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1. INTRODUCTION

As the title of this paper indicates, I'm going to discuss what we ought to do in
situations where our actions affect future generations. More specifically, 1 shall
focus on the moral problems raised by cases where our actions affect who's going to
live, their number and their-well being. Il start, however, with population axiology.
Most discussion in population ethics has concentrated on how to evaluate
populations in regard to their goodness, that is, how to order populations by the
relations “is better than” and “is as good as”. This field has been riddled with
“paradoxes” which purport to show that our considered beliefs are inconsistent in
cases where the number of people and their welfare varies. Derek Parfit’s Mere
Addition Paradox is a case in point. The main question of my paper concerns the
implication of such axiological paradoxes for normative theories. Do the axiological
paradoxes translate into paradoxes for normative theories or will they, as some
believe, disappear if we switch to a normative framework?

2. AN AXIOLOGICAL POPULATION PARADOX

Here’s a version of Derek Parfit’s well-known axiological population paradox, the
Mere Addition Paradox: '

—
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The diagram above shows four populations: A. A", B. and C. The width of each
block represents the number of people, and the height represents their lifetime
welfare. All (he lives in (he above diagram have positive welfare, or, as we also
could put il, have lives worth living.” A is a population of people with very high
welfare, A” is a population of the same size as A but with even higher welfare, B is a
much larger population than A and A° but consisting of people with very low
positive wellare. C is a population of the same size as A’ UB (that is, the population
consisting of all the lives in both A* and B). Everybody in C has very low positive
welfare but they are all better off than (he people in B. Moreover, there is perfect
equality in C and the total and average wellare in C is higher than in A*UB.

How should we rank these populations? Consider first population A and A'UB.
Since the B-people have lives worth living and the A’-people have even higher
wellare than the A-people, many would agree that A*UB is betler than A. Here's a
principle that expresses this view: :

The Domincance Addition Condition: 1F population A and B are of the
same size and everyone in A has lower welfare than everyone in B,
then A is worse than a population consisting of the B-lives and any
number ol lives with positive welfare, other things being equal.

What about A’UB and C? Since there is perfect equality in C and higher total and
average utility in C as compared to A'UB, it seems reasonable to claim that C is
better than A"WB. Perhaps (he following principle captures our intuition:

The Non-Anti Egalitarianism Condition: A population with perfect
equality is better than a population with the same number of people,
inequality, and lower average (and thus total) welfare, other things
being equal.’

Lastly, how should we rank A and C? Derck Parfit has formulated a conclusion that
seems Lo express most people’s intuition about the relative value of A and C:

The Repugnant Conelusion: For any perfectly equal population with
very high positive welfare, there is a population with very low positive
welfare which is better, other things being equal.?

As the name indicales, Parfit finds this conclusion unacceptable. To avoid the
Repugnant Conclusion, we could ¢laim that A is better than C. a belief expressed by
the following principle:

The Quality Condition: There is al least one perfectly equal population
with very high positive welfare which is better than any population
with very low posilive welfare, other things being equal.

. :

- -
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By now, we have contradicted ourselves. If C is better than A'UB, and A°UB is
better than A, then by transitivity of “better than”, it lollows that C is better than A,
But we said that A is better than C, that is. C is not better than A. Hence, these
valuations imply a contradiction: C is better than A and C is not better than A.

When faced with an impossibility result like the one just described, a
sensible response is to question the principles involved and try to find reasons to
reject one of them. One could for example reject the Dominance Addition Condition
by claiming that A’UB is worse than A since there is inequality in the former
population but not in the latter, or that although the B-people enjoy positive welfare,
their presence makes the population worse since people deserve higher welfare than
the B-people enjoy, and so forth. I shall not discuss that route here since I have
discussed it at length elsewhere and showed that one can construct impossibility
results with logically much weaker conditions that are very hard to reject.’ For
example, the Dominance Addition Condition could be replaced by a condition
according to which, roughly, there is at least some number of horrible lives whose
addition makes a population worse than an addition of lives with positive welfare.
Likewise for the other conditions used above. I'm using the above paradox not
because it involves the logically weakest and most compelling condition but because
it is easy to present and quite well-known. The paradoxes that involve weaker
conditions are much more complicated and would unnecessarily complicate my
presentation. The simpler Mere Addition Paradox makes my argument take a clearer
form. Moreover, if one can show that it is true, or not true, that the simpler
axiological paradoxes translate into normative ones, then it is most probable that this

will also hold for the more complicated paradoxes. I will say more about this in the
final section.

