their numberϓЍ

Apart from the simplification that they are assumed to involve exactly the same numberЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of people and do not involve uncertainty about the final outcome, cases illustrative of theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problem are cases of exactly this kindϓ And here we are on much safer ground inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

terms of the core axiological assumptions required to run the argument, since many people whoЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reject the view that one outcome is better than another if it contains additional lives that areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

worth living are nonetheless attracted to ParfitЃs ЏSaŷeϯNǈŷbeƫ QǈaŮiǀǦ CŮaiŷЋ, according to which,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

between two populations containing the same number of people ϩbut not necessarily the sameЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

peopleϪ, if one outcome involves a higher average level of wellϳbeing, then it is better, all elseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

being equalϓЍ

Ѝ Admittedly, there is one important aspect of the choice between shortϳterm focused andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

longϳterm focused interventions missing from cases like ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ: they do not involve aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

choice between changing the identity and the welfare level of some future personϩsϪ versusЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



benefiting some other already existing person ϩexcept insofar as Hiroko is benefited by conceivingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

now as opposed to laterϪϓ I intend to set aside this point, as I want to focus our attention on theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

plausibility of the following ϩinitially counterϳintuitiveϪ view about ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ: a viewЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

according to which, although it would be better if Hiroko waited and conceived a child one yearЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

from now, it is not obligatoryϓ If it is not in general obligatory in cases illustrative of theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problem to choose the act that leads to greater wellϳbeing for some future personϩsϪЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

when there is no one else who could be said to have a claim on us to do something else, then itЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

surely wonЃt be obligatory when such a person is added to the mixϓ Therefore, we can ignore theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

existence of such persons for the time beingϓЍ

Ѝ

5ϓЍ

Why do I say that it is plausible to suppose that although it would be better for Hiroko to wait andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceive a child in one year, it is not obligatoryϔ I wonЃt say anything to justify the verdict that itЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

would better to delay conception, as I donЃt think that is where the point of contention liesϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Instead I will address the claim that delaying conception is not obligatoryϓ However, it is worthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

emphasizing that the view we are asked to accept here does include the claim that delayingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conception is betterϓ It does not imply that there is no moral reason to delay conceptionϓ It merelyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

insists that such reasons do not ground an obligation for Hiroko to delayϓ A view of this kind isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

much easier to believe than the view on which it would not be morally better if Hiroko had a childЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

with a higher quality of lifeϓ While the latter is extremely counterϳintuitive, the former isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

arguably only mildly soϓЍ

Ѝ Why should we think it is nonetheless believableϔ Firstly, we can present considerationsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that seem to shift the burden of proof ϩBoonin 2014: 198ϳ205Ϫϓ Consider the following cases:Ѝ

Ѝ Ѝ



CƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ*:Ѝ

Hiroko learns that she has contracted a subclinical infection such that if she conceives a child now, then herЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

child will be born blind, but otherwise healthyϓ If she delays conception, she will not have a childϓЍ

ЍЍ

CƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦμμЋ:Ѝ

Hiroko learns that if she conceives a child now, then her child will be born sighted and otherwise healthyϓ IfЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

she delays conception, she will not have a childϓЍ

ЍЍ

Intuitively, in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦμЋ, it is permissible for Hiroko to choose to give birth to a childЍ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

who will be born blind rather than having no childϓ In ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦμμЋ, intuitively, Hiroko isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

permitted to choose to have no child rather having a sighted child nowϓ So it is permissible forЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Hiroko to choose to have a child who will be born blind rather than no child, and it is permissibleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for her to choose to have no child rather than a child that would be sighted and otherwise healthyϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

How, then, could it be impermissible for Hiroko to choose to have a child who will be born blindЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

rather than a child that would be sighted and otherwise healthy, as in the original ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

