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PREFA CE 

Du " ,,,,, the course of my ,..,search on this book, when [ was al 
It.. stage of hunting do" .. ]] other trealments of its central themes, 
I came across a reference to a book by Bill Jordan entitled Rethink­
ing Welfare. Sin"" this sumed to me an apt characterization of my 
own project, I eagerly anticipated reading what Jordan had to say. 
Alas, when I gOt hold of the book my hopes were quickly dash. d. 
Jordan's aim was 10 ,..,think nol weliaro itself but Ih • • oouibu­
riorn made to our well·being by the various socid spheres, public 
and private, within whkh we conduct our live •. As an amateur on 
these maners, I thought th. book quito innovative and insightfuL 
But it mainly served to remind me of Ihc extent to which 'wdfare' 
has been consolidated as a social -scientific term of an . As I quj~kly 
learned, if a book wrinen in the posl-war era indudes 'welfare' 
in its tide, then it is reasonable to expect it to deal, in one way or 
another, with the range of wcial programmes which are now 
standard leatu""s in modern industriali""d states, and whose de­
clared purpose is to secure a fair dimibution of runic goods and 
seTvice. or to establish a safety net for the least advantaged. 

Ir is th.""fo"" only fair 10 wan. the ""ad.r at the out,et that this 
hook is nOt another contribution to the already enormouS ~ter­
atur. on the welfare state. h has linle to say about social welfare 
programmes, or in<ked about any maners 01 public policy. Irs inter­
est. and conc.rn. are neither economic nor political but philoso­
phicaL Its buring on qU""tion, of weial policy pretty well eomes 
down to this: like all other rubli~ measures, welfare programmes 
are justifiable only il they ultimately eontribute to welfare in its 
deep'r and mote traditional sense, the .ense in which welfare is 
the general eondition of faring or doing well, and my welfare i. 
the same as my well-being or my interest or (in one of its many 
meanings) m y good. That doc. nut toll uS mu~h about huw .uch 
programme, ,hould be designed, Or even whether We ,hould pre­
fer them 10 other means of promoting well·being. Those interested 
in .uch quostions would th.""fur. be w.Jl advised to look to writ. rs 
like Bill Jordan fur an.we .. to them. 
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The projttt of this book i. a philosophical mqlllry into the 
nature and "alue of wdfa,..,. Its main conclusions can be easily 
,umm,tri'ed. The ~nlt six chapter,; seek the best thwry about the 
nature of wd fate. Chapter I develops criteria of adequacy for any 
such theory, while Chapter L SetS out a b.,ic grid for distingui,h­
ing [he contenders into subjective and objective accountS. The next 
three chapten are extended critiques of rhe historically dominant 
accounts: objective theories (Chapter 3), hedonism (Chapter 4), 
and desirelprcf . .. nce theories (Chapter ,I. The condusion drawn 
from these critique. is that philosophicaltheori., about the nature 
of welfa .. hO'·. so far been too remote from our everyda¥ experi­
ence of it. Chapter 6 SCtS Out to remedy this deficiency by de"elop­
ing a better "e"ion of a suhject;,'e theory, one whkh conne<:ts 
welfare with happiness or life sat;,fact;on. The final chapt .. then 
ddends welfarism: ,he thesis ,h .. indi"idual wdfare (ro under· 
.tood) is the only thing with final or ultimate ethical ,'alue, the 
only StaW of affairs which we have a moral rearon ro promote for 
irs own sake. It concludes with rome specularive remarks about 
the possihle impact of w.lfari,m on "'hical and political theory. 

Thi. unequal di,,;sion of labour between the two major con""rn, 
of the book~ix chapters on the nature of ","Cifare to one on its 
value-refle<:t< my (po.sibl )· jaundiced) assessment of the current 
Slate of the argument concern;n~ welfar;,m. Although there have 
been historical period, during which welfari.m was the dominant 
view among mora l philosophers. during this century it has been re­
dueed to a minority opinion. lI' reje<:tion, how,,·er. has too often 
been ha<ed nn a misrepresentation of the natu" of welfare. If one 
begin' by presupposing a crude and simplistic wnccption of wd­
fare (as pleasure and the absener of pain. say. or a. the ,ati.fac­
rion of preference,), then it is a simple malter to conclude ,hat 
ethics cannot ultimately be about Ihtll. This victory m'er welfarism 
is ~heap and h"llow. However, the only way to count"'"" it is to 
show wh)' ,he eqablished ,hwries abou, the nalute of welfare---­
,he OnCS typically ,aken for granted in discussion, of welfarism---­
afe inadequate, and 10 ,nnstruct a bener theory. Welforism d=fves 
to be tested on the basi. of the beSt theory about wh.t welfare is. 
Having lo<ated that thw ry. which requires an extended critical 
excursion, making a plausible caSf for welfari.m is then a compar· 
atively .,raightforward task. 

Although we]fari,m .ell, uS tha, only welfa .. matters in its own 
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right, it dictates no particular wa}' of using it to ground our famil­
iar moral categorie •. Since utilitarian. believe that OoT ultimate 
moral aim should be to maximiu the sum total of welfare, they 
an: paradigmatic welfarists. But ware egalitarians who ten us to 
di.tribll1e wr lfare e<jually, or maximinners who rell o. to oprimile 
the welfare of the Wor\t off, or even egoists who tell us to ,,",,urr 
our own ~rsoual .hare of it. Being a welfarist does not even re­
quirr being a ronsequcmialist, since deontolugim may choose to 
ground their favourite rights and duties in individual well-being, 
and virtue thwrists may do the .ame for their favourite virtues. It 
doc, require holding. contrary to SOme non...:onsequcntialist moral 
structures, thot the good is prior to the right. But otherwi", th. 
i"u. dividing wellarists from their opponents is more abstract and 
basic than the textbook deNt .. among the standard moral the­
ories. Although my owo theoretical commitments tend toward 
consequentialism, indeed toward utilitariani.m, no argument will 
be offered here in favoor of either Outcome. If it turns Out that a 
good ca", can be made for welfarism, and for a subj.etiv. concep­
tion of wdhre, that will be the time to ask how we shOldd go on 
from th""e r""ults to build a moral 'heory. 

Th. themes of this book compl .. e and complement wm. of my 
oarli .. project •. Abort jon and Al oral TI)rory (1981 ) included a 
brief analysis of the nature of wdhr. and a dde""e of welfa rism 
(indetd of utilitariani.m). Because my concen .. on that occasion 
were primarily practical rather rhan theoretical. I could not give 
the~ matters the e",ended attention they deserved. "·Iy much fuller 
treatment of th. sam. theme. in this book supplits the theo",tieal 
00';, for my e~rlier conclusions concerning the moral status of the 
letus . In The Moral Foum/mion of Right; (1987) I defended 
conoequentiali,m, principally against the claim that it could not 
make ad.quate ",,,oe of rights . There I p"'Kinded entirely from 
the issoe of the foundational value(s) to be built into a consequent­
ialist moral framework. If the argument of that book is comhined 
with the delen"" of welfari,m in thi, one, ,hen ,he overall result 
is part, though not all. of a case in favour of utilitariani.m. What 
remain. yet to be considered i. the distinctive utilitarian idea of 
maximizing the Som tota l of welfare. 

I could not hav. wrillen this book without a great d~al of 
assi5tance from othe ... Aly initial attempt 10 wrestle with ,h""e 
issue. was undertake" in 19h- }, when [ was 'oppor{(:d by a 
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Killam Research Fellow~hip from lhe Canada Council and aRe· 
soarch Grant from the Social Sciences and Humanities Research 
Council of Canada. The final version of the book wa~ ~laned in 
1986-7, when I was ,upported by a uave Fellow~ip, once again 
generously provi&d b)' SS HRCC. I am "ery grateful to both of 
these agencies for the faith which 'hey ha,'e shown in my work. 

Many people have read and commented on the "ariou, treat­
ments of these topicll which I have wrillen ove r 'he past few years. 
For criticisms of my earhest discussion I am grateful to Donald 
Evans, Jod Kupperman, J",eph Raz, Carl Wellman, and, espe­
cially, James Griffin, with whom I spent many pleasant and fruit­
ful houl'$ discussing issues of common concern. Readers of (some 
or all of) a later and very different "crsion include David Elliot, 
Larry May, Andrew Moore, Peler Penz, Arlhur Rips<ein, and 
Michelle Switzer. I am especially indebted to Drrek Allen, David 
DeGrazia, and an anonymous reader for Oxford University Press 
for ,heir very thorough critiques of thaI version , whkh saved me 
from many avoidable mistakes, leaving only the unavoidable ones. 
I am also grateful to the members of my combined graduard 
undergraduate seminar in ethics al the University of Toronto, who 
were subjcc"d O\'er lhe paS! few years 10 various stages of this 
work in progJ'<'SS and who responde<l by taking it !;(:riously and 
helping ro steer it in the right direction. 

s.ome of the material in this book has be.n published el!;(:where. 
Pam of th. /irst th«:e chapters appeared as 'The Subjecrivit)· 
of Welfare', Ethi{s, r05' 4 (19951. An earlier version of Chapter .. 
was published as 'Welfare, Happiness, and Plea~ure', UI;I;t~s, 4: 1. 

(199t), while Chapter 5 contains materi.l from 'Welfare. Prefer­
ence, and Rationality', in R. G. Frey and Christopher W. Morris 
(eds.), Value, W£I(ilTe, and Mor~liry (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni­
versity Press, 1993)' Finally, Chapter 7 incorpo,"ros much of 'Two 
Th.oTi •• 01 the Good ', So""'/ Philruophy ~nd Policy. 9: ~ (r99~). 

Toronto 
Octob .. '995 

LW.S. 
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The Concept of Welfare 

WIl"T i. welfare? And how much doe§ it m~l!(f for ethics? Th.,... 
atc Ihe questions this book sers Out to explore. We shall S~ r that 
a fully devdoped ~n.wcr to either question will Count II a theory 
abouT the natUIl: of welfare or about if! valur. The philosophical 
,,,,dition offen u. many such theories. We will try to (\c,lOrmi"" 
wh.tt~r any of them is adequaTe; if ntlf. then we will nttd 10 1001< 
for something ~ltcr (or perhaps conclude that a gen«al !hwry is 
jusl noc 10 Ix had in this ara ). 