3. DO THE AXIOLOGICAL IMPOSSIBILITY RESULTS DIRECTLY
TRANSLATE INTO NORMATIVE ONES?

ILis natural to think that the axiological impossibility results directly translates into
impossibility results for normative theories since this part of our morality ~ our
theory of beneficence — is consequentialist in nature and thus must be based on an
ordering of outcomes in regard to their “welfarist” goodness. As a matter of fact,
most of the population theories presented in the literature explicitly or implicitly
include some form of consequentialism as a bridging principle from the axiological
level to the normative level. The most common form of consequentialism is act-
consequentialism according to which, roughly, an action is right if and only if it
maximises the good. More exactly, we shall define act-consequentialism as follows:

Act-Consequentialism: An action is right (obligatory) if and only if its
outcome is at least as good as (better than) that of every alternative,
An action is wrong if and only if it is not right.®
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Populations can be seen as outcomes of actions, namely populations that consist of
all the lives that are part of the outcomes. Which lives are included in the outcome
ol an action depends, of course, on what we consider the morally relevant outcome
of an action. The three most common answers are the possible world that would be
the case if the action were performed, the total future state of the world that would
be the case if the action were performed, and the causal consequences of the action,’
These three views correspond o three types of populations, namely populations that
consist of all the past, present and future lives. or all the present and tuture lives, or
all the lives that are causally affected or consequences ol the action. Now, there is
nothing in the Mere Addition Paradox that rules out that the involved populations
are of these types. Moreover, inconsistent evaluations of outcomes are, of course, a
devastating problem from a consequentialist perspective, since it will not get off the
ground in the first place.

[nconsistent evaluations are not only a problem for pure consequentialists.
Such consequentialists assume (hat all morally relevant factors can be taken into
account in the value of outcomes, One might think that certain moral relevant factors
cannot be laken into account in such a manner but should be incorporated on the
deontic level in terms of actions that are right or wrong by virtue of being of a
certain type. Examples are rights, promises, and actions that involve great personal
sactifice for the agent. One may Judge actions that involve violations of people’s
rights or the breaking ol promises as wrong. and actions that involve great personal
sacrifice as supererogatory, irrespective of how good the consequences of those
actions would be. It is not clear, however, that such theories cannot be formulated as
extensionally equivalent consequentialist theories since it is possible to incorporate a
wide range of non-wellarist values in a consequentialist theory.® Fred Feldman's
desert adjusted utilitarianism is a case in point.” At any rate, some of those critics of
consequentialism that take this line do lake the consequences of actions into account
but they think that there are deontic “constraints™ that exclude actions of certain
types. or deontic “options™ that make cerlain types of actions permissible. The
remaining allernalives are, however, evaluated in a consequentialist manner. They
accepl what we could call Ceteris Paribus Act-Consequentialism:

Ceteris Paribus Act-Consequentialism: Other things being equal, an
action is right (obligatory) if and only if its outcome is at least as good
as (better than) that of every alternative. An action is wrong if and
only il'it is not right.

[n other words, if'a choice situation doesn't involve actions that are right or wrong
by virtue of a cerlain deontic constraint or option, then the normative status of the
aclions are determined by the value of their respective outcomes. Assuming that the
involved deontic constraints and options don’t concern the number and the welfare
ol lives in populations that are outcomes of actions (which is a questionable
assumplion, however), this view clearly runs into the same problem as pure Act-
Consequentialism in respect to the inconsistent evaluations of outcomes.

P N R S m A e B e L
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It is all too hasty to conclude from the above discussion, however, that the
axiological impossibility results directly translate into normative ones for two
reasons: one can reject the transitivity of “better than™ and one can reject
consequentialism.

One can be a consequentialist but reject the transitivity of “better than™, the
latter a move that has become increasingly popular. The axiological population
paradoxes presuppose that the relation “better than” is transitive. Some theorists find
this a matter of logic, claiming that it is part of the meaning of “better than”.'"” One
might think otherwise, and argue that the axiological impossibility results actually
demonstrate that these relations are not transitive. Among others, Larry Temkin and
Stuart Rachels have suggested this."" What is attractive with this move is that given
non-transitivity of “better than”, we can stick to our axiological evaluations without
any contradiction. However, as many seem to fear (including Temkin), non-
transitivity of “better than™ might spell the end for a consequentialist morality and
practical reason in general.”” This needs to be shown, however.

How would non-transitivity of “better than” atfect the possibility of a
consequentialist population morality? The evaluations involved in the Mere
Addition Paradox above and in the other results in the literature exhibit the
following structure: Outcome A, is better than Az, which is better than A; (, ...,
which is better than A,,), which in turn is better than A,. In such cases, is there an
outcome which is at least as good as all alternative outcomes? No. since in cases
involving such evaluations it is neither true of any outcome that it is at least as good
as all the other outcomes, nor is it true of any outcome that it isn’t worse than any
other outcome. Consequently, in respect to such cases consequentialism implies,
implausibly one might think, that all the available actions are wrong.
Consequentialism seems to require some form of acyclicity of the ranking of
outcomes in a choice situation."” In other words, it doesn’t look like abandoning
transitivity of “better than” will save consequentialism,

One could claim, however, that what we have here is a plausible
interpretation of the Mere Addition Paradox and similar results. In a choice situation
involving alternatives like these, we are facing a moral dilenima: whatever act we
perform we are going to act wrongly." We could claim that the existence of moral
dilemmas is part of our moral phenomenology and that it is not surprising that we
should face a moral dilemma in situations involving such awesome alternatives as
are involved in the Mere Addition Paradox. We could stick to our axiological
intuitions and use them to guide us in situations that don’t involve intransitive
evaluations. Moreover, we would still have something to say about cases like the
Mere Addition Paradox: We should avoid putting ourselves in such choice situations
since if we do, we will be bound to act wrongly. It other words, intransitivity of
“better than™ doesn’t spell the end for consequentialism and practical reason as some
have feared.