DeŮaǦ ЋcaseϔЍ

Ѝ It may seem that this argument presupposes that ЏЏЏƨeƫŷiƳƳibŮe ǀƅ dƅ Ћϝ Џƫaǀheƫ ǀhaŹ Ћϝ is aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

transitive relationϓ This would be unfortunate, as there exist compelling counterϳexamples to thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

assumption ϩKamm 1985Ϫϓ For example, it is permissible to try to save a life at great personal riskЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

rather than to keep a promise to meet a friend for lunch, and it is permissible to spend theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

afternoon playing video games rather than try to save a life at great personal risk, but it is notЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

permissible to spend the afternoon playing video games rather than keep a promise to meet aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

friend for lunchϓЍЍ

However, the point of the previous paragraph was not to Џƨƫƅǟe that Hiroko is permitted toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceive without delayϓ The aim was merely to shift the burden of proofϓ The assumption is thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



cases in which ЏЏЏƨeƫŷiƳƳibŮe ǀƅ dƅ Ћϝ Џƫaǀheƫ ǀhaŹ Ћϝ relates 𝜑 to 𝜒 in a pairwise comparison of theseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

options and 𝜒 to ᶪ in a pairwise comparison of these options, but not 𝜑 to ᶪ in a pairwiseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

comparison of these options are surprising and stand in need of explanationϓ ϩAll too briefly: whatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

explains the failure of transitivity in the case described immediately above is that justifying andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

requiring strength are not always equal when it comes to moral reasonsϓ See section 7 for furtherЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

discussionϓϪ Anyone who grants that it is permissible for Hiroko to choose to have a child who willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

be born blind rather than no child and permissible for her to choose to have no child rather than aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

child that would be sighted and otherwise healthy but who insists that Hiroko may not choose aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

child that will be born blind rather than a similar child that will be born sighted owes us anЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

explanation of this surprising factϓ However, no satisfactory explanation is in the offingϓЍ

We can begin by addressing what is perhaps the most obvious explanation that mightЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

occur to us: namely, that there is a morally relevant difference between ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ ЋandЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ

CƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ* in that in the latter a prohibition on choosing to have a child who will be bornЉ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

blind would be excessively demanding, since this would require Hiroko to have no child at all,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whereas in the former no similar complaint can be raised against a prohibition on choosing theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

child who will be born blind, because there is another option by which Hiroko can become aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

motherϓЍЍ

The problem with this reply is that we need not imagine that having no child would beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

costly for Hirokoϓ We may imagine that in every choice she faces, she would be equally well offЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

regardless of what choice she makesϓ Thus, in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ* we can imagine that she isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

equally drawn to becoming the mother of a child who will be born blind and foregoingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

motherhood in order to devote all her time to some other project, and neither life would be betterЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

or worse for her overall, because she would find meaning and satisfaction in eitherϓ From theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

point of view of her own interests, there is nothing to choose between the two optionsϓ Even inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



that case, it does not seem plausible to suppose that she is not permitted to become the mother ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a child who will be born blind rather than remaining childlessϓЍ

Ѝ Note also that an axiological explanation seems unpromisingϓ We may agree that it wouldЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

be better if Hiroko chose to wait in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋϓ However, we are not generally obligated toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

maximize the goodϓ Furthermore, in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ**, it is plausible that the outcome wouldЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

be better from the moral point of view if Hiroko were to have a child who will be healthy andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

happy rather than having no child at all ϩBroome 2005Ϙ Huemer 2008Ϫϓ Therefore, if we wish toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

explain why Hiroko is required to have a sighted child rather than a blind child by appeal to theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

fact that the former would be better, we face the problem of explaining why she is not obligated toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

have a child who will be healthy and happy, rather than having no child at allϓЍ

Ѝ According to Harman ϩ2004Ϫ, conceiving a child who will be born blind harms the childЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

who will be born, because a sufficient condition for one person to harm another is that they causeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that person to exist in a state in which they suffer pain, early death, bodily damage, or deformityϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Therefore, we are supposed to be able to explain why Hiroko should wait in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ byЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ

appeal to the claim that she will otherwise cause significant, avoidable harm to her childϓ A ЏƨƫiŷaЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ

facie problem for this view is that, on HarmanЃs conception of harm, it is also true in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

DeŮaǦЋ* that refusal to delay will cause significant harm to HirokoЃs childϓ HarmanЃs response isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that the key difference between ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ Ћand ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ* is that in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

DeŮaǦ there exists an alternative that would involve parallel benefits, without parallel harm,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whereas there is no such alternative in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ*ϓ ϩJust as we count the bad events thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

will arise in a childЃs life as harms caused by her conception, so we count the good events that willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

arise in her life as benefits caused by her conceptionϓϪ But this will not do, because it is notЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

generally the case that if one faces two alternatives, 𝜑 and ᶪ , such that ᶪ yields parallel benefitsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

without parallel harm, then choice of ᶪ is obligatoryϓ For example, if a doctor can perform aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



lifeϳsaving operation on either of two patients whereas only one of these patients would have aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

painful recovery while the other would recover painlessly, it is not obligatory that the doctorЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

saves the latterϓЍ Ѝ

Ѝ There is much more that could be said on this topic ϩsee Boonin 2014Ϫϓ Nonetheless, I hopeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

