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. Railton, “How Thinking about Character’, p. 41f
. Note that my comments on this example are not purely utilitazian. For the aisn of valoric utilitarianism is not to

. Amartya Sen, “Utilitacdanism and Welfarism’, journal of Philosophy, 76 (1979}, pp- 46389, at 463.

. Thid., p. 466
9.

utilitatianism ranks particular acts. When acts alone are ranked, however, all other conditions are given. Itis
waclear how to rank all of these particntar items when the other conditions that affect a particutar jrem’s utility
include particular items in other classes whose members are likewise 1o be ranked and for that reason would not
seern to be regarded as given.

maxintise utility but to use generic-utilitarian elements in the construction of a defensible criterion of right
conduct. Il get back to this point in a moment.

Railton, ‘How Thinking about Character’, p. 410.

Rawls, £ Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971), p. 48.

Ibid., p. 464.
Ibid., p. 466. Sen’s ‘utilitasjan moral structures’ support moral appraisals of acts only, although outcome
wtibisarianism would not seem to imply any such restriction and utilitarian morat appraisais would seem possible
of things other than acts.
Ihid., p. 464.

Tbid., pp. 46389, at p. 466. Although Sen refers to an argument establishing this point (p. 466, 1. 83, [ have not
found jt.

We could avoid this problem by applying the influencing variables and balancing them in an ‘intuitionistic
manner. This would not vield a determinate principle, but it suggests a model for utilitarian reasoning in
practice.
I think it is also unclear how to determine whether a principle best or most faithfuily expresses the guiding
utilitarian idea. Call that the representation problem. Il come back to it in the next section.
Here's a further somplication. The range of principles that we imagine different individuals conforming to might
be lirnited to ones that are recognisably wsilitarian; altermatively, we might include within the range of principles
some that are not recognisably uslitarian.
1t might be objected that morality sequires its principles to apply universally, The alwernative criterion does not
deny this. Tt aceords with the pessibility of fundamental moral disagreement, which the concept of morality does
not deny.
The previous complication might apply here. The range of principles that we imagine individuals conforming to
might either be limited to ones that are recognisably urilitazian or might include some that are not recognisably
utilitarian.
It might be objected that morality requires its principles to apply constanily. 7! he alternative criterion does not
deny this. It accords with the possibility that individuals change their basic moral commitments over time, which
the concept of morality dees not deny-
Because acceptance involves certain moral attitizdes, whereas simple conformity does not, acceptance may also
involve further distingwishing consequences.
This alternative test would also seem to reflect a more realistic notion of the role we might ideally expect moral
principles to play in our lives than perfect conformity does.
It is also conceivable that some neutral factor, such as the concept of morality or of rationafity, would, when
added to generic utilitarianism, somehow disqualify 2l but one potential moral representative of the guiding
ueifitarian ides and would thus save utilitagianism from moral ambiguity. But I see no reason to assame this.

Global Consequentialism

Philip Pettit and Michael Smith

SECTION I GLOBAL VS LOCAL CONSEQUENTIALISM

GLOE)fé cons?quegtialism identifies the right x, for any x in the category of evaluands
— be the evaluands acts, motives -
in turn, is that which nlaximisesj ;’:Ille:e’. ?ﬂ;e:;f z:;rbeaascijﬂbf)ite? e
: pected, of course
but we shall ignore that complication here. So, for example, according to globai
consequentialism, the right act for someone to petform is the act that has greater
value than any of the acts that might have been performed instead; the right motive-
set for someone to have is that motive-set whose possession has greater value than
any of the motive-sets that might have been possessed instead; the right set of rules
for someone to have internalised is that set of rules which has greater value than an
of the sets of rules that they might have internalised instead, and so on.' ’
. The best-known statement and defence of global consequentialism is to be found
in Derek Parfit’s Reasons and Persons. Here is what Parfit has to say:

There are different versions of Consequentialism, or C. C's central claim is
(Cl) There is one ultimate moral aim: that outcomes be as good as possible
C applies to everything. Applied to acts, C claims . . .
(C2Z) What each of us ought to do is whatever would make the outcome
best
o Consequentialism covers, not just acts and outcomes, but also desires
dispositions, beliefs, emotions, the color of our eyes, the climate anc;
everything else. More exactly, C covers anything that could make outéomes
better or worse. According to C, the best possible climate is the one that would



122 Philip Petrit and Michael Smith

make outcomes best. I shall use ‘motives’ to cover both desires and disposi-
tions. C claims
(C5) The best possible motives are those of which it is true that if we have
. ) 2
ther, the outcome will be best.

Thus, according to Parfit, C tells us not just which acts are the right ones to
perfosm, but also which desires, beliefs, and emotions are the right ones to have,
whether it is right to have this colour eyes or that, whether it is right for it to be

rainy or cloudy or sunny, and so on and so forth. This is global consequentialism if

anything is.

‘As Parfit's remarks make clear, the crucial feature of global consequentialism is
that it does not privilege any category of evaluand. In pasticular, it does not
privilege the category of acts that has often been privileged, by default, in much
consequentialist writing. It does not say, for example, that the right motive-set for
someone to have, or the right set of rules for someone to have internalised, is that set

. . e ,
which would promote the choice of the right acts. This Is important, as someone's
internalised certain rules, may

which those motives or rules
can provide

possession of certain motives, or his or her having
have consequences that are not mediated by any act t0
give rise.® Your clear benevolence towards me, and mine towards you,
cach of us with a sense of warmth and reassurance independently of any acts that it
occasions. And the mere knowledge that you have internalised a rule of promise-
keeping provides me, well in advance of any contract we enter into, with a rich sense
of the arrangements we may form.

Global consequentialism thus contrasts with any form of consequentialism that
privileges one or another category of evaluand, and which is therefore local. The
sort of consequentialism just described — the sort that privileges acts — is a local act
consequentialism. It privileges the category of acts, defining right acts as those
which maximise value — in'this it agrees with global consequentialism — but it then
goes on to identify tight motive-sets, right sets of rules, and so on, as the sets that
promote the choice of right acts. Other forms of local consequentialism are
distinguished from global in so far as they privilege some non-act Category of

evaluand.
Consider, for example, the version of rule utilitarianism described by J. J. C.

Smart:

Rule utilitarianism is the view that the rightness or wrongness of an action is

to be judged by the goodness or the badness of the consequences of a rule that
e il 5

everyone should perform the action in like circumstances.

This form of rule udilitarianism privileges rules, and then defines right acts in terms
of the right rules. It is therefore local, in the sense that contrasts with global.

Global Consequenticlism
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ir own
en gone on to defend the
as we have seen, some have ev
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versions of Jocal consequen . . o o
In our view, this oversight is unjustified. Consequentialists should think “
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variety of possibilities.
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Our strategy, in order to overcome this problem, is to argue inductively against
all versions of local consequentialism at once. We begin by considering the various
versions of local motive consequentialism just described. We note that they are
liable to a similar pattern of objection, In our view, every form of local
consequentialism will be liable to that same pattern of objection, and we attempt
to prove that this is so by indicating the way in which the objections apply to the
various versions of local rule consequentialism just described. Once one sees how
the pattern of objection applies in one case, we think it is hard not to conclude that
all forms of local consequentialism will fall to that same pattern of objection. As with
any inductive argument we may, of course, be wrong. However we leave it to the
defenders of local consequentialism to prove that that is so.

SECTION 3: LOCAL MOTIVE CONSEQUENTIALISM: FINST VERSION

Consider the version of local motive consequentialism which holds that the right
acts are those which are caused by the right motives. We have two related objections
to this theory. The first is that if is absurd to hold, as this theory does, that o
which are caused by the right motives are right. The second is that it is
absurd to hold, as this theory also does, that eve
motives is right.