Our CORC1:m will Ix with .... ~Ifar. in 1M original muning still 
prtKrvw in ,he term's clymO\ogy: the condition of brin& OJ doing 
... d l. It it in this St1lSC Ihat ,,·elfa •• allaehe JIfC-nni""nlly 10 ,he 
Ii,," of individuals.. and a Jl"rson's .....,lfar. is more or less ,h .... "'" 
as he. w..!l·bcing or interest or (in one of ils many I1M:aningsi hr. 
good. Wh. r~n d~ .... dfal"(:, in this sense, con,i,,1 What is it for 
a lif. to go well lor badly)? And what i, the practical import ante 
of welfard What role should it play, "y, in eThia (or po~ti ... )? 
These are the questioni which will occupy us. 

Welfare m~tters. On this much .... e all agree, al the very least 
when our OWn intern! i, at ~tah. Although most of Ui are highly 
f.ollible managU's of OUr personal affairs, ~ generally have a fairly 
definite ~nsc of when things a", going well or badly for us. and a 
$t"ftled p",kfnlCt fur tM former condition o~r ,h. [an.,. When 
we fa« tM la~ decision. mal shape our livet-.... t.al to work 
aI, woom to ITIJIT}'. whe", ro ~~, wheth.r to ha •• childr.n--..... 
(ilMr =1<.. tMm primarily wilh a view to our own well-bring or. 
if nOl, come 10 rqveI Ihis failing afterw .. d. [f lho.: biling i. per­
si .. ent tMn our liv •• do not merely go b.:Idly, tMY also Cca .. i" a 
",al sense to be 01<' li"'5. Al Ihal poine we n«d 10 remind OUr­
selve$ th.u a certain doge« o f Klf-<;entrcdneS5 is an indispensable 
condition for being a person or a subject in the first plac • . Fall;"g 
belo .... this minimum, having too littl. rcg,,,d for one'. Own good, 
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is not a virtu~ but a pathology, not altruism or saintliness but 
d~bls~m.nt or servility. 

For most of us, especially if we are white, male, and affluent, 
this is not a danger; we hav~ linle difficulty rising above the thresh· 
old level of sell·interest necessary in order to have an identity of 
our own. Our problem may then seem to be avoiding th~ opposit~ 
extreme: the exclusive .onc~rn for his own good which is the 
characteristic mark of the egoist. Hw." ever, this rc:mptation scems 
",marbbly easy to resist (far easier than th~ slid. the other way 
into the annihilation of the se lf). The pure egoist, ind«d, sttms to 
be exclusively the cuatuu of textbooks in ethics or economics; 
with the possible exception of psychopaths, the type is virtually 
non_uisn:nt in real lif~ . Wlut ",ode .. ir impra"'i<abl~ i, our con­
dition as social being,. Even if we piclllre ourselves as engaged 
primarily by oor own well-be ing, we Can scarcely avoid extending 
this con""rn al least to some favoored circle of others--relations, 
neighbours, friends, co·worker" lovers--to whom w~ feet closely 
.onnected. Most of us also ma.nage to !Ok. a broader view, iden­
tifying at least interminently with the interestS of a nation or cia., 
or ethnic group or culture Or race or gender. Indeed we go further 
still, ,ince even the most hard-hearted among us are likely to find 
our sympathies arou,.d when we are confronted by the eorrosi"e 
effect1 of poverty or lamine or war on the Ii"., of distant stran­
gers. We care about their plight, simply because it is .0 bad for 
them; as would-be egoisf$ we arc dismal failu", •. 

Welfare, wh~ther our own or that of others. is not merely a 
practical concern for us---something tbat we ,cek simply he<::.use 
we happen to carl: about it. It is also a prominent feature of our 
.ommon·..,nse morality, imposing constraim. on th. pursllit of 
Our projects. Th. general form of these coustraints is that we must 
,how a due conc~rn or respect for others (and for ourselves as 
well, in ca.e we are no. alrl:ady n.turally indin<'<l in that direc­
tion). In ,!>tit more sptcific formnlations they govern virtually 
every aspect 01 Out live.: decisions affrcting minors muSt be made 
'in the beSt interest of the child', treatment decisions protect tbe 
interesl of the patient, truSts must be administered in the best 
interest of Ib~ bendiciary, govemmenf$ muS! manage tb~ir affairs 
in the int~ust of th~ gov. mOO. and sO on. Wei far. i. also implic­
ated in rom. of the traditional virtues: prud.nce and benevolence, 
of coo .... e, but also fri~ndship and even justice. which requires 
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infer a/ja that "'"r: refrain from th~ delib..rat~ infliction of harm on 
olh~,". Indeed, wore we 10 sublraClthe nOlions of hann and b..ne-
6t from common-~n~ morality, there would b.. linl~ left: nOl 
only linle substantive content, but few of our thick ethical con· 
c"Pt, as well. 

The centrality of wdfar~ in ethics has long been recognized by 
moral philosophen. It is d ifficult to think of any major ethical 
theory which dots not a .. ign an important role to protecting the 
intere.ts of some favoured. set of welfare ,ubjeCls. Th.ories which 
share this common commitment may, of course, go on to differ 
in significant ways: which subjeclS they privilege (the memb..rs of 
one', society? the memb..rs of ou, species? all ~ntient b..ings?), 
what SOrt of protection they afford (a set of basic rights? a place 
al Ihe bargaining table? inclusion in the general wdfa",?), and so 
on. One such dimension will be of particular interesl for our in­
quiry : whether wdfare is the only basic value eoumenanced by the 
theory, Or is merely one among a pluralilY of such goods. Th~ view 
Ihal welfare is the only value which an ethical theory need rake 
seriously, uitimately and for its own sake, we shall call we/far;'",.' 

Welfarism is 0"" pmsible anSwer 10 the question of how moch 
wel fare maners for ethics: it counts for everything. It i. a highly 
comentious answer, largely out of favour these day,. Historically, 
its priocipal defenders have been the utilitarians, who adopred wel­
f.rism as their theory of the good. But a commit"",nl to welfarism 
is not necessarily a commitment to utilitarianism; a welfarist may 
equally b.. a natural law theorist or deontologi.c Being a utilitar­
ian require~ b..ing a wdfarist, but not vice versa. B.,ides its wei­
farism, utilitarianism i, composed of Iwo further ingredients, each 
of them highly contentious in it. own right: conseq ~enlia/jsm, Ihe 
view that th. right consists in maximizing the general good, and 
aggregar;(m, the view that the gener.l good i. the sum Iotal of 
individual good,. The ethical theory which results from combining 
aU th,..,., ingredients i. vel"}" much out of favour the.., day" and 
this fact may partially account for the unpopularity of welfarism. 
Howe,-er thi, may be, it would be quite wrong to reject welfarism 
simply beeau .. of its traditional conneerion. with utilitarianism; 
if th.r. is som~thing seriously amiss with th. Janer, it might li~ 
lit one (or both) of irs other defining f~a!U,..,s. Th. adtquacy of 

, Follow"" 5." '979. 
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wdfarism as a rhcof)' of value for ethics i. an issue which m,,;!O 
acremion on its own, flu of alJ guilt by association . Giving it this 
a"eminn will be one of our aims. 

We will be concernNi both with the nature of welfare (what is 
il for a life to be going "'ell, ) and with its value (what role should 
wdl-being play;o an ethical ,heol)"). [n p[in~iple, these questions 
could be addressed in either order. I h.,"" "hosen to begin by ask· 
ing wha, welfare consists in while prescinding " mm,)' as possible 
from the role it might play in our moral thinking. This order seems 
a natural one, since in general we cxpe<:! the v.l"e of a thing 10 

depend on its namfr , ralh" than vice versa. 
Howev"" il doc. have one sign ificant drawba"k. Questions abour 

the value of welfare are, by and lorge, mo .. familiar to common 
..,n.., than qu~st ions about its n,turc . Most of uS manage our 
orJinary lives on the unreflective assumption that w~lI - being is 
worth pursuing or promoting and th,'1 ill-being (if we may caU it 
that) is equally worth avoiding or preventing. thaI it is a good 
.hing for livell to go well and a bad thing for them to go badly, 
that it counts in favour of ,,"me aClivit)' or condition that it is 
bencficial and ag. inst it that it is harmful, and so on. In all of Ihis 
we are taking for g'-dntM the posilive ,'al"e of wdfar<: (and the 
negati," value of iIIfar.). Furthrrmore, we generall)' think and act 
3S though ",db .. were valuable for ils own sake, or in its own 
righl. rather than m~rdy as a me.ns to some futther. deep'r good, 
In Joing SO we assign it b.,ic or ultimate valu. : we would ther. · 
fo", be puulffi if someone ashd why wdbr. is valuable or de· 
manded to be shown what it is ,'a luable for. Surely welfare i, 
valuabl. in it..,lf. if anything is. 

This is not to say that questions about the v,lue of " 1:lf .. e are 
straightforward, or that th. right answe" to them are obvious: on 
the contrary. th~y a", ,orne of .he deepe$1 and most difficult issues 
in philosophical e.hic,. At every •• age. h""'ever, t ..... issue. can 
readily be conn.cted to thc conccrns of our cveryJay hes. In this 
re'l'«t. though intric",e and even abstract, they remain intelligible 
and ac",.sible. Furthermore, it seem, obvious wh)· tackl ing th. m 
will require s~i6cally philosophical skill •. Th. ",ience<, includ· 
ing the social scien"" •. haw attempted 10 expel all question. of 
value from th.ir territory. Whether or not ,hey have ,ucceeded in 
thi. purge, the upshot has been to rdcga .. ,hC'le issues '0 ,he do· 
main of philo<ophy. Of cour"" it may be that eval"ati ve questions 
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are inherenrly ~ndecidahle, thus that no m<lhodoiogy, scientifi~ or 
otherwise, i~ adequate 10 them. RUI if they aro resolvable, th~ tech· 
nique~ n..,d.d for resolving tbem are, by common wnsem, philoso· 
phica[ oneS. Where the ,·all,. of "'.[f:: .... : is wncerned, therefore, it 
is easy to see why our inquiry must be a philosophical one. 