Although I find this a very interesting interpretation of the Mere Addition
Paradox and the like, I don’t find it satisfactory since I’m sceptical about this type of



206 G. ARRHENIUS

moral dilemma. As Jan Osterberg suggests, any plausible morality is separately
satisfiable:

The Condition of Separate Satisfiability: For any agent and any
- - . - . . ~ 5
situatron, it is logically possible for her not to act morally wrong.'

It is reasonable to claim that it should at least be logically possible for a person not
to do the wrong thing. Normative theories which imply that there are moral
dilemmas in which all the available actions are wrong, imply that there are situations
where it is not even a logical possibilin for an agent to do what morality requires of
her. This seems implausible.' Consequently, since an adequate morality should be
separately satisfiable, the axiological paradoxes challenge the existence of an
acceptable consequentialist morality.

We could, however, satisfy the Condition of Separate Satisfiability by
slightly reformulating our statement of Consequentialism:

Act-Consequentialism 2: An action is right (obligatory) if and only if
its outcome is at least as good as (better than) that of every alternative.
An action is wrong if and only if it is not right and there is at least one
action that is right.

According to this version of consequentialism, all the involved actions in the Mere
Addition Paradox lack normative status, they are neither right nor wrong. This
shows that a consequentialist that accept intransitivity of “better than™ is not
committed to endorsing moral dilemmas. She could perhaps motivate her position
by saying that moral theory has nothing to say about cases that involve cyclical
evaluations and that lacks a maximal alternative since these are beyond the scope of
moral theory."” Compare with the theory of quantum mechanics in physics and the
impossibility of deriving the next position and velocity of an electron from the
measurement of its current position and velocity (often expressed by saying that it is
impossible to determine both the position and velocity of an electron).

One might find this satisfactory in the case of the Mere Addition Paradox
but consider a version of it where there is also an alternative D available in which
everyone has very bad lives. D is clearly worse than A, A’UB. and C. Hence, it
would be clearly better if we choose one of those alternative rather than D and
clearly wrong to choose D. Act-Consequentialism 2, however, again yields that all
the actions lack normative status, which seems implausible.

We could go on and formulate other versions of consequentialism that
avoids the drawbacks of the two version above, Since there is an infinite number of
ways we can formulate consequentialist principles, one might hope that there is one
that can handle non-transitive evaluations in a way that satisfy our normative
intuitions.  Actually, there have been a number of promising proposals in this
direction — much more elaborated than the simple principles I have discussed above
--- In connection with cyclical evaluations in rational choice theory.'® I shall not
discuss (hese suggestions here, however, since | shall later informally prove that all

THE PARADOX OF FUTURE GENERATIONS 207

of these theories have to be deficient in some respect. Moreover, even if the
axiological paradoxes in the end could be shown to be the swansong of
consequentialism, this wouldn’t suffice to show that they directly translate into
paradoxes for all normative theories since we can reject consequentialism. We could
instead turn to theories that take welfare into account in a non-consequentialist
manner, that is, theories that take welfare into account directly on the normative
level instead of taking the route over an ordering of outcomes in regard to their
“welfarist” goodness. For example, one could claim that it is always wrong to
increase a population with lives not worth living when it is avoidable, or that in the
choice between giving a small benefit to One person or a great benefit to many
people, one ought to do the Jatter."” Since such theories don’t rely on an axiological
ordering, the axiological paradoxes don’t show that these theories are in trouble,
There are also prominent normative theories that take welfare into account in such a
different way as compared to consequentialism that it is unclear whether the
axiological paradoxes pose a problem for them. Examples are David Gauthier’s
mutual advantage contractarianism and Richard Armeson’s theory of equality of
opportunity for welfare.? Actually, David Boonin-Vail, who has proposed a non-
consequentialist population morality, suggests that whereas there is no satisfying
solution to the axiological Mere Addition Paradox (which he calls “the Goodness
Paradox™), the normative version of this paradox (which he calls “the Oughtness
Paradox™) can be solved and this result deprives the former paradox of its moral
significance.?!