Why hold thart only acts which are caused by the right motives are right? After
all, those people who do not have the tight motives — and hence those whose acts
. cannot be caused by the right motives — are still able to act in ways that contribute
- more or less value to the world. For example, they are able to perform, or not to

perform, those acts, of the acts available to them, that produce the best con-
sequences, and they are also presumably able to perform, or not to perform, those
acts, of the acts available to them, that would have been performed by people who
did have the right motives. Given that the acts available to these people contribute
different amounts of value to the world it surely follows that some of them are to be
tecommended over others, on consequentialist grounds. But once this point is
conceded we must ask what merit there is in insisting, as the first version of local
consequentialism insists, that the act thus recommended is still not the right act for
these people to perform. It seems unnecessatily ad hoe to invent a new word to

characterise the acts which are to be recommended to those who do not have the
right motives.

* The second objection is that it is equally absurd to suppose that every act which is
caused by the rig

ht motives is a right act. Focus on a particular case in order to see
why. Imagine that, in a certain situation, the best consequences will flow from
someone’s having a set of motives that includes a strong desire to provide benefits,
n0 matter how small, for his children, and only a weak motive to provide benefits,

' matter how large, for strangers. Moreover, imagine that this person has these

nly acts

equally
ry act which is caused by the right
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motives, and that he faces a particular choice situation in which he can provide either
a smaller benefit for his children or a larger benefit for some strangers. Finally, let’s
suppose that in these particular circumstances, providing the larger benefit for the
strangers will have better consequences than giving the smailer benefit to his
children. Which is the right act for him to perform?

According to the first version of local motive consequentialism the right act for
this person to perform is giving the smaller benefit to his children. But why? Let’s
agree that the person we are imagining will act so as to give the smaller benefit to his
children, provided he functions propesly psychologically. So much follows from the
fact that his desire to give them the smailer benefit is stronger than his desire to give
the larger benefit to the strangers. But the fact that he will not give the larger benefit
to the strangers is neither here nor there in deciding whether his giving the strangers
that larger benefit is the right thing for him to do.

Nor is the fact that, given that he has the motives that it is right for him to have
and functions properly psychologically, the act of giving the larger benefit to the
strangers is only available to him by grace of the possibility of a psychological
malfunction or anomaly. The value or disvalue associated with psychological
malfunction is, after all, to be decided by a consequentialist on consequentialist
grounds, and, in the circumstances that we are imagining, giving the larger benefit

1o the strangers has the best consequences, notwithstanding the fact that it would
involve psychological malfunction. A consequentialist should surely think that there
is therefore much to rejoice about, and little to regret, if the person we are imagining
manages to give the larger benefit to the strangers.

The latter point needs emphasising. We think that one main attraction of the view
that it is always right to act on the motives that it is right to have is the implicit
assumption that failing to act on these motives will somehow undermine possession
of them. But this thought is multiply confused. For one thing, it is implausible to
suppose that the occasional occurrence of a psychological malfunction which causes
someone to act contrary to the motivations that he has will undermine his possession
of these motives. Patterns of motivation are more robust than that. For another, if,
as we are supposing, giving the larger benefit to the strangers has the best
consequences then, even if it does undermine the agent’s possession of the motives
that it is currently right for him to have, by hypothesis the benefits of his so acting

clearly outweigh that cost. It is thus hard to see why a consequentialist should be
worried by the fact that the agent undermines his possession of the motives that it is
currently sight for him to have if, as we have supposed, the possible world in which

he no longer has these motives contains more value than the wosld in which he

, 13
retains them.