The boundary between science and philorophy is harMr to [0· 

cate when our aim is to di>coyer not how or why welfare matters 
but what;t is. In general when we wan! to underst~nd what some· 
thing i, . or what it is lih, the sci.nce~ seem the obvious place to 

turn. It is a mysterioul matter, therefore, how there could be room 
for a pecoliarly philos.ophical inquiry into the natute of welfare. 
Worse, the question itself is mysterious. An answer to it w,lI tell 
uS what welfare consist, in . or what is constitutive of it. But surdy 
we mu~t already know what welfare is, since we all seek it in our 
everyday lives. How. then, cou ld a philosophical inquiry into the 
nature of welfare tver yield any novd resulcs? Indeed, if we do not 
already agr.., on what counts as welfare, how coold it ever yield 
any reSl, lts at all? 

I. ! THE NATURE OF T HINGS 

These puz:del may not be gener;lted by any features peculiar to 
welfare. They might eqoally perplex us were we undertaking an 
inquiry into the nature of 011,., things which ha"e tradirionally 
interested philosoph~rs, such as mental ' tates, or pl'rson<. or prop· 
erties, or numbers. These investigarions would all fall wirhin the 
domain of metaphysics, which is itself a rather odd bu,ine.,. Con· 
.ider. for instance, phi[mophi",,[ theories about the nature of cau· 
"'tioll. Such theories are plainly not empirical or "ientilic. They 
do not report ~-au'al connections between particular events or 
Slat." of the world, and if we wiili to lurn about such connec· 
tions we do not conluit the wmks of philosophers. On the other 
hand, however. they also ... m not to be morely analytic or con· 
ceptual. When we are adjudicating rival theories "f cau",tion ir docs 
not suflice to reflect on OUt COmmon·sense idea of a cau",1 rcla· 
tionship. This is not to say that there i. nothing of importance to 

I", learned from exploring and clarifying Oor conceptS; mOSt 'or' 
dinary lang(3);e- philosophy has had this modest but worthwhil. 
aim. But no amount of explication of our conceptual framework 
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could rver uU us what c3usal connections fully aro , as oppm.ed 
to what we conceive them to be. Throrirs .hour the Mture of 
causation purpon to lell oS what the world is really like, not just 
to remind us of our ideas about it.' 

The f30tha! theories of ~.usation are morc than merely analYTic 
hdps to explain why so much argumen t is generally ex~nded in 
order 10 suppOrt them, and al>o how they can yield surprisingly 
revisionist resulr. . Consider, for install'"', Hum.', celebrated critique 
o! Ihe idea of a necessary connection herw."" events. This idea, 
that if one evem is the cau"" of another then the first necessitates 
the second, or has the power 10 make ;t happen, is cenninly one 
in",cdiem, perhaps th. central one, in our ordinary concept of 
causaTion. Hum. argued. however, th. tlhere are no such connec­
tions nut the,.., in the .... orld-n' ,hat, if there are, ..... could nev~r 
hav~ any knowl. dge of them.' H. therefore cond""led that the 
only ingredient in our ordinary concept .... hich .... e can know to be 
an accurato ,..,floction of the external world is regular snox.s,ion. 
Wheth.r Or not Hume .... as right about this, he plainly th(lught 
himself to be doing mo •• than me.ely analysing our idea of cau­
""'tion; his conclusions are a critique of the ad~qLlacy (If tha, con­
cept as a picture of what g<>es on in the world. Simi larly, when 
other philosoph.rs dispute Hume' aOX(lunt they d(l nO! acCuse him 
of conceptual blindn.ss or confusi(ln. What is at issue between 
rivaltheo.i .. he,.., i, substantive, not linguistic; they disagrec not 
about what we commonly take causali(ln 1(1 be but about .... hat it 
,..,ally is. 

Theories (If cau,a,i(ln ,hetefote '''''01 t(l occupy a middle ground 
betw...,nth. merely conceptual and the fully empirical. On ,he one 
side they presuppo'" a ,hared network (If causal concepts, without 
which we would lack prerdl«!ive agrttment concerning what is 
to count as a causal connection. On the other side they generali,. 
over all such conuections in all domains, telling us what muSl be 
Irue of any stal .. of th. world in order for th. m '0 be linkM in 
,hi, way. Theories (If causation are ans ..... " to the qucnion 'What 

, s... MMki, '97<, ;nuodO<!;oo. 
, l\U<kit '974. <h. 1 " omOi .. ",", betw,,,, .0 ,"'t<:>loP<>l ... .l ;og ol liu"",', 

d.im I .... '" .... tlO """"Of)" coo<l«ooml ond ,n <p;ot<mol''Il",.1 00< (00 .""h 
,onn<a;''''' ,. n '" knowo Ie "'I. S ...... "'" '~19 ."'"" "-'l. in".11< lot""" a nd ,. 
I,vo'" 01 til< t'If<"<. &,d, d. ;"" do """" th.n "",,<If an. I, .. OIl. <one,,,, of 
ca" .. ~"" . 
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i~ it for ont event to cause another?' They purport to ",~al what 
causation consists of, or what i, constitutive of it. They offer Iruth 
conditions for causal claims, or exisl.nce condilions for causal 
rc1alion§. 

An inquiry into the nam", of wdlar • ..,. m, 10 occupy this .am. 
intermediale territory. lIs aim is not to tell Us what is good or bad 
for us, or to advise us on how 10 allain the fonner and avoid Ih. 
lauer. If we .""k such self-help guides they are readily availabl. 
(indeed scarcely .voidablel. But philosophen have no special eX' 
puti.., 10 offer on the.., question,; just as they are nol biologists 
or physicistS invenigating Some specific empirical domain; they are 
also nol therapists or consultants on I"'tso!l31 growth. How. ver, 
in the .arne way that .ny particular causal inquiry presuppo"'s 
some general account of what it i. for one thing 10 cause another, 
any prud.ntial advice presupposes some gen"al .ccount of what 
it i. for some·dung 10 btnefit or harm us, thus what it is for 
our lives to go well or badly. If a Ih.ory of welfare i. possible, it 
would provide thi, constitutive account. In doing SO it would yield 
truth conditions for claims about, or asseSSments of, our interest 
or wdl·being. 

This philosophical inquiry in turn presuppo""s Ihal we share" 
concept of wdfa", which is rich and nable enough to support a 
high dcg= of preanalytic agr.ement on whal i, to count as faring 
well or badly. Only if the,e conceptual ",sour"",' are available can 
w. be 'u'" that rival constinniY~ accountS arr all theories about 
the Mill", of tM Same Ihing;. But a theory of ""dfa", will nOt 
me",ly explicate our ordinary concept of well-bting; additionally. 
it willlell U$ whatlhe world mull be: like in order for Ihis concept 
to apply to if, what must be the ca.e in ord~r for any wdfa ... !­

.""men .. '0 be 'ruC. Since a ,hwry of Ihis iOrf will impose a reality 
tell on th. adequ"cy of Our iclc:as, it tOO will bt capable in principle 
of yidding results which are revisionist or subvenive. 

While the", arc tevtaling analogies betw«n welfare and such 
standard objects of metaphysical inquiry as causation, they mull 
not bt pushed too far. We muS! , of CO~, allow for the possibil· 
ily ,ha, wdfare does nO! have a nature in any intcrcs, ing sen .. , 
I"'rhap' btcau.., it is 100 historically Of culturally variable. (But 
then the same might turn out to be: frue for causation, or sub· 
stance, or even numbers.) However thi, may be, there i, OOe obviOU$ 
difference bt-tween welf.re and these other items: ~au .. they do 
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not generally .. em th. right sort, of thing 10 have jOt Jackl value, 
theorie, abo", ,heir nature are nof "sually shaped by normative <>r 
evaluative considerations. (Cau,aTion in the law may be an excep­
,jon 10 rhi, rule ,) Where wdfare is concerned, however, it may be 
doubred whether ir. nalure really can be se,tlcd independently of 
.s<umprions aoout its val "e. Ah" all, wdf."" is iudl '""aluative: 
i, is a mauer of how well a life is going. Although smn<brds of 
ad"quae)' for theories of cau,",tion may bot vallle·f,,,,,, how could 
Ihi, be SO for welfare? How are we to keep evaluative presuppo· 
s;tions oul of theories about the nature of welfa",? What are the 
appropriate ,tandards here for adjudicating among rival throri .. ? 

AI the extremrs (wo different sorts of approach at. pos.sible. 
The first begins by presupposing a panicular ,heoretical frame· 
work and then goes on to lesl comptt;ng con""plions of wdb," 
for their ability to playa predetermined role within that frame· 
work. The background theory could in principle be either n· 
pbnatory or normative. In fact. however. philosophers who have 
argued from this dir~t;on have had a decided prderence fOf 
normative thcor;"" usually theories either of rat;onality Of of moral. 
ity. ut us imagine, then, ""tnt such framework with a particular 
niche to be occupied by welfare. If it is a theory of rationality it 
might take the form of prescribing that agents ma~;mize their own 
wdfaTe, while if it is a theory of morality it might require maxi­
mization of the general wdfare, or the equal di,.ribution of wdfar., 
or maximization of th. welfare of the worst off. Whatever the 
particular normative rontext, the only criterion of adequacy for a 
candidate conception will be itll ability ro play itll designaTed role 
within the framework in question, which will be determined in 
tum by the viahility of the framework when that conception is 
inserted into it . In this case theories of welfare are to be asse,sed 
roldy for their normalive aMqUilC)'. 

The opposite procedure involves decoupling ,h. nature of wel_ 
fare from its potential role ;n a norma,;,·e framework and testing 
candidate conceprioflS for th.i, fit with our ordinary expcorience 
of wel far~ and our ordinary judgements concerning it. 11 will 
then rount in favour of a conception that it is faithful to that ex· 
ptrien"" and mahs sen,e of those judgements. Call this criterion 
ikur;pli"~ "deqUilry. Of course, if our pTetheoretical concept of 
welf",. h, .. regions which are un",,,Jed or disputed then no theory 
about irs nature will be ahle rn make sen,e of e"eryone·s intuitive 
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responses. In that event the criterion of bot fi t would ~co= 
more complicated, and perhaps also less determinate . But the basic 
idea would lOmain that the best theory of welfare is the one which 
~st captures our ordinary rdlections and de1i~rative pmctice, . 