One might object that one cannot deprive the axiological Mere Addition
Paradox of its relevance in this way since if we cannot claim that, say, A is better
than C, then we cannot justify why we ought to choose A when A and C are the
alternatives. Moreover, if we claim that A is better than C, and so forth, then we are
going to be faced with the axiological Mere Addition Paradox again. Parfit seems to
have an argument like this in mind:

All we have shown is that ... we can coherently believe that (4) choosing 1o produce [C]
would be morally worse than cheosing to produce A. This does not vet show that (4) is
either true, or defensible, Only by defending (4) could we deprive the [axiological]
Mere Addition Paradox ol its force. ... The most straightforward [way ol defending (4)]
would be 1o appeal 1o (1) [C], as an outcome, would be worse than A. ... But ... this
way of defending (4) cannol deprive my paradox of ils force. If my arguments werg
sound, we could not appeal 1o (1), since this argument would show that [C] could not be
worse than A

[ find this objection question-begging since we could claim that A is better than C
without committing us to the beliefs that generates the Mere Addition Paradox.
Firstly, there are ways of understanding value-concepts such as “better than” in
terms of normative ones such as using “A is better than C” as synonymous with “A
ought to be chosen in a situation where A and C' are the only alternatives™, “A is
more choice-worthy than C™, and the like. From this understanding of “better than”,
no axiological Mere Addition Paradox follows since we have explained “better
than” in terms of normative concepts and these claims are restricted to pairwise
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comparisons and there is no plausible analogue to the transitivity of “better than™ for
these normative concepts (more on this below). Hence, one can claim that “A is
better than ™ without committing oneself (o the beliefs that lead to the axiological
Mere Addition Paradox.

Secondly, we could justily our belief that A ought 1o be chosen when A and
C are the alternalives without any appeal to values, We could appeal directly to facts
about A and C, for example, that all the people in A enjoy excellent lives whereas all
the people in C have lives barely worth living. The belief that these facts give us
reason to choose A rather than C when these are the only alternatives don’t commit
us to the claim that this facts are always decisive since the fact that other alternatives
are available, and facts about these alternatives, might act as countervailing reasons.

So lagree with Boonin-Vail's point regarding the significance of a solution
to the Normative Mere Addition Paradox. It is another question, however, whether it
is easier to solve than the axiological one. This is what T shall discuss in the rest of
the paper.

4. TRANSITIVITY PRINCIPLE FOR “OUGHT TO BE CHOSEN™?

Consider the Mere Addition Paradox again and assume that our normative
evaluations are, as [ think many would agree, as follows (assuming now that the
populations in question are outcomes of actions): In the choice between population
A and A’UB, itis permissible to choose A" UB: in the choice between A’UB and C,
we ought to choose C: in the choice between C and A, we ought to choose A; and in
the choice among A, A"UB, and C, we ought to choose A, and it would be wrong to
choose AUB or C. Have we contradicted ourselves? As a matter of fact, we haven’t.
As long as we don’t add any more restrictions on our normative evaluations, there is
no contradiction involved in the above evaluation. This suggests, as Boonin-Vaijl
believes, that evaluations that are contradictory on the axiological level may not be
so on the normative level, the reason being that there is no analogue to transitivity
on the normalive level.?

One might think otherwise, however. Gregory Kavka, for example, has
suggested the following transitivity principle for moral permissibility: “If it would
be permissible to do A if A and B were the alternatives, and would be permissible to
do B if B and C were the alternatives, then it is permissible to do A if A, B, and C
are [sic] the alternatives.”™ Given this requirement on normative judgements, the
above evaluations are inconsisten(. Since it is permissible to choose C in the choice
between C and A’UB (if an action is obligatory, it is of course permissible), and
permissible to choose A”UB in the choice between A’UB and A, it follows from
Kavka’s principle that it is permissible to choose C in the choice among A, A’UB,
and C. But we said above that in the latter situation, we ought to choose A and it
would be wrong o choose C. So we are back in trouble again,

I'm sceptical about Kavka’s transitivity principle for moral permissibility,
however. lis implication in regard to the Mere Addition Paradox could in itself be
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used as an argument against it. Here’s another counter-example suggested by Parfit.
Suppose that a woman at some point faces the following options:

P: Having a handicapped child.
Q: Having no child.

As Parfit points out, “[i]f this child's handicap would not be severe, and we make
certain other assumptions, we can plausibly believe that it would be permissible for
the woman to choose either P or Q ..., Moreover, this evaluation is, arguably, still
plausible if P is replaced by the following alternative:

R: Having the same child, but in a way that would ensure that he wouldn’t
be handicapped.

Assume now that all of these three alternatives are available to the woman.
According to Kavka’s transitivity principle, since P is permissible in the choice
between P and Q, and since Q is permissible in the choice between Q and R, it
follows that P is permissible in the choice among P, Q, and R. But, as Parfit writes,
“[w]e can plausibly believe that, if R were also possible, it would be wrong for this
woman to choose P rather than R™.%¢

One might think that the problem that Kavka’s principle runs into
demonstrates an important difference between axiological and normative
evaluations, It is usually thought that the intrinsic goodness of an outcome doesn’t
depend on its relation to other outcomes. If an outcome A is good, or better than
another outcome B, then we usually think that this holds irrespective of whether A
and B are alternative outcomes in some choice situation, or whether there are other
alternative outcomes available. As it is often put, the intrinsic value of a state of
affairs is independent of its relation to other distinct states of affairs. The normative
status of actions, however, depends on what other actions are available in a choice
situation, For example, it is permissible and obligatory to inflict harm on somebody
if the only other alternative is to inflict even more harm, but if harming is avoidable,
then it is wrong.