But, in that case, we must surely ask what reason there is for supposing that it is
always right for a person to act on the motives that it is right for him to have. The
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only defence of the suggestion left, as far as we can see, is that the acts which
deemed 1o be right, on such a definition of rightness, ac;ord more closel tch e
pre-theoretical intuitions about which acts are right and which are Wrony ‘Z}lla 0; ,
thfa acts which are deemed to be right by a direct application of the conse ; entin i :
principle itself. But it seems to us that someone could think this on] it SE: fi s
about a whole range of possible cases in which people have and actu }; th otives
that it is right for them to have. P e mere
‘Consider, for example, the possible world in which there is a mad scientist wh
w1li‘make millions of people miserable if certain individuals don’t have mali e
motives, but who couldn’t care less which acts these individuals perform. In iiiinz:
:ﬁfO{:lc:i consequentialists will very plausibly suppose that it is right . for th
mdnrzdfiaig to have malignant motives. But does it accord well with ou .
theoretical views about which acts are right and wrong to suppose that their ;cfire_
on Fbese malignant motives is right in that world? Not ar all, I there is a -
ava}zlab%e to these individuals that produces greater value than that roducerc; ?)Ct
acting on their malignant motives, then it surely accords much better iith our d
theo'reﬁcal intuitions to suppose that the right act for them to perform i Pl:e_
possible world is the one that produces greater value. ’ o
The upshot, in our view, is thus that though consequentialists are right to concern
themselves with the intuitive plausibility of their theory, the intuitions that should
matter to them are the basic intuitions about what is vah;able and what isn’t S’I‘Eu
who find themselves reluctant to believe thar right acts are those which aximise
Val‘iue' should therefore reassess their entire commitment to a consequentiali:ammlsi
thinking, rather than attempt to redefine rightness in the manner recomment:;éldyify

Ti qu . 11 can be glve]}
Eni

!l[e ‘iISI Versioy (Jl l(l(:ai notive conse ern alisnl Such a Iedefizlltio

no CIear IaIIOﬂale.

SECTION 4: LOCAL MOTIVE CONSEQUENTIALISM: SECOND VERSION

Consider next the version of local motive consequentialism which holds that righ
acts are those which would have been caused by possession of the right motjfIg {
rather than those that are actually so caused. This version of the theo gdiffers ;: -
the ﬁrst version because it explicitly allows that people who do not ;};ve the 'O;ln
motives might nonetheless act rightly. e
. Thus, if we once again imagine that the right set of motives for people to h
lﬂCIledES_a stronger desire to give a small benefit to their children and ap Wfaker cIe:iV .
to give a l.arge benefit to strangers, then the main difference with the first version r{;
Ioca’l motive consequentialism is that, according to this second version. those ho
don’t have this pattern of motivation are still able to act rightly just so E,On tv; .
are able to give their children that smaller benefit. Of course giv]en that thf ilsav o
much stronger desire to give a larger benefit to strangers it 7{O§IOWS that thjy co::i;
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only do so if they were to act out of an even stronger desire to be a decent parent, or
t0 avoid the criticism of other family members, or perhaps by acting on the basis of
some psychological malfunction or anomaly. But, whatever the cause of their so
acting, so long as they succeed in giving their children that smaller benefit they do at
jeast succeed in acting rightly, according to this second version of local motive
consequentialism. The real question facing this version, however, is the same as the

ussion of the first version. What is the consequentialist

question that arose in our disc
case supposed to be for the claim that someone who acts as if they had the right

motives always acts rightly?
Note, to begin, that since the person who acts as if they had the right motives may

not actually have the right motives, there need not be the same non-act mediated
benefits associated with their action as would have been in place if they did have the
right motives. There may be some overlap — pretending to be 2 friend might have
some of the good consequences of being a friend — but this is bound to be only
partial and, in any case, highly contingent. There is thus little room on this front for
making a consequentialist case for someone’s acting as if they had the right motives.
Perhaps the thought is that acting as if you had the right motives will generally
produce the right motives; that therein lies the motive consequentialist case for so
acting, But this thought is confused. There are three points to be made against it.
The,first is that acting as if you had the right motives might not bring it about that
you have the right motives. Indeed, the right motives might not be motives that you
could bring about by any act available to you. Perhaps the only way to have
acquired these motives is by having had a different childhood. The second is that if
the right act is the act that the tight motives would cause, then it is in any case not
clear why it is right for anyone to try to bring about the right motives. After all, the
act of trying to bring about the right motives is not one that the right motives would
cause; the presence of the right motives would make the act of trying to bring about
the right motives unnecessaty. And the third point is that, among the motives that
you could bring about in yourself, the motives that would be brought about by
acting as if you had the right motives might be manifestly inferior to some other set
of motives that you could have brought about by acting differently. Perhaps the best
motives will be brought about by engaging in a course of psychotherapy, something
that someone who had the right motives would never do.