[n r«ent yean a num~r of trealments of competing con~ep. 
tions of welfare have focused, eithrr primarily or exclusively, on 
their normative adequacy.' In many of those di<cussion, the issue 
has been posed in roughly the following way. Suppose that we 
share an egalitarian conception of social justice-one, that is, whose 
goal i, thaI individuals have equal share, of something or other. 
We must then face ,he question: What is lhe ,tuff of which ju,tice 
.. quires an equal distribution? In G. A. Cohen', felicitous phrase, 
what i, the currency of egalitarian justice? Suppose that our an· 
Sw er to th.t further question is: welfare . Our theory of justice now 
has the mot< determinate goal of ensuring th'l indi\'iduals are 
roughly equally well off. or Iha t disparities in living " andards ~ 
kept III a minimum. In order to fill it nUl further we mu", gn on 
to gi"e an acCOunt of what we ta ke welfa .. to comi,t in. In doing 
so we will n,""d to assess differC11t competing theories (is it the 
achievement of SOme levd of functioning or flourishing? i, it pleas· 
ore and the absence of pain? is it Ih. satisfaction of de";r .. or 
preferences?). In this assessment, however, we will always keep 
our normative obj«tive in view: we Wan, an account of what 
welfare consists in ,uch that the requi .. ment of an equal distribu· 
tion of that makes for a plausihle thwry of justice. Our eventual 
cboice of a theory of welfare is then entirely driven by our prior 
commitment to a welfarisl (and egalitarian) theory of justice! 

It seems dear tha t this cannot stand as the sole teSt of adequacy 
for candidate tMories. To see why this is so. sup~ thO! after much 
argument and deli~ration it become, d ear to you that remu rCes 
arC the currency of an egalitarian theory of justice. As a lover of 
Ihe truth you will want to embm," this resuh . Bm ,uppose al,o 
tbat you have maintained a lifdong commitment to wdfarism as 
a general theory of value for ethics and politics and that you a,. 
reluctant to give;t up. You Can achieve bolh of your aims by this 
simpl. procedure: firs t yo" accept a theory of justice which equat .. 

• So, S..nl"" '97). S.n ,yIO, Dw"rl<in '9h~, Riky , , 11 . • nd Cnh<n 'yI9 · 
, 0" "'" ,<j«ti<>n "r wd h", •• tf.: <~""",y "f 'l!.li,.,;"n j ~'ri« MI"w, 1m", 

.... conciu,ioo ,hot .... '" i, no c'"""'J"ioo 0/ it> ru,"", wru.:b m..k .. "l"" lity"j 

.... Ifa", a <kl"",ibk norn,",';,,' Hi<.1: "" D", .. kin ".,4.nd C"f.:n ,,8 •. 
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ir wirh equality of welfare .nd then you accept 3 theory of welfare 
whid equates it with ownership of reSOurceS. By th. standard of 
normalive adequacy thi, musr ~ rhe ~sr rheory of welfare, ,in"" 
ex hypo/her; ;t generates Ihe ~S1 Iwelfarist) throry of justice. 

Although welfaro is affected by r""ou",. ownership, the two are 
ob"iou,ly no. id.ntical; ,omething has therefore gone amiss wilh 
your pr""edurr for ~Iecting a tbeory of wd fare . The problem is 
,ha, your ~Iection was driven solely by normative considerations; 
there was no independent control to ensure that the e\..,ntual winner 
would be a plau,ible theory of welfare at aiL Re,ource egalitar­
ianism i, not a particular variam of a wdfarist theory of justi",,; 
il is a rival to any sucb theory. This shortcoming wil) afflict any 
anempt to adjudicate among competing rbrorie, of welfare on 
normative ground, alone. Ikcau~ rhe nOlion of wellar.: already 
has a '-emacular currency it is not available as a term of an, to 
be defined in whatev .. way will best suit some favoured theorer­
i",,) needs. In order to defend a conception of welfare against irs 
competitors ir is not enough ro show rhar it ha, the best fir in 
,orne prederennined normative niche, and then ro call this con""p­
lion wdbr •. Wharever thror..cical role we may have in mind for 
welfare, we wil) need an independem te,t of descriptive adequacy 
for theorie, about irs nature. 

If such a lesl is necessary, then is it also ,ufficient? Can throries 
nf welfare ~ a,~,,,,d merely for Iheir descriprive adequacy, while 
holding open all que"ion, about the normative work they might 
do? Can we ~ttl. Ih. nature of welfaro fi"t and worry about its 
value later? Ther. i, aruinly thi, difference betw""n .he two pro­
cedure. for selecting the be,t fheory; wheKas normative cri .. r;;' 
could nor in principle be .. If-standing, descriptive crireria might 
be. But we do not yet know wh..cher they are. Here there is nO 
way 10 tell without taking a closer look at what ,uch criteria 
might look like. 

[.~ DESCR IPTIVE ADEQ UACY 

The ba,ic te,t is easy enough to Slate: the best thoory about thc 
nature of welfare is th. one which i. most faithful to our ordinary 
concept and our ordin~ry expe6e",;e. That experience i$ given by 
what w. think or feel or know about well-being, both our own 



The Co"«{I1 of Welfare " 
and Ihal of oth~rs_ Th~ data which a candidale Ihoary musl fit, 
!herefor~, consist of the prodigious variety of our preanalrtic 
convictions. We manifest IheS( convictions wl>enever we judg<' 
that our lives are going well or badly, that pursuing SOme objec­
tive will ~ profilable or advanlag<'ous for us, thaI a chang<' in our 
circumstances has left us better Or wOrse off, tnat rome policy 
would enhance or erode our quality of life, Ihal rome Imasure is 
n«essary in order ro protect Ihe interest of OUT family or com· 
munity. that a pranice which is beneficial for us may be harmful 
10 others, that we are enjoying a higher standard of living than our 
forebears. and"" On. A theory of welfare tells us what the world 
musl ~ like in order fot such judg<'ments 10 ~ correcl; il offers 
uS truth conditions for them. Its degree of tit with our ordinary 
experi~nc. will therefore ~ a function of Ihe e"lenl 10 which the 
Irud, conditions it offers can support and systematize Our intuitive 
... e.Smonts. A theory about the narur~ of welfare is a propos<d 
interpretation of our preanalylic convictions, and the best intc:r· 
pret.tion is the one which makes the best sense of those convictions. 

In applying Ihis 1 .. 1 one (If (lur principal aSS(tS is the richness 
of (lur welfare vocabulary. The concept of welfare is analyticaJJy 
conn«ted 10 such cognate nOlions as wen-being. interest, good , 
bend;t, profit, advantage-and th.ir various antonym •. A Ihoary 
of wdfare must preserve this network of analytic connmions; if 
it fails to do so thcn it is an interpretation of some other concept. 
Since !here are many .uch conn<'Ct;ons we will have many substi· 
rution !eses for a candidate theory. Doubdess there a", difference, 
among ,he various items in our conceptual framework which will 
e~plain why some but not others apply in certain c.ses. But gen­
erally speaking a thoary has given us truth conditions for welfare 
assesslm"'S only if i, is capable of supporting all of tb"'e cognale 
judgements. 

Our other main asset is our familiarilY with welfare, which is 
mo..., inlernal and immediate to our lives than m.ny olher item. 
of phil.,.ophi<:al interest. In this re'pe<:t a con.titul;,·e account of 
wdiare is less like a !I>eory ahour ,h" nature of causal relatiOn< or 
properlies or numbers, and mOre like an analy.i. of emo,ion or 
plea.ure or de. ire. 

Even wilh theS( resources, howev .. , ,he basic te, t of fidelity 
remains much!oo crude. Determining the fil of a particular theory 
cannor be a mane' merdy of checking ils implications on. by on. 
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against our intuition~, registering it> various s"cceSSeS and fail"res 
as Ihey occur, and Ihen aggregating the", pi<eemea] results inlO an 
o.'erall scnre. Any such m<ehanical procedure will overlook im­
portant features u/ tho", very intuitions. Some 01 them, for in­
stanc • . will inevitably be more cenffalto Our unrdl<etive practices 
than others. in which cast' their preservation should surely count 
for more tban the preservation of more marginal elements. The 
test of fidelity thercfur~ n<:<:ds to be informed by a map of our 
n",work of preanalytic convictions which dillinguishe$ its COre 
from its periphery, Our core beliefs about welfare are thoS<' we 
hold witb tbe highe't degree of confidence, or whicb be,t sUHive 
the pro("., of chanenge or refl""tion, One sign. th erefore. that we 
have moved from core to periphery i, that our respons ... become 
tentative Or divided. In thc,," areaS of indeterminacy Or dispute no 
tei! of fit is straightforwardly applicable; bere any interpretation 
of our conc.pt will also be a partial re<:onstruction of it . Further, 
it is also possible tbat some of rhe ingredients of our concept nre 
confused or even incoherent_ in which ca", any interpretation of 
it will al,o revi", and rdorm it , Our test of fidelity seems too con­
servati,'. to sol<et among alternative pos.iblc reconstruction, Or 
reVlSlons. 

However, "'e n<:<:d "ot confine the test merely III our intuitive 
judgements; we are also free to con,ider tbe rol. whicb welfal< 
plays in common ''''nSe psychology. W. often explain conduct by 
ascribing motives whicb in one way or anotber take wen-bring as 
their "bi..;t, motives .ueh as ~enc"'$i')", (<>mpa .. ion, friend'hip. 
malice, greed, and envy. Just as we can require a theory of wolfare 
10 support our ordinary a" .. ,ments, so we can also require it to 
support our psy~hological explanations. Of course it need not 
underwrite all of them; some of our mod.s of explanation or inter­
pretation might turn Out to be misguided or mistaken. Bu t it is 
inconceivable that all of them ,hould turn out this way, and any 
theory which yidded such a result would clJcreby reveal that it 
was a theory about something other than welfare_ 

It i, impos<.ible to specify in advance whal will count as an 
adequate fi, with our common·sen", psychology; the degree of 
match jor mi,match) will have to be determined for each candi· 
date theory. But One decisive failure of fit is wortb special men­
tion. Although we often anribut. selfish motives to agents, we al,o 
r<eognize th.t tbey are capable of altruism or scll·sacri~ce, We 
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thus decisivoly reject the thesis of psychological egoISm. which 
ho\d~ that all intentional iKtion i~ ultimately moti" ated by ""If­
imerrst. This fact-that my own wdl-b.ing is just 0"'" possible end 
of action among othe~ for me-is a core clement in our ordinary 
concept . A theory of welfare must therefore provide no ~upport 
for psych<.>logical eg<.>ism; if it implies thm all intenti<.>nal a~tion is, 
or must be, ,elf· intere'ted then it ba, mi.mkrn wdfare for some 
<.>ther notion . 