I don’t think, however, that this kind of context (in)dependence is the
essential difference between axiological and normative concepts. Although
axiological concepts such as “good” and “better than” are not context sensitive as
ordinarily understood, there are other ones that are, such as “best” and “worst”. So
the defining difference between axiological and normative concepts cannot be that
the latter but not the former are context sensitive.

Moreover, as I said above, there are ways ol understanding value-concepts
such as “better than™ in terms of normative concepts such as using “A is better than
B as synonymous with “A is more choice-worthy than B” or “A ought to be chosen
in a situation where A and B are the alternatives”, and the like. If these normative
concepts are contex! sensitive in a way that make them non-transitive, which seems
probable, then “better than” will be context sensitive and non-transitive too.
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Actually, according to an influential tradition in value analysis, to be valuable is to
be a fitling object of a pro-attitude. Value is thus analysed in terms of the stance that
one onght lo take lowards an object. As Franz Brentano writes in The Origin of Our
Knowledge of Right and Wrong: *When we call one good *better’ than another, we
mean thal ... it is correct to prefer the one good. for its own sake, to the other.” Or as
A. C. Ewing, lhe foremost exponent of this reduction of axiological concepts to
deontic ones, writes *... we deline “better” as meaning ‘what ought to be preferred’
T Given this analysis, it should come as no surprise thal “better than™ will be
context sensitive and that transitivity fails, smce this will happen for the same
reasons that we gave above in regard to the explicitly normative concepts. This
possible understanding ol value-concepts might explain why some theorists have
been willing to abandon he transitivity of “better than™. **

5. NEUTRALISING THE CONTEXT DEPENDENCE OF NORMATIVE
STATUS

It could of course be (he case thal whereas only some axiological concepts are
context sensitive, this holds for all normative concepts. Be this as it may. this would
not suffice to show that Boonin-Vail's conjecture regarding the normative paradoxes
is correct since it may still be some normative refations among alternative actions
that holds irrespective of what other available actions there are in a choice situation.
I think this is the case. We can. so to say, neutralise the context dependence of
normative status when we formulate normative conditions by partly formulating
them in terms of certain features of the choice situation.”” Consider the following
pattern for a normalive condition:

(1) If action /1, is of type G and aclion s is of (ype B, and both /7, and
lt, are available in a certain choice situation, then /1, is wrong in this
choice situation.

The actions P and R in the example earlier, that is, having a handicapped child (P) or
having the same child, but in a way that would ensure that he wouldn’t be
handicapped (R), fil this pattern, as the quote from Parfit suggests. If P and R are
both available actions in some situation, then P is the wrong choice.” Loosely
speaking, we can say thal (i) is a normative analogue ol “better than”, We shall
formulate the following condition along (hese lines:

The Normative Egalitarian Dominance Condition: 1f population A is a
perfectly equal population of the same size as population B, and every
person in A has higher welfare than every person in B, then, in any
situation involving a choice between A and B, it is wrong to choose B,
other things being equal.
This condition is, I think, as plausible as its axiological counterpart. The ceferis
paribus condition involved here is a natural extension of the ceteris paribus
condition used in the discussion of different axiologies. There are neither any
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constraints (for example, promise-keeping) nor options (for example, great personal
sacrifice for the agent which is beyond the call of duty), nor any non-welfarist
values in the outcomes (for example, cultural diversity) that give us a reason to (not)
choose one or the other of the involved actions. The only reasons for choosing one
or the other of the involved actions arise from the welfare of the lives in the involved
populations.’’ Consider a situation where you could, at no cost to yourself (vou
might even be among the beneficiaries), and without violating any other duties or
compromising any other values, choose an outcome in which everybody is equally
well off. and better off as compared to another outcome invalving the same number
of peaple. Surely it would be wrong to choose the latter outcome in this situation.
We could formulate normative versions of all the axiological adequacy
conditions involved in the Mere Addition Paradox using this pattern (i). For the
result we shall prove, however, it suffices to use the following logically weaker

construction which, loosely speaking. can be said to be a normative analogue of “at
least as good as™

(ii) If action /1, is of type G and action /, is of type B, and both /1, and
fi» are available in a certain choice situation, and /1, is wrong in this
choice situation, then 7, is also wrong in this choice situation.

Assume that next Sunday you can help either John or Krister with their gardening,
and that they both need your help equally as much. You haven't promised either one
of them your help, it is neither John'’s or Krister's birthday, nor any other
circumstances that speaks in favour of helping one of them rather than the other.
Now, it is reasonable to claim that in a situation involving these two alternatives, if
it would be wrong of you to help Krister, then it would also be wrong of you to help
John. It could be wrong of you to help Krister if you have promised your elderly
aunt to help her next Sunday with the much needed gardening at her house
(assuming that the involved acts are mutually exclusive). If that were the case,
however, then it would also be wrong of you to help John,

Here’s a normative version of the Non-Anti Egalitarianism condition
formulated in this way:

The Normative Non-Anti Egalitarianism Condition: For any perfectly
equal population A, and any population B of the same size as A but
with inequality and lower average (and thus total) welfare, if it is
wrong in a certain situation to choose A, then it is also wrong to
choose B, other things being equal.