If these points are not obvious then that may be because of a tendency to conflate
the claim that certain motives are the right ones to have with the quite different
claim that certain motives are the right ones o mry to have: the right ones to try to
inculcate or maintain in oneself. In estimating which motives it is best to have we
must ignore the costs of inculcating or maintaining them: the evaluand is the Aaving
of the motives, not the act of getting to have them or keep them. However in
estimating which motives it is best to try to have or keep we factor in such transition
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must therefore be, as with the second version of local motive consequentialism, that
acting as if you had the motives that it would be best for you to try to inculcate will
generally produce or sustain those motives; that therein lies the local motive
consequentialist case for so acting.

But this thought is once again confused. There are three relevant points. The first
is that acting as if you had these motives might not in itself help you to inculcate
thern. The second is that if the right act is the act that the motives it is best to try to
inculcate would cause, then it is not clear why it is right for anyone to try to
inculcate them; the presence of the motives it is best to try to inculcate would fiot
cause anyone, unnecessarily, to try to inculcate them. And the third is that the
motives that you would inculcate in yourself by so acting might be manifestly
inferior to others that you could have incuicated instead.

Nor is it plausible to suppose that this theory delivers a more intuitive conception
of right action either. Consider the possible world in which there is a mad scientist
who will make millions of people miserable if certain individuals don’t have
malignant motives in the future, but who couldn’t care less which acts they perform
now. Let it be agreed that it would therefore be best for them to try to have
malignant motives. Yet it is surely quite implausible to suppose that these people act
rightly, here and now, if they act as if they had these motives already. Once again, it
is far more intuitive to suppose that they act rightly, here and now, if they act so as
to maximise value; far more intuitive to suppose that it is sight for them here and
now to try to acquire the malignant motives, rather than acting as if they already had
them.

It is therefore once again difficult to see what the consequentialist justification is
supposed to be for performing the act which would have been caused by the motives
that it would be best for someone to try to inculcate. The upshot is, again, that those
consequentialists who find themselves reluctant to believe that right acts are those
which maximise value shouid reassess their entire commitment to 2 consequentialist
way of thinking rather than simply attempting to redefine rightness in the manner
recommended by the third version of local motive consequentialism.

SECTION 6: GENERALISING THE ARGUMENT

We are now in a position to generalise our argument. Local rule consequentialism
parallels fairly closely the sort of doctrine we have been describing as local motive
consequentialism. Rules may refer to personal policies or to social practices and 50
local rule consequentialism may direct us to a local consequentialism at the

individual or the collective level. But in either case the doctrine may assume

any of the three forms described, and in either case it is subject to the same sorts of
problems raised with local motive consequentialism.
Clearly, however rules are understood, local rule consequentialism may hold that
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the right act is that which is caused by having internalised the rules it is best to have
internalised; or that the right act is that which would be caused by having
internalised the rules it is best for someone to have internalised; or that the right
act is that which would be caused by having internalised the rules it is best for
someone to iry to internalise; or something of the kind. And clearly, so we maintain,
familiar problems are going to arise for each of these versions of local rule
consequentialism. '

The first version has the absurd consequence that those who have not internalised
the rules which it is best for them to have internalised cannot act rightly. But it is
difficult to see what the consequentialist rationale might be for this claim when,
among the acts available to them, some produce better consequences than others.
The theory is also vulnerable on another score as well. For no consequentialist
rationale can be given for the claim that those who have internalised the right rules
always act rightly when their acts are caused by their internalisation of those rules.
So long as there really is an alternative act available to an agent which produces
more value, it is hard to see what there could be for a consequentialist to regret in
the performance of such an act.