Fiddity to our ordinary n""rienc. has now come to embrace 
both our pr.thwrctical behefs about well-being, wheth~r in ou r 
own case <.>r that of o thers, and als<.> the role of these belief. in our 
practical deli berations and our common-sense expianations. The 
fu rthor criteria of descriptive adequacy are all latent in. or deriva­
tin from, this ba,ic ~st. But ,hey deserve ,eparate memion . 

Genl!l'aliry. One ob,·ious desideratum in a thwry of welfare is 
~ompl=ness: it should give uS truth conditi<.>n. for all of the dif­
ferent sorts of wdfa", a,,,,",,.ments we make. For present purposes 
we can SOrt these assessments very r<.>ughly into two gmups: Ih<.>se 
which situate a subject at some particular welfare levd and tho"" 
which chart a s"bject", gain, o r losses (and theref<.>r. changes <.>f 
level). Ascri pt ion. o f wdfa", levds ""em to have the , ame logic as 
ascript ions of many other ""rwnal am;bute" suc h as height <Jf 

power or wealth: we pr.'uppos~ som~ scale, appropriate for the 
kind, of crearures we are, on which we then locate a particular 
person·s po.iti<.>n <.>r compare the posilions of diff~",m person<. 
On the oth~r hand, claim. about ,he beneficial or harmful .ffectS 
of some circumstance chan movementS up or down such a scale, 
from one level to another. Both types of asses,ment rna)· be either 
positive <.>r negative. Sorm-one', position on the .... ·el fa'. scale may 
be either high or low: .he may be welJ off or badly off, fortunate 
or unfortunate, doing well or doing puo.ly. Likewise, a change of 
level may be either up or down: the person may gain or 10"", may 
be made belter or worst o ff, may be benefi,ed or harmed. 

No set of truth condit;<.>n. fur welfare asses.ments is compl~t~ 
uniess if C<.>verS all " I these categories 01 iudgement---positi'·. and 
n.ga,;ve, <.>f fixed level, and of changes in le,·.1. Furthermore, it 
must also be able 10 sustain the rough discriminations of extent o r 
degree which we make in all o f them. A theory 0/ wellare muSt 
the",!o," tdl us what it i, for one ""rson to be mu~h bettor or 
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worse off than another, or for a pani~u)ar benefit or harm to be 
only .Iight or orgligible_ We will discard as incomplete any theory 
whi~h supportS some of these mode!! of .ssessmem, but Can make 
no ",use of othero, 

The requirement of generality has a further aspect as welL We 
make welfare .... "mento, of all of the foregoing types, Concern ­
ing a wide variety of ,ubjects. Ik,ide, the paradigm ca", of aduh 
human persons, our welfare vocabulary applies jus, as readily 10 
chiJdr.D and infants. and to many non-human b.ings. It is pert«dy 
natural for me 10 say thaI m)" Cal i. doing well, that having an ear 
infection js bad for Ii" , tha t ,he has benefited from a change of 
diet, and So On. In making these judgement' it certainly ""ntS to 
me that I am applying nactly the same concept of welfare to my 
Cal that I habitually apply'" my friends. A theory of welfare will 
thrrofou also be incomplete if it cOvers onl)' them and ignt>rell her. 

Thi, ideal of complere coverage, however, btings into question 
th. boundary between the COre and the periphery <Jf Our ordinary 
pTlCtices. Ju.t how far beyond the pa radigm ca", does the concept 
of welfare apply? All of th. centtal ingredientS in our wdfare 
vocabulary s,""m <lraightforwardly applicable to cats, who there· 
fore qualify a, COr< ,ubjects. But whor about more primitive ani· 
mal" such a, insects, or molluscs, or bacteria? What about plants? 
Or machine,? Or works of art? What about fetu,es. or embryos? 
Or the brain dead! Here no straightforward version of the gener· 
ality tesl is <Jf any as,istance. W. cannot ,ay that a theory with a 
wider range of application is superior just on that score, .inc. 
lhe be.t acCOunt will ,hen be the one which oo",ehow contrive. 
to apply to absolutely eyerything there is. Th. plOhkm is that 
Ihe ,ange of application of OUI wdlau vocabulary is it",[f indeter· 
minale Or disputed, and also that different elements of it ap!",ar 
to have different ranges. Some i,em~ including th. key notion, of 
welfare and inteu". seem to be at home only willI crea tulOS who 
qualify as subject. in the strict sense. by virtue <JI manif.sting 
some fonn of mentalliie. But others, such as brnefit or good. seem 
to apply ,eadily t<J uth" animale or .\'en inanimate being>. Further· 
mou, for each 0/ these notion, ,hcre will be some thushold aua 
where we se. m to be cros.ing from literal 10 merdy metaphorical 
application, though 01 cour$<: what coun .. a, an area of strict ap­
plication for a broader notion will C<Junt a. a figura,i"e extension 
for a narrower one. 
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like the basic lest of fidelity, generality therefore presupposes a 
rough initial distincrion bol",een the core and the periphery of our 
concept of welbre, A Iheory of welfare would dearly bo inCQm­
plele were il to exclude children or cats from the class of welfare 
subjects. RUI it would nOt clearly bo incomplete were il 10 exclude 
paramecia or plants. Intuitively, lhe former are core welfare ,ub­
jects while the latter are peripheral. Whereas a theory muSt fit the 
core of our concep' il cannor avoid rome degree of stipulalion in 
its periphery, yielding determinate results wh .. e the application of 
that concept is vague and taking side, where it is in dispute. This 
is not to say, however, that even in this latter region a theory has 
a fru hand. While he", we cannot apply some antecedent stand· 
ard of corrttmes" we can demand a rationale for delimiting the 
class of ~Ifare subjects in a particular way and we can fault Ihe 
proffered justification if it seems arbitrary or ad hoc. In addition, 
...mate--er its resolution of peripheral cases, a theory should off .. 
some illuminating ."planation of wh~t make, them periphera l. 

Another class of ~Ifu", subjects "'quires similar treatment. Thu, 
far it ha, been convenie", to 'p"sk as though all ,uch ,ubjrcts are 
individuals, though it may be undear just which individuals they 
a", . Rut this assumption is also arbitrary, ,ince our welfare vo­
cabulary permits u, to speak without obvious strain of the good 
or interest of collectivities such as families, communities, cla ... " 
nations, species, and the lik. _ Unlike idioms in which we claim 10 
bo acting in the interest of a ,tate of afbiro jsuch as world pea«,) 
or an abstract emity (such as honesty), our talk about coUecriYe 
wdfare doe~ not apP"ar to be merely figurative or mctaphoricaL 
There rhu, >ecm, linle doubt that a conception of welfare which 
made no allowance for it whatever would bo ..,riously incomplete. 
At the same ,ime, We may legitimately wonder whether the inter_ 
e8t of a collectivity is distinct from the aggregate interest' of its 
constituent membero, thu~ whether collectivities qualify as wellare 
,ubjec" in Iheir own righl. Unlike viruses or pine trees, the prob­
lem raised by collectivities is not whether ,hey lack the (physical 
or psychological) wherewithal 10 have intereslS of their own, but 
whether the in,eres, of a collect;>ity is something distinct from the 
interests of its membero (who have already been acknowledg<:d 
as core wdfare ,ubjecu). Since our preimerpretative intuitions do 
not SCem to scttle thi, reductioni" issue One way or the other. we 
once again Cannot imposc a panicular ..,nlement as a condition of 
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dl$Criprive adequuy. But we can requiTe a theory of welfa.e 10 .s· 
sign priurity 10 (sorne) individuals as 100 .. 'ubj~ts, to explain why 
collectivities belong [0 the periphery of hard 'a~s, and 10 provide 
an intelligible and principled so1U1ion 10 the problem of their status. 

Fo,m,,/ily. W. can further expand our ,<1 of crileria by ''''ploit­
ing the analogy between a !hen ry about the nature of welbre and 
lheori ... about the nalUre of mh" things. A thoory of ,ausa,ioo 
doe, oOllell us what cau,e, canttr or inllation. Rather, it ,ell, us 
what a causal (onneuion between any two evenlS consists in . or 
what ;t is for one slar. of affairs to taus<: aooth ... That is to say, 
it romp).'., the formula 'x causes y if and only if x stands in 
relation R to y' by proposing a value ror R. It would plainly ht 
a mistake for su~h a theory to confuse th. conditions which con­
>I;tUl. a causal connect;on I>e,ween Iwo Ihing' j,he ,'alue for R) 
with any of ,he panicular things capable of hting cau,ally .ffiea­
ciou, (the value. fw xl. An acrount of ,he oamre of cau~,ion is 
one ,hing, an inventory of cauSe, quite another. 

Thete i, an important sonse, thetefwe . in wh ich a conslitut;,·. 
account of Ih. nature of causal;on muSt Ix formal or ,econd­
wder. A Ihowy about Ihe natu,.., of wolfar. must lihwi", ht 
formal. It muSt tell uS what it is for someon.'~ life to go well Or 
badl)', or for someone 10 Ix beneriled or harmed. In order 10 do 
so it muSI provide the appropriale relation 10 ~omplcle such for­
mula< as '.~ benefils }' if and only if x siand, in relalion R 10 y .. 
ft would be an equally plain mistake for a th eo ry tu ~onfuse tho 
conditions which conslitute somron.·, being benefited by some­
,hing (th. value for RI w;th any of the panicuiar things .a""ble 
of being beneficia l (the values for xJ. A th eory therefore must not 
coufu .. thc nalUre of well-bring with its (direct or intrinsic) sources; 
i, mus, offer us, nOt Imereiy) a list of wure." bu, an account of 
what qualifies ,0mNhing (anything) to ap!"," on that list. Of 
cour",. having ,uch an account in hand may be advantageous to 
us whon w. ",t about enumcrating th. ""nicular conditions which 
conttihu~ to well-bring (for wmc part icular set of welfare ,uh­
j.:cu), just a~ an analysis of .he n3tut~ of cau~",ion may guide tiS 

in uncovering p.niculor cau~.1 wnnecrions. Bu' ,he nature of 
welfare is on. thing. its several Sources q"i,e another. 