Apart from the Normative Egalitarian Dominance C ondition, we shall formulate all
the normative adequacy conditions used in the normative version of the Mere
Addition Paradox below along the lines of pattern (ii). Here are the two remaining
conditions, the Normative Dominance Addition Condition and the Normative
Quality Condition:
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The Normative Dominance Addition Condition: 1f population A and B
are of the same size and everyone in A has lower welfare than in B,
and il il is wrong in a certain situation to choose a population
consisting of the B-lives and any number of people with positive
wellare, then it is also wrong in this situation to choose population A,
other things being equal.

The Normative Qualin: Condition: There is at least one perfectly equal
population with very high positive welfare such that if it is wrong in a
certain situation to choose that population, then it is wrong in the same
situation to choose any population with very low positive welfare,
other things being equal.

[ addition, we shall require that a plausible population morality is separately
salisfiable.

0. AN INFORMAL DEMONSTRATION OF A NORMATIVE MERE ADDITION
PARADOX

We shall informally show that the following theorem is true:

The Impossibility Theorem: There is no separately satisfiable population moralit){
which satisfies the normative version of the Quality Condition, the Non-Anti
Egalitarianism Condition, the Egalitarian Dominance Condition, and the Dominance
Addition Condition.

Consider the following situation:

| R
‘Ir

s |
A ATUB C D

Diagram 2

Here we have the same situation as in the axiological Mere Addition Paradox but for
population D. Assume that these populations are possible outcomes of actions.
Assume [urther that the only actions available to a certain individual or group of
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individuals are the actions with either population A, A’UB, C or D as outcome, So
these are the only actions available in the choice situation. Again, these populations
could consist of all the future lives. or all the lives in some part of the future, that
would be the case if the respective action were performed.

In the diagram above, D is a perfectly equal population, and every person in D
has higher welfare than every person in C. Consequently, it follows from the
Normative Egalitarian Dominance Condition that all the actions that have population
C as outcome are wrong.

C is a perfectly equal population of the same size as A"UB but with higher
average welfare. Thus. since the actions with C as an oufcome are wrong, the
Normative Non-Anti-Egalitarianism Condition implies that all the actions with
population A’UB as outcome are wrong.

The A’-people are better off than the A-people, and the B-people have positive
welfare. Thus, since the actions with A*URB as outcome are wrong, it follows that all
the actions with population A as outcome are wrong,

According to the normative version of the Quality Condition, there is at least
one perfectly equal population with very high positive welfare such that if it is
wrong in a certain situation to choose that population, then it is wrong in the same
situation to choose any population with very low positive welfare. We can assume
that A is such a high welfare population. Since the actions with A as outcome are
wrong, and since D is a population with very low welfare, it follows that all the
actions with population D as outcome are wrong.

Since the actions with either population A, A’UB, C or D as outcome are all
wrong, and these are all of the available actions in the situation, it follows that all the
available actions in this situation are wrong. However, according to the Condition of
Separate Satisfiability, this cannot be the case. Hence, the assumption that there is a
morality which satisfies all the adequacy conditions entails a contradiction. Thus,
the impossibility theorem must be true. In other words, we have showed that a
version of the Mere Addition paradox can be reproduced on the normative level.

7. DISCUSSION

One might object to my derivation of a normative Mere Addition Paradox in the
following way: “Clearly, one of the normative conditions must be false since we
don’t believe that all actions are wrong in the Mere Addition Paradox, Moreover, the
Dominance Addition Condition is a good candidate for falsehood. So there is no
paradox here, just implausible conditions that are not jointly satisfiable.”

Of course, one of the conditions must be false since they cannot all be (rue.
However, this objection misses the peint of my argument. The point of the above
demonstrations is that we now know that we have to reject one of the evaluative or
notmative conditions or accept the existence of moral dilemmas. We cannot get rid
of the paradoxes of population ethics by giving up a formal condition like the
transitivity of “better than” or by rejecting consequentialism and switching to a
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normative framework. Again, I used the Mere Addition Paradox as an example not
because it involves the logically weakest and most compelling condition but because
it is easy to presenl and quite well-known,

ILis true that the Dominance Addition Condition is a questionable condition
but it was the weakest link already in the axiological case. The reasons against the
axiological version of this condition work as well as against it in its normative guise.
It migEt be (hat we have some further reasons against the normative version of he
Dominance Addition Condition that has to do with it not being enough context
sensilive. Be this as il may. the point is that we now have a structure for employing
the same strategy as we have done in the axiological case; When in doubt over the
truth of a condition, try to replace it with a more compelling condition. Nq\v. we can
replace the Dominance Addition Condition with two condilions Wl'l.l(-:l'l are, |
surmise, as hard to deny as the Normative Egalitarian Dominance Condition. Here
are rough formulations of these conditions: ™

The Normative Weak Non-Sadism Condition froughlv): There is a
number of horrible lives such that if we could instead add some
number of people with positive welfare, then it would be wrong to add
the horrible lives, other things being equal.