The idea that the first version of local rule consequentialism delivers a more
intuitive conception of right action than that delivered by a direct evaluation acts in
terms of the consequentialist principle is also refuted by a variation on the mad-
scientist examples. Imagine a possible world in which there is a mad scientist who
will make millions suffer if people don’t internalise callous rules of conduct, but who
couldn’t care less which acts the people perform. Suppose that people all internalise
these callous rules. Is it intuitive to suppose that these people act rightly when they
act on their internalisation of these caflous rules? Not at all. It is far more intuitive to
suppose that they act rightly if they maximise value.

The second and third versions give rise to the same difficulty thar plagued the
second and third versions of local motive consequentialism. The question, again, is
what the consequentialist case is supposed to be for redefining rightness in the ways
proposed. Acting as if the rules that it is best to internalise or to try to internalise had
been internalised will not have the same non-act mediated benefits associated with
actually having internalised these rules. And acting in the required fashion cannot be
justified on the grounds that it promises to bring about the internalisation of those
rules either.

Here, as in the corresponding case with the second and third versions of local
motive consequentialism there are three relevant points. The first is that acting as if
you had internalised certain rules might not in itself help you to internalise the rules.
The second is that if the right act is the act that having internalised certain rules
would cause, then it is not clear why it is right for anyone to try to internalise them;
the internalisation of those rules would not cause anyone, unnecessarily, to try to
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internalise them. And the third is that the rules that you would internalise by so
acting might be manifestly inferior to others that you could have internalised by
acting in some alternative way instead.

The second and third versions of local rule consequentialism cannot plausibly be
said to deliver a more intuitive conception of right action either. Variations on the
mad-scientist examples once again suggest that, in certain circumstances, it is far

more intuitive to suppose that agents acts rightly when they maximise value.

Consider the possible world in which there is a mad scientist who will make millions
miserable if people haven’t internalised callous rules of conduct here and now, and
another possible world in which he will do so if they haven’t internalised such rules
in the future, but who couldn’t care less how these people act here and now. Imagine
farther that people have not internalised the required callous rules of ‘conduct here
and now. It is surely quite counter-intuitive to suppose that they act rightly if they
act as if they had internalised the callous rules here and now. For that will simply
add to the misery that the mad scientist will produce without producing any clear
benefit. It is far more intuitive to suppose that they act rightly if they act so as to
maximise value; far more intuitive to suppose that the right thing for them to do isto
internalise the callous rules, not to act as if they had already internalised them.
The situation is thus just as we said it would be at the outset. The very same.
pattern of objection that applies to the various versions of local motive conse-
quentialism applies, as well, 1 the varous versions of local rule consequentialism.
We think that it is therefore reasonable to suppose that a similar pattern of objection.
would apply to all versions of local consequentialism. We readily admit that this
requires an inductive leap, but the inductive leap required is, we think, hardly.

rationally resistible.

SECTION 7: CONCLUSION

Most philosophers now recognise that it is a mistake to think that right motives;

right rules, and so on, are those that would promote right acts; they recognise that -

local act consequentialism, as we have called it, is unattractive. If the points we have

made are sound, however, then they should also admit that it is equally unattractive
ustrated by local motive or rule:

¢+ way — defining right acts by

to warp consequentialism in the manner ill
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reference to an independent account of right motives, right rules, or whatever :
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many categories of evaluand: acts, sets of motives, sets of rules, as well as sets of

such sets, and so on. If consequentialism is a sound strategy of evaluation in any one

case, then it is hard to see why it should not represent 2 sound strategy in every case
Better, therefore, for consequentialists to go global; better for them to go the ful
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