We should cxpect many sources of wolfare to vary from indi­
vid ual to individual, and from group to group. rdl""ing differ­
.nces of taste or situation or constitulion , Although ballet dancers 
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and football hooligan<, Amazonian aboriginals and Wall Strttt 
brokrrs, dolphins and giraffes may all require vastly different 
conditions in order for their lives 10 go well, a rheory of welfa,.." 
I=au.., it must M borh formal and g~neral, muSt abstract from 
these contingencies of history, cuiture, and even biology. For it 
must offer a common, and compr~hensi"e, answer to questions 
such as the following: 'What .;]0<,. ,he good or well-Ming of all of 
these crealtlTes consist in?' 'What is it lor their liv~s to go well (or 
badly)?' 'What is il for <omething 10 makr th. ir lives go Miter (or 
worse)!' 

It should now M ~vid.nt just how ambilious our requirements 
are, The search for a unirary \henry of wdbr. is hased on the 
hypolhesis thaI, however plural welfar~ may M at the level of its 
wuree" like causation it is unitary at th. level of its natu,..,. There 
is th~,..,fo,.., one answer 10 the foregoing questions whi"h applies 
equally to all the different ,'arieties of wdfare, all of irs source., 
and all of it, many subjects . What reason could we have to accept 
this hypothesis? [t is weakly supported, I suppose, by the linguistic 
facts. When we distinguish, for insta nce, among physical, psy' 
chological, and em01ional well-being, this suggests that there is 
something-well·being unmodified-of which these .. e the se,'eral 
kinds or aspens, Likewi. .. , we certainly seem to move freely around 
the welfare terrain, ,peaking of the wen·being of women and men, 
children and adult~, human beings and animal., wirhout any con­
sciousness of ambiguity or equivocation, But none of this evidence 
is ,uffici~nt ro ddeat the ri,'al hyporhesi, that wdla" is somehow 
diff .. ent in its nature fOT its different va rieties or occasions or 
ca tegories of ,ubjects. The assumption of the unity of welf3r~ must 
therefore remain JUSt that: an unproven regulatory hypothesis 
guiding our inquiry, We will not know whether or nol it is justi· 
liM until we either find an adeqllilre theory or ate compelled to 
admit failure_ 

N~trality , The first 1'>\'0 criteria of adequacy combine to yidd 
a third, [f a rhoory is ro he general rhen ;t must apply fO a wide 
range uf creatures diverse in their natures, 13stes, and form, of lif., 
[f if i, al,o to bt lormal , then it must no! con,is! m~rdy in a list 
of good, consid~red to M indispensable 10 wcll-Ming, whether rhe 
list generalius aeross all 01 these crearures or applies only fO rome 
particular .. ariery of rhem. But rhi. meanS rhar an aa:;ount of the 
nature of ",·dbre muSt not h.,'c built into if .ny bias in favour of 
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wmc particulu goods Or SOme prefert. d way of lif •. Any .uch 
bias will inevilab!)" violate gener.lil)·- what con,me form of life 
could plausibly Ix thought to be beSt for. ll sentient beings, or all 
organisms, r.gardl~s of ,h. i, differences? But the lequitcmom of 
neutrality hold. equally when anent;on is ,e,trictM to a particular 
'!'ttie" such as us. lIttau~ of the formidable diversity of human 
cuilures, pallCInS of socialization, laste" and conditions of life, 
rich and ""warding human lives come in a "ariety 01 forms. No 
des<:riptiveiy adequate {Mory of welfare can simply favour some 
01 Ih.~ possihili,ie, o,'Or others, whether it be a preference for 
planning over 'pontaneity. for complexity OW! simplicity, lor civil ­
ization ovu tribal life. for excitement o\"er tranquillity, for risk 
Over sa~ty, for perpetual striving o"er Wnlenlment, for sc ~ua lity 

over cdibacy, for companionship 0" " solitude, for religious con' 
victioo ("'er atheism, for "ltionality o,'er emotion, fOr the intdl«­
tual life o\'er the physical, or whatever, 

To impose this condition of nemrality is not to deny that crra· 
tures of a cenain nature will nandardly flourisb better under ('orne 
fonn, of life than other<. Surely this is to be npect.d; offhand, it 
.. em. likelier a. the nature in queSTion becomes mor. rigid, bm il 
may well be true even for cr •• tures .s malleabl. a, we ar., But 
wbere Ihis is so, Ihe f .. 'ourcd way of life must fall out as a COn­
firming implication of a formally neutral theory; it muST not be 
built in as one of its presuppo,irions. The danger of bias is, of 
course, greatest in our own case, since it is tempting to sbape an 
.ccount of rhe narure nf buman welfare around ,ome prdrrrrd 
assumpt ion about the way in which a human lif. shoold be li,'.d. 
This ICmptation must be resisted, 

W. now have four cardinal "inu •• for a theory of w<:liar<:: 
fidel ity, generality, formality, and neutrality, A descriptively ad­
equate Iheory will be faithful 'o our ordinary •• se,.mcnt< of well­
being, including Ih. role ,h.y play in ou. common-sense psychology, 
will cover all core case. and provide a principled .",olu'ion of 
peripheral cases , will not confu .. welfare wilh ils sourc •• or ingr<:­
dients, and will be free of distoning bias, It should be dear by 
now that any comparison of candidate thcories will be multidi­
mensional. Thus there is room for a theory to satisfy some criteria 
better than other<, and there may be no theory which flllly satisfies 
them all. In that case pichng the be" theory will require balancing 
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which fatal. Thi. me.n. tnat there will inevitably be mucn room 
for judgement, and undoubtedly some for stipulation and con­
struction a. well. 

We can now return to the question we left dangling at the ~nd 
of the previo,", .. etion. We know that. theory of welfare cannot 
be .. Ieer.d on purely oormali"e grounds, while ignoring all de­
scriptive wnsiderations. Sm it now Seem. likely that it cannot be 
.. leered on purdy descriptive grounds ~ither. If in choosing the 
beu theory we at(: partly engaged in construction or stipubtion. 
then .ome of this process will inevitably be guided by the norm· 
ative de<1ination which w. have in mind. If we tliink that welfare 
matTers, in Some fairly detorminate way. for ethics or politics, then 
~ will be unable to keep ,hi. assumption from shaping our choice. 
when our prethroretical intuitions are uncertain or divided. lIn· 
deed, we will be unable to determine, in any .yst~malic way, just 
when our intuition. a", genuinely pretheot(:tical.) In the discossion 
10 follow, when I am reviewing .ome 0/ th~ candidat~ theories of 
welfa"" I have no douht that some of my condusions will be 
inHuenced by the role I haye in mind for wdfare in the framework 
of an ethical thwry. The theories concerning the flatur. and value 
of welfare whicn I .haJl be d.rending a", therefo", more inter­
de~ndem than their linear order of exposition might suggesl. 

Non. the less, that order .till SUms to tnf the right one. Norm­
.tin consideralions pro~rly come ;nlo play only around the edges 
of our ordinary concept, in its disputed or unsettled r~gions. Wh~n 
the constraints imposed by that concept run our, or when the evid· 
ence proYided by our ordinary experi~nce is indet~rmina'" or incon­
sistent, then there is a time for shaping a thwry of wdfare to fil 
SOme favoured norm.tive nich~ . If you tbink, as I do, that welfare 
i. the appropriato currency fot ethics then you will wish to resolve 
indeterminaci •• and inconsistencies in such a way as to make that 
claim ...,m more, rather than I ... , plausihle. If you are more ec­
leetic in your erhicaltheori'.ing, or think tha, wdfare ha, no place 
in ethics at all. then you will be pulled in a diff~"'nt direction. But 
these questions only ari,~ fot theories whose des<.:riptivc adequacy 
has already been established, at least for the cenrral region. of our 
concept. Since wdb" is a quality of our lives "f which We have 
direct lived experience:, th. fi,,, queslion for any theory of welfa re 
remains irs fidelity to that experie""e. In this =~ct, then, qu."ions 
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aflout the nature of welfare stilliogic.lly precede que'tion, abom 
irs value . 

I.} DIMENS IONS OF VALUE 

One funher aspc(1 of descripti". adequacy mer;t' separate treat­
ment, We h,,'e noted already that welfarr differs from ,uch meta­
ph)"ical ,taples as ,ausation in heing inherendy evaluati,' •. To say 
that I am well off, or that 1 am Houri,hing, is plainly to evaluau 
my lif • . It foliow. that a throry about the nature of welfare will 
tell us what it is for OUt live. to have, or to lack, a cenain kind of 
va lue, 1.ives, however, are complex things whose va llie can be a,­
""",d along a nllmber of different dimensions or from a number 
of differem standpoims, Welfato reptosent, only one of the .. 
dimen.ion.-one way in which a life can he going well-and ;t is 
imp<.>rtam to distingui,h it a, dearly as po .. ible from the oth.rs. 