The Normative Non-Extreme Priority Condition: (roughly): There is
some very large benelil such that in a choice between giving this
benefit to a vast number of people and giving a very small benefit to
only one person, it would be wrong to do the latter, other things being
equal.

As wilh the Normalive Lgalitarian Dominance Condition, it is hard to imagine any
allernatives in a choice situation that would make us doubt the truth of these
conditions. Moreover, one can show that there is no separately satisfiable moral
theory that jointly satisfies these conditions, the Normative Egalitarian Domi‘nalllce
Condilion, a version of the Quality Condition, and a very compelling;egahtarlan
condition (logically weaker than the Non-Anti Egalitarianism Condition).*

So what do hese results show? We are back o square one, or we are even
worse off. We cannol exorcise the paradoxes of population ethics by giving up some
formal condition like the (ransitivity of “betler than” or by rejecting
consequentialism and swilching lo a normalive framework. The p.argdoxe.s are a
problem for any moral theory, consequentialist and non-consequgl}tlallst alike. We
have to find a reason Lo abandon one of the moral adequacy conditions or accept all
things considered moral dilemmas. Or become moral sceptics and accept that our
considered moral beliefs are not justified.

i Sl e e B i A 2 B
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NOTES

" For a lormal proot with slightly weaker conditions, see Atrheniug (2000), section 10.6. 1t should be
stressed that the above paradox is nol identical to Parfit’s (1984), pp. 4191f, Mere Addition Paradox since
it involves stronger assumptions. This version is similar to the one presented in Ng (1989), p. 240. A
lormal prool with slightly stronger assumplions (han Ng's can be [ound in Blackorby and Donaldsan
(1991).

¥ We shall say (hal a lile has neutral wellare il and only i1 it has the same wellure as a life without any
good or bad welfare components, and that a life has positive (negative) wellare if and only if it has higher
{lower) wellare than a life with neutral wellare. A hedonist, for example, would typically say that pain is
bad and pleasure is good for a person, and that a Life without anv pain and pleasure has neulral welfare.
Ihis definition can be combined with other welfarist axiologies, such as desire and objective list theories.
A number of alternative definitions of a lile with posilive (negative, neutral) wellare figures in the
lilerature. For a discussion of these, see Arrhenius (2000) and Broome (1993). For a discussion ol this
issue in connection lo the Repugnant Conelusion, see Fehige {1998), Tinnsjo (1998) and Arrhenius
(2000). Also CF. Partit (1984), p. 358.

' See Ng (1989). p. 238 for a similar principle. It seems (o be unanimously agreed in the literalure that
inequality aversion ol some kind is a prerequisile for an acceptable population axiology. Na (p. 239, fin.
4), slates that "Non-Antiegalitarianism is extremely compelling” and Carlson (1998), p. 288; claims that
“[r]ejecting NAE [the Non-Anti Egalitarianism Principle] is ... a very unatiractive option™. Blackorby,
Bessert and Donaldson (1997), p- 13, hold thal “weak imequality aversion is satisfied by all ethically
allractive ... principles™. Fehige (1998), p- 12, rhetorically asks "._il one world has more utility than the
other and distributes it equally, whereas the other doesn't, then how can it fail 10 be better?” See also
Sider (1991). p. 270, fn. 10. There are, however, reasons for rejecting the Non-Anti Egalilarianism
principle. See Arrhenius (2000), section 6.2,

* See Parlit (1984), p. 388, My formulation is more general than Parlit’s and he doesn’t demand that the
people with very high wellare are equally well off,

 Arthenius (2000).

* CF Carlsen (1995), p. 13. My formulation differs slightly from Carlson’s (the brief discussion of
consequentialism below draws heavily on Carlson’s work). The definition of consequentialism thal we
have suggested has counler-intuilive implications in cases involving oulcomes that are incommensurable
in value. I don't think, however, that consequentialism necessarily presupposes a complete ordering of the
oulcomes in a choice situation. See Carlson (1995). p. 25, fn. 48, for some suggested revisions of the
delinition of consequentialism that can handle incommensurable outcomes. There are other versions of
consequentialism apart from acl-consequentialism, such as rule-consequentialism according to which an
act is right if and only if it can be subsumed under a rule whose general acceplance (or general

implementation) would give the best result, which I'm not going to discuss. 1t should be clear, however,
that the discussion below applies, mautatis mutundis, equally well (o rule-consequentialism,

7 See Carlson (1995), pp. 10-12, and ch. 4, for an extensive discussion of the morally relevant outcome of
an action.

* Far a discussion of whether any moralily can be formulated as a consequentialist morality, sce Carlson

(1995), Danielsson (1988), Vallentyne (1988), and Bykvist (1996).

* Feldman (1997).

" Broome (1981), p. 11

' Rachels (1998, 2001), Temkin (1987, 1996).