I have said enough at this point to allow the reader to see why we may think it reasonable to denyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that Hiroko acts wrongly in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ if she conceives without delay, although delayingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

would bring about the better outcomeϓЍ

Ѝ

6ϓЍ

Let us now return to the question of what significance this denial might carry in evaluating theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

possibility of a sound argument from axiological longtermism to deontic longtermismϓ It seemsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

natural to think that if the case for axiological longtermism rests ultimately on the value ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

increasing the average welfare level of future generations without altering their number in anyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

morally significant way, then a sound argument from axiological to deontic longtermism existsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

only if it is obligatory to choose the population with higher wellbeing in cases illustrate of theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problem, such as ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋϓ Therefore, if it is not obligatory to choose inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

this way in such cases, there exists no sound argument from axiological to deontic longtermismϓЍ

Ѝ However, we may query the supposition that a sound argument from axiological toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

deontic longtermism exists only if it is obligatory to choose the population with higher wellbeingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

in cases like ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋϓ This may be thought to ignore the key observation associated withЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the stakesϳsensitivity argument put forward by MacAskill and Greaves: namely, that so much isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

at stake when it comes to the longϳterm future of humanityϓ In ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, it would beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

better if Hiroko delayed conceptionϓ But it would not be vastly betterϓ At least, it would not beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

vastly better in the same way that it would be vastly better if the average welfare level wereЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



ϩnonϳnegligiblyϪ higher in every generation existing between the year 2312 and the heat death ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the universeϓ Because we are not dealing with vast differences in value when we considerЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

CƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, what we think about this case need not have the kind of significance it wasЉ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

supposed to have in the previous paragraphϓЍ

Ѝ However, it is reasonably straightforward to bridge this gapϓ If Hiroko is permitted toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceive without delay in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, then she would presumably be permitted to makeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

this choice over and over, if she were somehow to face it again and again while the choiceЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

remained similar in all relevant respects on each occasionϓ And it stands to reason that it would beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

permissible for her to resolve to make the decision over and over, if she were expecting somehowЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to face it again and againϓ But in a choice between repeatedly conceiving without delay andЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

repeatedly delaying conception, we may arrive at a choice between options that differ arbitrarilyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

in valueϓ Plausibly, the difference in value between these plans is a positive linear function of theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

number of iterationsϓ The difference in value can therefore be made arbitrarily great by makingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the number of iterations arbitrarily greatϓ Nonetheless, we have seen that there is a strong caseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for inferring that Hiroko is permitted to choose the suboptimal plan if she is permitted to chooseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to conceive without delay in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋϓ In light of this, I think we should conclude thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the fact that we are not dealing with vast differences in value in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ does notЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

undercut the assumption that a sound argument from axiological to deontic longtermism existsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

only if it is obligatory to choose to conceive the child whose lifetime wellbeing will be higher inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

CƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋϓЍЍ

Note also that I say Ёonly ifЃ and not Ёif and only ifϓЃ In arguing against the existence of aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

sound argument from axiological to deontic longtermism by denying the existence of anЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

obligation for Hiroko to maximize the welfare level of her child in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, I have madeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

my task harder than it need beϓ You could think that ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ is not the right sort of testЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



case for thinking about the relationship between axiological and deontic longtermism, notЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

because this is unfavourable to those who believe in a sound argument from the former to theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

latter, but because it stacks the deck in their favourϓЍ

Ѝ Here is whyϓ ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦ is like so many other cases chosen to illustrate theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problem in that it not only involves a choice between nonϳidentical equinumerousЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

populations with different welfare levels, but a choice between nonϳidentical equinumerousЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

populations with different welfare levels wherein the population with the lower welfare level fallsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

below some relevant threshold of ЏŹƅƫŷaŮiǀǦЋϓ Thus, blindness is a disability, a failure of the eyesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

andϙor visual cortical areas to fulfil their biologically defined Ёproper functionЃϓ Someone who isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