Welfa.., assessmem, concern what we may coli the prudential 
value of a life,' namely how w.1I it is going for the ;nd;~;dual 
whose life it i,. This ..,lativization of prudential evaluation to the 
propriewr of the life ;n question is on. of the deepest f.atures of 
the language of welfare: however valuable something may be in 
itself, it can promote my well -being only if it is .1'0 good or 
beneficial for me. Since an account of the nature of welfare is 
descriprively adequate onl)' if it i$ faithful to our ordinary wn""p', 
any seriou, contonder mu,t .t lea't preserve the ,"biect-r~lativity 
which i, definitive of prudential e,·aluation. If it cannot manage 
thi, much .hen, though it might be a plausible rendering of Some 
other dimension of value, it is not a theory about welfare at all. 
But ,urel)' we should he even more demanding. A thc..-,ry of wd­
fato should not only fi, our ordinar)' concept, it should pro>"id. an 
interpretation of the principal feature, of that concept. Subject ­
relativity is a key ingredient in our concept of welfare. the feature 
which differentiates prudential value from the otber mode, of value 
applicable to liv ... It i, not too much 10 e"pec' a ,heory 10 e"plic­
ate ,hi, feature, to tell us what it means for my life 10 he going 
well no' just in i,...,lf or from $Orne o,her standpoint but fo r me, 
to ."pl.in how it i, ,hat lives can have this peculiar perspectival 
kind of v.l"e, 

, J borrow ,hi. "i<lul «p....oon from G,iifin ' 916. 
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While subject-relativity i'l ~n essential aspect of welfare, it is 
also somewhat du";y". ·me~" way to provide a pteliminary sense 
of what it is about is to COntraSt prudential value with some of the 
other standpoints from whkh live. can be evaluated. C-<>mpiling an 
e"h.ustive inventory of these modes of value is out of th. question 
Iwho knows how many the,.., ard) . However, three are wnrth 
special mention, in order to di~tinsuish them from wen_~ing. 

Aesfhe/;< val,,". EtymologiC".lUy, the aesthetic is the domain of 
feeling or scnsibility; we amibute aesthetic value to those objects 
or charactrri,tic, which we find in SOtnt respect apptaling or a,­
tractive or admirahle. l\ecausc there are many things to which we 
may ~ attracted, or which we may admire. chere are many poten­
tia l ~Jters of this mode of value (including human lives). It S""ms 
rea.onable ro supJ'06e that the aesthclic standards appropriate for 
asses.ing a panicular thing will deptnd on the kind of thing it is; 
the aiteria appropriate for a novel will not fit a haiku, what "'" 
find charming in an adult may ~ grotesque in a child. Evaluating 
lives from an aeschetic standpoint will therefore ""quire standards 
which are wMranred by the kind of thing a life is. 

What might ,uch standard. look like? Here is one po<sible stOry. 
A human lif.:, we mighl say, is in SOme measure an artefact cap· 
able of ~ing shaptd and moulded by irs po<. ... sor (or by others). 
It is therefore something which we may treal. or live . as a work 
of an. l\ecause a life is a lemporally extended object, or event, to 
shapt il or subject it to conscious direction is to impose a Slructure 
on the way in which it unfolds, so that its d .. ·elopment conforms 
to ,orne conscious pattern. We no:cd not, of course, think thai only 
one such StrllClUre Or pattern confers aesthetic value on a hfe . As 
in the cast of music or archite<;ture, Ihere may ~ some who f.­
vour unity or balano:c or proportion, while others cultivate discord 
or incongruity. Perhaps Ihere will ~ many way. of living the aes· 
Ihctic life, 'haring only 1M fealUre of having been under some de­
g'''' of artistic control. 

Oth.cr Nckground storie. can ~ imagined as well. We might 
oar, in the spirit 01 G. E. Moore, that a lif~ gains arschetk value 
when it manife.ts aeslhetic sensibility, thus a suitable degr"" of 
aprr""iation of the a(sthelic value of (other) ,hin8$ in the world. 
This account would treal h.·es as sc.;ond·ord" aesthetic ohj""fS, 
whose value was deptndent on the r<:<cognition of fiT1l·order objects.; 
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it wuuld anach a high aesthcti~ value tu being an ae~thettc. Alter­
nari,-ely, W t mighl join Quentin Crisp in Ihinking that the point 
is 10 live one's life wilh a urt;lin Style or panache, whatever suI>­
!mntive ends one might chouse to pUfi.UO. On this view it i. nut 
whal w. do Ih.t mall.", bUI how we do il. 

&cause of the wide Tange uf its possible objects, aesthelic value 
is unlikely to be confused with welfare. This is dearest when we 
are dealing wilh objects, such as artefacts and features of th. 
landscape, that are not I""'sible wolfare subj«ts. But the distinc­
tion btt",,,,,n aesthetic and prudential value also hold. in the case 
of live., which are capable of btaring ooth. Suppose that one or 
another of th. foregoing accounts identities the aesthetically valu· 
able f.:atures of " life. Fmm th. fact th. t your life possesse, fh.se 
f.alures to a high degree we plainly may not condude that you are 
faring welL This is not (or not only) bteause a prudential assess­
ment of your life is broader in its scope, taking inw a.OJunt 
conditions, such as illne .. or poverty, which are likely to bt irrel· 
evant from the aesthetic point of view. Although this much is true, 
st""ing the point would lea..., th. impre .. ioll that the aesthetic 
value of a lif. is one dettcnninant, among nthers. of it, prudential 
value. The differences bttw.en Ihe two dimensions of value, how­
ever, run much deeper than fhat. Knowing th.t your life h .. a 
high degree of .esth.tic value doe. not just fail to tell oS the full 
story about your level of well-bting- it !ells us nonc of ,he story. 

Imagine tMt you Mv. come 10 the end of a li fe in which you 
have striven to e ~cmplify 'Orne standa rd of aesthetic excellence-­
s.ay, one which prizes a particular kind of unit}' or" balance among 
component interests or puesui.s. Looking back on this life, you are 
a,king yourself whether you have anything to regret in it. One 
answer you might gi,'c is that, had you the opportunity 10 live it 
over. you might attach Ie" importance to the", aesthetic con,id­
erations, which you now regard as having been constraining and 
somewhat ",,/tifying. Perhaps you think you should have laken 
more rid,s, or had more fun, or JUST lhat you should have been 
less grimly dettcnnined to score high on thi. particular scale. What· 
ever the detail, of your retrospective " .. ""smen!, il is made from 
a standpoint distinct from the a .. theti~, ,ince what is up for debate 
i, the proper pia.., for Ihe aesthetic in the c"nduCt of your lif". 
Abstractly, what you are now asking yourself is not how your life 
could have gone be"" from the aesthetic point of view (Ih. problem 
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is not tnat you cno"" th~ wrong standard); instead, you are asking 
your",,!f how ;t might hav~ gon~ better for you, how it might have 
ddiv~,..,d more to you, had it httn l~s d"vOl~ to that point of 
VIew. 

It is Iherdo,.., one thing for your Hfe TO contain katures which 
augment its aCltn~tic value and quite another for it to be going 
well for you. Of course, if you hav. tahn on the project of living 
an a ... hetically "aluable life tben "'''' should ~~pect your succes< 
or failure in that endea"our to bear on your wen-be ing. But the 
same will hold for all of your oth .. projects: while su,cess in one's 
projeclO is arguably an important source of welbre, scoring high 
in aesthetic vain., just considered by itsdf, makes no independent 
,ontribution. 

Perralion;./ ~al"e. To say that something has this Sort of value 
i, to "'y that it is a good insrance or ,pedmen of it. kind, or that 
it exempli ~ .. the exceilences characteri,tic of its particular nature. 
The .rope of perfectioniSt evaluation is th .. dore at least as bf<}.1d 
a. that of aeithetic evaluation, ,ince it extend, to any object, nat· 
ural or artificial, which can be loca ,ed in an appropriate .pecie. or 
kind. Although the tWO modes of value are often near kin (we rom· 
monly find excellence appealing and pmi"" it in aesthetic terms), the 
perfr<:lion of a thing i, deady a different matter from its beauty 
Or nobility: a slug or a piece of kitsch may be a paragon of its kind 
despite being ugly or vulgar. 

As in the aeithelic case, however, what is to rount as a virtue 
or excdlenc~ in a thing will be dettrmined by the kind of ,hing ;t 
i •. A perfectionist asses,ment of a life is therefore likely to employ 
standard. derived from th •• po:;ies to which th~ .ubjret of thaI life 
belongs.' The derivation might take romcthing like th~ following 
form.' We begin by ""eking the .. ..,."tial characteristics of crea­
tures of the 'po:;i", in question-what it i. ,hot identifies them u 
the panicular kind uf creatureS they are. These will then be the 
characteri .. ic. who"" posses<ion at an ex~mplary level makes an 
individual member of the spe<:i~ a particularly good .po:;imen of 
that kind. The trait, or abilities so selected will count as perlanal 
e"cellences. conferring perfretioni" value on th~ir bearers. In our 
own case "'-" might imagine that certain cognitin abiliti~s would 

, It >e<m. ""lihlr ,r.., liv<~ • .,.,,><rOd from , .. kUtd. of <><&>ni<tn$ whok I; ... 
'''y m, t .. """Iv« fonn • 0'10,,1 kin<1 . 

• ! h.v< '~' pI,"" 'h" KCOOOI from HUlk. 199). 
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be induded among the essentia! eharanoristic. of humankind, in 
which case having a well -developed capacity for abstract thought 
Or computation would s<:ore high on the perfectionis' scale. 

Lke prudential (and aesthetic ) value, perfectionist value needs a 
theory-an account of irs naturr capable of yielding operO{io03I 
e,iteria for irs application, However, even in the absence "f such 
a theory the distinction between prudential and perfectionist value 
is dcar enough. One( again, you can casil)' imagiM your..,lf, 
at th . end of your life, taking pr ide in yuur high level of .elf, 
d,,'e!opmrnt bur none thr Ie .. wishing tbat you had got morr our 
of your life, that it had been morC rewarding or fulfilling, and 
thinking thar it might bave gnn" better for you had YOll drvoted 
less energy 10 perfccting you, talents and more 10 JUSt banging out 
or diversifying your intereslS. Whatever we arc to count as ucd­
lenee. for Cr<:atUrr. of our !>ature, they will rai.., ,he ""rfwionist 
value of our live. regardless of tbe extent of their payoff for us. 
The,., is therdor. no logical guarantee ,hat the best human .peci­
menS wi ll a l.o be th. beSt off, or that their undcrdcvdo""d rivals 
will not be faring befter. Like aesthetic va lue, the ""rfectionist 
valuc of a life is conceptually inde""nde", of how well it is going 
for its owner. 