* Temkin suggests thal arguments to the effect lhat “belter than™ is inlransitive “are [perhaps] best

interpreted as a fronlal assaull on the intelligibility ol consequentialist reasoning about morality and

rationality. Such reasoning may need o be severely limited, if not jeltisoned altogether.” (Temkin 1987,

p. 186. fn. 49). Elsewhere, he considers that intransilivity “.. .opens the possibility that there would be no

rational basis for choosing between virtually any alternatives™ (Temkin 1996, p. 209).

" The acyclicity T have in mind is that if Ay is better than A., A, is better than As. ..., A, is better than

An then A is not worse than A, CE Sen (1970), p. 47. For a discussion ol cyclical evaluations. see

Danielsson (1996), Carlson (1996), and Rabinowicz (2000).

H Fellowing Vallentyne (1988), we could call a dilemma of the above mentioned type a “prohibition
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dilemma”, There are also “obligation dilemmas™, that is, situations svhere more than one action is
obligatory . ) ) o
" See Osterberg (198%), pp. 127, 145-6. My Tormulation is weaker than Osterberg’s which is formulated
in lerms of the possibility of an agent to act morally right. . ‘ ) o
" Osterbery ([988), p. 146, suggests an interesting argument Lo he eflect lh;}t his version of the Condition
of Separate Satisliability is entailed by the common idea thal “ought™ implies ’ican . His argument rests.
however. on the questionable principle that it an agent ought to do each L‘U]'l]].ll'lt‘l‘. he ought to do (he
conpunetion. Morcover, from his argument it only follows that at least one action is not wrong, not, as
Osterberg suggests, thal at leastone action is right (it could be that some actions 1.'JL‘I\ n.urmau\c slalus)..
7 Notice that there are cases imolving cyelical evaluations where there still will be right actions
according 1o Act-Consequentialism 2. Consider a case where B is better than C. Cis better Ilynn D, D is
belter than B, and A is better than B, C and 1D In this case. the action with A as outcome is the right
action according to Act-Consequentialism 2.
" Carlson (1946).
" Jan Narveson's theory is an example of a more developed effort in this direction. Naryeson suggest the
following prineiple: (1) New additions to population ought not (o be made at the expense 0_} those who
olherwise exist. even il there would be a net increment in total ulility considered in person-independent
terms. But (2) new additions ought to be made i1 the benelit to all, excluding the newcomer, w ould exceed
the cost o all, incliuding him or her, as compared with the net benelil of any allernatives “hfch le.)'l add
Lo population [i.c., i the henelit minus the cost would exceed the net benelit n‘t any ullcrm_\ln e]. Fn?alf},
(3) within these limits. the decision whether 1o add 1o population is up Lo the individuals iny nl\'e‘d in its
production. provided that i they have a choice of which ehild 1o produce they produce the happier one,
other things being equal. Nam eson (1978), pp. 55-6. CI. Narveson (1967, 1973). ‘
M See Gauthier (1986), p. 299 and Heath (1997), lor the Jormer kind of theory, and Areson (1989) for
the Tatter. T discuss Gauthier's and Heath's suggestion at length in Arrhienius (1999).
' Boonin-Vail (1996), pp. 279-80, 307
= Parlit (1996), p. 312
T Boonin-Vail (1996), p. 285, o o
HKavka (1982). p. 100, In 16 Boonin-Vail (1996). p. 283, discusses a similar principle.
* Parfit (1996), p. 311
* Parfit (1996), p. 311, o
T Brentano (1969 [T889]), p. 26: Ewing (1939), p. 85, Fwing writes lurther “Bad, I should say. 1s _]L‘ISl
what ought (o be the object of an unfavourable altitude, as zood is \\.haleughl' lo be the ub‘]‘ecl or.a
favourable ™ CI Scanlon (1998), p. 97, An extensive discussion of this subject can be found in
Rabinowicz and Runnow-Rasmussen (2002). _
* For a discussion of some other dilferences between these Kinds of concepls, see von Wright (1963). ¢h
1. seel 4. and Daniclsson (1999), o i .
* We are drawing on a suggestion made by Sen (1993), p. 5. in response Lo cerlain criticisms of Arrow’s
i ssibility theorem.
1!]‘5‘(11;21'11:61{\‘0 could formulate an analogous condition for “best™ If both P and R are available, then P
cannot be the best action in this choice situation o
" One way in which other Lthings cannol be equal is that at least one of the actions in a ch:}lcc s_l!uﬂ'llo.n
will e an omission and we might think that this is of relevance lor an ;mliun‘§ moral slillus.‘l;\ en if this is
sometimes (rue, there are clear cases where the Tact that an action is an omission dt_)esn tallect ils (169[]11C
status such as when the consequence ol the omission is much worse than that of the othe.r allernatives.
Consequently. we could restrict the conditions prescnlcc! above !u only concern LIOl‘l]p‘ill'lS.m]S hct'\\een
“active™ actions and not to cover omissions and (hen include in the cases we consider a very bad
“omission allernative™ that is forbidden anywas
" For exact lormulations of these conditions, see Arrhenius (20009, section 11,5,
W See Arrhenius (2000), seetion 11.5-11.6.
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