worse off than others because she is blind is therefore worse off by virtue of the absence of a goodЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that defines what we take to be the human biological normϓ Where a potential person stands withЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

respect to some implicit threshold of normality seems to make a significant difference to ourЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

intuitions about cases of this kindϓ Whereas peopleЃs intuitions tend to favour the view thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

someone like Hiroko morally ought to wait in order to conceive a child who will not be worse offЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

than others due to the failure of her eyes andϙor visual cortical areas to fulfil their ЁproperЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

function,Ѓ we do not have similar intuitions about otherwise comparable cases wherein delayingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conception would allow Hiroko to conceive a child whose lifetime wellbeing would be higher dueЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to the fact that delaying would allow her to conceive a child with supranormal sensory abilities,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whereas conceiving now would allow her to conceive a child with merely normal abilitiesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩLillehammer 2005Ϫϓ Similarly, while many have the intuition that Hiroko ought to delayЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conception if she would otherwise conceive a child with severe cognitive impairments whoseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

mental abilities are no different from those of a horse, no one thinks that Hiroko morally ought toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

choose to conceive a child with normal mental abilities rather than breeding a horse, becauseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whereas a child whose mental abilities are no different from those of a horse is consideredЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



abnormal, a horse with those mental abilities is entirely normal relative to the species to which itЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

belongs ϩBoonin 2014: 205ϳ209ϪϓЍ Ѝ

Ѝ What is the significance of thisϔ On the one hand, it helps to make the case that theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

burden of proof falls on those who insist that Hiroko is obligated to delay, by providing a reasonЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for us to be suspicious of our intuitionsϓ I am deeply sceptical that we can find any plausibleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

standard of normality on which that standard has the kind of moral significance it must have ifЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

these intuitions are to be trustedϓ But establishing this is beyond the scope of this paperϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Furthermore, it is not totally clear in what way we should come to distrust our intuitions if weЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

granted the conclusionϓ It is not clear whether we should come to distrust the intuition thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Hiroko morally ought to delay conception in order to conceive a child with normal abilities orЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

instead the intuition that Hiroko is not morally required to delay conception in order to conceiveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a child with supranormal abilities, as suggested by Savulescu ϩ2001ϪϓЍ

Ѝ In any case, when we consider Ͼprospects for generating large amounts of expected valueЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

by improvements to the expected Џaǟeƫage ǠeŮŮϯbeiŹg of future people,Ͽ these improvements areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

unlikely to involve replacing people whose wellϳbeing would fall below some relevant thresholdЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of normality with different people whose wellϳbeing is at or above that thresholdϓ More oftenЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

than not, we may expect, they involve replacing people whose wellϳbeing would be at or aboveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that threshold with people whose wellϳbeing is even higherϓ After all, people who live in theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

future will, on average, be much richer than people who live today, and advances in medicine willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

allow them to conquer diseases that afflict current generationsϓ Thus, when we considerЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Ͼprospects for generating large amounts of expected value by improvements to the expectedЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

aǟeƫage ǠeŮŮϯbeiŹg of future people,Ͽ we are not simply dealing with cases that invoke theЉ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳIdentity Problemϓ We are dealing with cases that invoke those instances of the NonϳIdentityЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



Problem wherein the verdict that we are morally required to choose the population with higherЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

wellϳbeing is least compellingϓЍ

Ѝ

6ϓЍЍ

My approach so far in this paper has been driven by intuitons about casesϓ I have said very littleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

about what the deep structure of morality must be like in order to support these intuitionsϓ ButЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

something ought to be said about this, because it is surprising that the ЏSǀakeƳ PƫiŹciƨŮe Ћfails for theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

sort of choices weЃre consideringϓ How can it be that with so much value at stake, axiologicalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

considerations fail to ground an obligationϔ Presumably, the explanation will be very differentЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

from the sort of theoretical principles that are invoked to justify our intuitions about cases likeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

TƫaŹƳŷiǀǀeƫ RƅƅŷЋ, which typically appeal to a model of competing claims and constraints onЉ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reasonableness among claimantsϓ So what is itϔЍЍ

In order to address this question, we need to reflect on the relationship between moralЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

value, moral reasons, moral oughts, and moral obligationsϓ There is a straightforward picture ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the relationship between these elements of moral assessment on which the ЏSǀakeƳ PƫiŹciƨŮeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ

arguably drawsϓ We assumeЍ

Ѝ

ϩiϪ If some outcome is morally valuable, then there is a moral reason to bring it about whoseЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

strength is proportional to its valueϓЍЍ

ϩiiϪ If that moral reason is not opposed by sufficiently strong reasons that recommend some otherЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

action, then the agent morally ought to bring about that outcomeϓЍ

ϩiiiϪ If the agent morally ought to bring about that outcome, she is obligated to do soϓЍЍ

Ѝ

This is the sort of picture I think we ought to resistϓЍЍ



Tooley ϩ1998Ϫ has suggested that although adding people with lives worth living to theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

population makes the outcome morally better, this does not entail that there is a moral reason forЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

making happy peopleϓ In other words, Tooley denies ϩiϪϓ But TooleyЃs reason for rejecting ϩiϪ seemsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to be, in large part, that he does not think we can reject ϩiiϪ or ϩiiiϪ, and he wants to avoid theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conclusion that we are obligated to make happy peopleϓ He writes: ϾIn the present context, aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reason is a moral reason, and so to say that something provides one with a reason for performingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a given action is to say that the relevant feature is a rightϳmaking property of actions, and thusЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that actions having that feature are prima facie obligatoryϓϿ ϩ117Ϫ But it is arguably more plausibleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

to reject ϩiiϪ or ϩiiiϪ, and so I will not say more about TooleyЃs position here ϩsee Frick 2014: 65ϳ66Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for further discussionϪϓЍЍ

Dancy ϩ2004Ϫ argues for the existence of Ёenticing reasons,Ѓ where Џƨ is an enticing reasonЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

for ЏS to 𝜑 only if Џƨ is a reason to 𝜑 and it is not the case that: if there is no reason for ЏS Ћnot to 𝜑, thenЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

S ought to 𝜑 in light of the reason for 𝜑Ѓing provided by ЏƨЋϓ Enticing reasons are not in the businessЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

of telling us what we ought to do, so much as rendering intelligible some choice, by highlightingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

attractive features of its objectϓ They characteristically have to do with what would be fun,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

amusing, or exciting, the thought being that reasons of this kind are too flimsy to ground anЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Ёought,Ѓ but are reasons nonethelessϓ Dancy writes in a way that suggests that moral reasons areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

never enticing, but this may be doubted by someone who believes in enticing reasonsϓ ForЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

example, we could believe that there are moral reasons that support doing small favours orЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

providing trivial benefits to others, but that these do not rise to the level of moral ЁoughtsЃЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩcompare Kagan 1989: 243ϳ44ϪϓЍЍ

Alternatively, we may prefer to deny the link between ought and obligationϓ Thus BroomeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩ2004Ϫ rejects the existence of DancyЃs enticing reasons, noting that it seems alright to say, forЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

example, that someone ought to try a mangosteen if they have not done so, although the onlyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



reason for trying them is that they are deliciousϓ Instead, Broome suggests that we can betterЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

capture the sort of phenomenon to which Dancy is trying to draw our attention by rejecting theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

assumption that you are obliged to do what you ought to doϓ While it seems okay to say that youЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ought to try a mangosteen if you have never done so before, saying that you are obliged to try oneЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

seems hyperbolicϓ It may well be that this has something to do with prudential reasons inЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

particular: there is arguably something forced about speaking of Ёobligations of prudentialЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

normativity,Ѓ regardless of how much is at stakeϓ However, someone might claim that there areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

also some moral reasons that ground oughts but not obligations ϩcompare Kagan 1989: 64ϳ70ϪϓЍ

We should also note GertЃs ϩ2003Ϫ distinction between the ЏjǈƳǀifǦiŹg and ЏƫeƪǈiƫiŹg ЋstrengthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ

of reasonsϓ On this view, there are two roles for reasons to playϓ Firstly, they can renderЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

permissible responses that would otherwise be impermissibleϓ The capacity of a reason toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

perform this role provides a measure of its Ёjustifying strengthϓЃ Secondly, they can renderЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

impermissible responses that would otherwise be permissibleϓ The capacity of a reason toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

perform this role provides a measure of its Ёrequiring strengthϓЃЍЍ

GertЃs key insight is that justifying strength and requiring strength need not be equalϓ AЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reason may have significant justifying strength but weak requiring strengthϓ We noted earlierЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

that it is permissible to try to save a life at great personal risk rather than keep a promise to meetЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

a friend, but also that it is permissible to stay home playing video games rather than try to save aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

life at great personal risk, although it is not permissible to stay home playing video games ratherЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

than keep a promise to meet a friendϓ We can explain this by appeal to the idea that the fact thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

an action would save a life but at great personal risk is a reason with very high justifying strength,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

but limited requiring strengthϓ In particular, it has less requiring strength than promise keepingϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

It can therefore justify breaking a promise, but cannot require you to give up an afternoon ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



trivial enjoyment, whereas having made a promise can require you to give up an afternoon ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

trivial enjoymentϓЍ

Gert ϩ2000Ϫ notes that not only can justifying and requiring strength come apart, thereЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

also seem to be purely justifying moral reasons: iϓeϓ, reasons that have positive justifying strengthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

but ЏŹƅ requiring strengthϓ Selfϳinterest seems to feature in this way in many moral decisionsϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Appeal to oneЃs own selfϳinterest can justify failure to perform some action that would beЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

beneficial to others, although we are not inclined to think the agent would be morally required toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

act in her own selfϳinterest were there nothing else worthwhile she could be doingϓ Rarely, if ever,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

is prudence morally obligatoryϓ Supposing that there are purely justifying reasons, either ϩiiϪ orЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ϩiiiϪ is false, though we cannot say whichϓЍЍ

Ѝ

9ϓЍ

Let us now put our taxonomic observations to useϓ The view we are to consider is that additionalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

lives worth living are intrinsically good and better additional lives are morally better, whereasЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the fact that some act would bring into existence a person with a life worth living is a purelyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

justifying reason whose strength is proportional to the goodness of her lifeϓ This reason has zeroЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

requiring strengthϓЍЍ

Call this the ЏNƅŹϯReƪǈiƫiŹg VieǠЋϓ ЋIf the NonϳRequiring View is correct, this would explainЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

why it would be better for Hiroko to wait in ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, and why it makes sense to say thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

she has greater moral reason to wait, although she has no obligation to waitϓ Depending onЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whether we reject ϩiiϪ or ϩiiiϪ in acknowledging the existence of purely justifying reasons, we mightЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

even be able to say that Hiroko ought to wait, but is not required to do soϓЍ Ѝ

The NonϳRequiring View also allows us to capture the widely held intuition that a coupleЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

is not required to conceive a child, even if they know any child they conceive would have a happyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



lifeϓ The fact that they could conceive a happy child is not a reason with requiring strengthϓ ButЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the NonϳRequiring View also straightforwardly explains the intuition that the couple isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

permitted to conceive a child even if they know that this will involve added burdens forЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

themselves, for their already existing children, or for the environmentϓ That is because it allowsЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

us to say that the value of an additional happy life has considerable justifying strengthϓЍ Ѝ

Many people also have the intuition that if a couple knows that any child they willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceive would have a life that is full of suffering, then they are under an obligation not to bringЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

such a child into existenceϓ We therefore cannot say that the fact that an act would bring intoЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

existence a life that is not worth living is a reason against doing so with zero requiring strengthϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

Unsurprisingly, if we want to capture these intuitions, we have to postulate a fundamentalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

asymmetry between additional good and bad lives, counting the former as sources of merelyЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

justifying reasons, while attributing nonϳzero requiring strength to the latterϓ Call this theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NƅŹϯReƪǈiƫiŹg VieǠЋёϓЍ Ѝ

The NonϳRequiring Viewё is similar to a view proposed by McMahan ϩ2013Ϫϓ McMahanЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

defines an intrinsically good event that would happen in the life of some potential person if she isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

created and who would otherwise not exist as a ЏŹƅŹϯcƅŷƨaƫaǀiǟe eǥiƳǀeŹǀiaŮ beŹefiǀ conferred by herЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conceptionϓ He considers the suggestion that nonϳcomparative existential benefits have noЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

rЏeaƳƅŹϯgiǟiŹg ǠeighǀЋ, in that we do not have reasons to bring them about, but they nonetheless haveЉ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

caŹceŮŮiŹg ǠeighǀЋ, in that the existential benefits that a potential person will enjoy can outweigh theЉ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reasons against bringing her into existence that obtain in virtue of the nonϳcomparativeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

existential harms she will suffer, which do have reasonϳgiving weightϓЍ Ѝ

The NonϳRequiring Viewё is obviously very similar to the view McMahan discussesϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

However, it differs from that view in a number of respectsϓ Firstly, the NonϳRequiring ViewёЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

avoids the conceptual awkwardness of postulating considerations that have no reasonϳgivingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



weight but have cancelling weightϓ It is not at all clear how to make sense of the idea thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

something which is not a reason in favour of some action can outweigh something which is aЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

reason against performing that actϓ Surely ЏƅǈǀǠeighiŹgЋ, in this sense, is a relation between reasonsϓЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

We are forced to deny this on the view proposed by McMahan, but not on the NonϳRequiringЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

ViewёϓЍЍ

We are also not driven to say that the thing that ultimately leads McMahan to reject theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

view he considers: namely, that in a case life ЏCƅŹceƨǀiƅŹ ƅƫ DeŮaǦЋ, there is no reason to delay,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

because nonϳcomparative existential benefits are not reasonϳgiving, and hence it cannot be theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

case that we have greater reason to choose options that bring about greater nonϳcomparativeЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

existential benefitsϓ On the NonϳRequiring Viewё, we have greater reason to bring about greaterЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

nonϳcomparative existential benefits, but these reasons are purely justifying reasonsϓЍ

Last but not least, on the view described by McMahan, it appears that the cancellingЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

weight of nonϳcomparative existential benefits is purely intrapersonalϓ McMahan describesЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

cancelling weight as Ͼthe weight that noncomparative benefits have in canceling theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

noncomparative harms suffered ЏbǦ ǀhe Ƴaŷe ƨeƫƳƅŹЋϿ ϩ21 ϳ my emphasisϪϓ By contrast, theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Љ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

NonϳRequiring Viewё is defined with respect to whole lives and entails that creating lives worthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

living has justifying strength with respect to bringing into existence lives that are not worthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

livingϓЍЍ

Importantly, this means that we can justify allowing the human race to go on existing,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

whereas this is hard to account for within the terms of McMahanЃs viewϓ After all, we can be asЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

good as certain that the continued existence of the human species will lead to the existence ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

many lives that are not worth living, alongside the far greater number of lives that are well worthЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

livingϓ Every so often, someone will be born afflicted by some terrible genetic disease in light ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

which she is forced to endure a life full of sufferingϓ Suppose we think that there is no reason toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ



bring into existence lives that are well worth living but an obligation to prevent the existence ofЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

lives that are not worth living, and the goods within lives of the former kind do not haveЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

cancelling weight with respect to the bads in lives of the latter kindϓ Then we are forced toЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

conclude that we ought to bring about the end of all sentient life ϳ or at least to vastly curtail theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

future population, insofar as there are nonϳwelfarist reasons related to speciesϳconservation thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

can justify us in keeping it going ϩsee Parfit 1984: 409ϳ11, Frick 2017 for discussionϪϓЍЍ

Ѝ

9ϓЍЍ

In Act II of CheckhovЃs ЏThƫee SiƳǀeƫƳЋ, the lieutenant colonel Aleksandr Vershinin encourages theЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Љ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

other characters to discuss what they imagine life will be like in the futureϓ His own view is thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

the present exists for the sake of the glorious hereafterϓ He tells the lieutenant, Tuzenbak: ϾIn twoЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

or three hundred, perhaps in a thousand years ϳ the time does not matter ϳ a new, happy life willЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

comeϓ We shall have no share in that life, of course, but weϗre living for it, weϗre working, well,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

yes, and suffering for it, weϗre creating it ϳ and that alone is the purpose of our existence, and isЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

our happiness, if you likeϓϿЉЉ

There is something at once inspiring and chilling about this vision of our place in historyϓ IЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

hope this paper has managed to capture something of that dualityϓ I grant axiologicalЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

longtermism, but I have argued against the Stakes Principle and presented reasons to doubt thatЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

there is any sound argument from axiological longtermism to deontic longtermism, at leastЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

insofar as we are concerned with ways of improving the value of the future of the kind that areЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

focal in Greaves and MacAskillЃs presentationϓ The future need not have priority over the present,Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

thereforeϓ It need not be the purpose of our existenceϓ Nonetheless working for it ϳ and evenЍ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ Ѝ

suffering for it ϳ may be in the service of the highest goodϓЍЍ

Ѝ
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