Elh;eiJl value. Under its broade>! wmtrual, the rulm of the 
ethical i. idrmica[ to Ihat of the practical; in th i, ,;",,'" it ClIntI'll:' 
hends c,"cry mode of ,-alue rel"'ant to the que'tion of how we 
.hould conduct oor lives, imluding the prudential, the ~esthetic, and 
the perfectionist . In the modem e ... d , however, the ethical domain 
has come 10 bt: undeNtood in a morr restrictcd way, so that it 
isolates tho.., practical considerations which have to do with the 
impan of our choices on ,he lives of othcrs. In this narrower and 
more .ucial sense, which is the one I shall follow recen' pr,,,,i,," 
in adopting, the ethical value of " lif. is sharply distinct from il' 
prudential value, since ,he welfa,., of others will be di,.,ctly rcl ­
evant to determining the formcr bur not the latter. In common 
pari.",. ,," Jtt3rk this distinction wht .... ver "'" lante'" the ills which 
befall upright and decent folk, or the prosperity of the cunning 
and ruthless , Philosophers have, of course, long d reamcd of show­
iog that morality .nd ..,If-interest coincide. But even if, contrdfY 
to all ap""ar.nc,,", they we,., to mcce. d in thi., they would thereby 
demonstrate only the extensional wngrurncc of the two modes of 
value, nO! ,heir wnceprual identity. 
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The distinction ~tw.en prudential and ethical value IS an 0<­

ganizing principle of this inqoiry, since one of it! aims is to deter­
mine Ihe ethical value of welfare itself. This questioo cao ~ put 
in Ihe following way. Suppose that in the normative order ethics 
precedes politi~, i.e. tha. ,he norms s!",cific to ,he politic.l do­
main are grounded in deeper and mOre geoeral e,hical oorms. 
Supp<>Se funher thaI in the Structure of an elhicalthwry the good 
p,ecede. th. righ', i.e. ,ha, 111.. point of rights and duties, iusti", 
and faimess, is to advance and promote a good which is both 
identifiable and iustifiable without reference to any of these no­
tions. In ,ha' case the central and basic question of ethic, be­
comes: What is this good? And on. possible answer to this question 
is: welfare. lf tbis is ,he right an,wer, as welfaris" tbink it is, th.n 
prudential value i, the sole ultimate bearer of ethical value, ,he 
only thing whose promotion needs, aod admits of, no funhcr 
ethical iusli/kation. Of course, it is no .asy mailer 10 show ,hat 
th is is the right amwer, or eVen that we are asking the right 
question. BUI neither question nor answer would even be intelli­
gible were ethical and prudential .alue 001 conceptually dil1ioC!. 

Detaching ,hese various dimensions of ,he value of a life leaves 
us with a rather disorderly con"'ptual land>cape full of open que,· 
tions: in general, the fact ,hl' a lif<: ha. a high degree of one mode 
of valu. entails nothing whatever about is SCOre along any o ther 
dimension . This is not '0 ,ay that ,here will be no inter"'ing or 
important material tenden~itS, but only that there ar~ no con~ep­
lUal connection. among ,h. various modes. This panition into 
distinct realms of value will pby an im portant argumtntative role 
in OUT asseSSment of theories of welfare, where from time to tim. 
it will need to be amplified. For the moment it is enough to note 
that prudential value i, unique in determining how worthwhile a 
life ;" or how well it is going, from Ihe perspective of the indivi· 
dual whoso life it is. We must thordore be wary of confu'ing well· 
being with some other measure of th. quality of a life. Even the 
best constitutive account of a difforent dimt",ion of value cannot 
be a descriptively adequate theory of welfa",. 



2 

Welfare and Subjectivity 

MODELS ui the good Ide (for human beings) art ~s old a. philo­
sophy irsoli. In the we"ern tradition extending from th. G"". ks 10 
the pre~m day, ideals which ha~. a<rracted s~rrorl have in~ohd 
a wid. variety of concepts' pleasure, happiness. the satisfaction of 
d.,ires or preferences, the fulfilment of n""ds, ,he achievement of 
aims or objectives, th. devdopment of capacitic. or potentialities, 
the maintenance of normal functioning, [i"jug a form of life ap­
propriat<' 10 one', natur., and <!oubtlc .. many others besides. Out 
of ,his array our aim is 10 loe"," the acrount which works be,t 
specifically 35 a theory of prudential value, the one whkh is mOst 

fa ithful 10 our ordinary concept of welfare and our ordinary 
experi.", •. 

xrutinizing alJ of the possible candid,tes piecemeal would be. a 
tedious ,nd time.consuming process. Our oritkal ta~k will there­
fo"" be. grearJy simplified if we can sort them into some appropri· 
ate cat.goric~. But which categori~! The mistake !O amid hore is 
grouping together theories by me'n~ of featu,es which tu,n ou', 
opon further analysis. to be trivial or irrdevant, since we will ,hen 
be. able to draw no condu<ion~ ahout the category as a whole. 
What we need ore Ii"",, of di" ision which are s~l;e"t, by vi r,u<: of 
iden,ifying futures of competing theories which bear directly 
(whother positively or negatively) on th eir descripti,'. adequacy. 
Such lines of division will themselv"" ha"e upldnatOTy power, 
since they will always group 'og<:ther rheories whid, share Some 
common advantage . or suffer from some common disadvantage, 
v;s.jj·v;s ,heir rivals. We will therrlo"" be. able to say of particular 
candidate thwries ,ha, they""" genuioely viable, or utterly un­
worbble, because they fall on this side of th~ line or that . 

There may well be "",ny salient distinctions!O be d.-awn "n",ng 
theories of wolfa re, and man)' ways of comhining thesc di stinc­
tions into an ove,all taxonomy, My preferred S<.:heme begins by 
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sonillg aU of rhe candidares into two mutually exclusive and joimly 
exhauSlive caregories: rh. $ubjeC/;ve and rhe objective. [ claim 
",hellee for Ihis line of divi,ion bo~ause [ bolieve rhere to be an 
imerpreration of the suhjecrive/objfftive distinction .uch that .ub­
jectivity turns Out to bo a nece.""y condition of su<XesS in a theory 
of welfare. If I am righr then objective rheorie, can 1>.. ruled out 
of coo<iderarion 3S a caregory, all of ,hem inatkqu3te precisely 
bocause they are objective, 

This ,ubstanrive the,is is, of course, highly contentious, The 
business of defending it will ger underway in the latter parr of this 
chapter and cominue rhrough rhe ne.,t. First, however, we need to 
develop the appropriate jmerp,et.rion of subjectivity and objectiv­
ity. I invoke these norioo< as a mean, of classifying rheorie, of 
welfare only with great rductance. Along with su<:h othe, persi'l­
em offenders as Ihe real and rhe natural, the concept of the sub­
jective is one of the mos! Ireacherous in the philosopher's lexicon. 
In diffetem comexts and for different purposes the realm of the 
subjective has been delineated by means of a number of fealure,: 
privacy, immediacy, incorrigibility, unverifiability, unquantifiability, 
relativity, arbitrariness, rdiance on judgement or intuir ion, and 
immunity ro rational arbitration. Since ea~h of rh.se featur.s is 
logically distinct from all of the Olhers, each would draw a differ­
em boundary between Ihe subjectiv~ and th~ objfftive. Non~ of 
.he resultam line. of divi,ion, howeoer, would answer 10 our 
purpose s;n<:e nOne would bo saliem for thenr;", of welfare. The 
problem is .ha., while each of rhese kllur .. applies 10 .ome sub­
jecti," phenomena, nOne of them is essential to the subjfftive as 
su~h. What W~ need is a concep.ion of subjectivity which is more 
primiti,·. ,han any of rhe!;\:, one which is capable of e.,plaining 
,heir range of applic.tion a" d its limitarion •. 

~. , SUBJECTIVE AND OBJ ECTIVE 

Abstractly, .he ,ubjective ;, that whieh penains to, or is char­
aCleristic of, subj""I'. Whar rhen i, a .ubject/ In whar se~m' its 
philosophically primary sense, a .ubi",,1 is any.hing cap<Oble of con­
,dou, S1areS or processes. Consciousness, in rhe sense in whi<h i. 
is definitive of subjectivity, must be understood very broadly <0 a, 
ro include no. only ,uch undeniably cogni.ive proce,ses as Ihought 
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or ddibu3tion, bur also perception, sensation, emotion, memory, 
desire, imag;nation, dreaming, appetite, and all of their psychic 
kin. This ,'ery likral conception of consciousness must therefore 
be distinguished from th. \1r;';lo, one often utilized b)" psycholo­
gist, and philosopher<, ;n which il is attribured only 10 creature. 
(like us) capable uf language or self-aware"e". It is difficult to . x· 
plain this restriction of consciousn ... !O [he human ""<e, perhaps 
with the grudging admission of a few higher apes and cetaceans, 
as allythi"g other than plain unadultrrated anthropocentr;,rn. 
The movement of thought seems to gil something like this: ther. 
are fonns of cognition, involving the use of lingu;"ic symbol., 
which (a, far as we know) are unique to us; Ihe capaci!)' foe rhese 
processes rherdorc pro"idcs a useful way of delinearing us from 
Imosl, if nor alii other animal,; a convenient way of labelling Ihis 
boundary is to say Ihar we are blessed wilh con...,iou,ncss and 
they are not; there/ore , con",iou",05s requires the capacity lor 
language. ' 

In any case, it is obvious that there is a much broader, common­
sense notion of consciousne,s which merely require. rhe up"ity 
for any form of exp",irnce. however rudimentary it might be, [n 
Ihi, sense, a crearur. with no mooe 0/ awareness more developed 
than some variety of inner or oUler sense (vision, hearing, smell, 
pleasure and pain, et<;.) will still COUllt as being conscious; this will 
""nainly include many, perhaps even mo.t, animal., Under this 
conception, the capacilY for ,ophisticated cognitive processes is 
dead)· not nec .... ary ill ord<r to cOunt as being conseious; the only 
way to fail to be conscious i. to be entirely uncons<:;ous, On the 
other hand, this capaci!)' is also not sufficient for consciousness, 
since rhese processes Can them,.!,'.s be unconscious, O<:pending 
on how demanding wc choo •• to be aoout cognition, compute" 
might count as cognitive without being conscious, 

Ahhough w. ar. intimately familiar with the several mode, of 
cOIl",iou'neso known to us, it i. desperarely dif&ul, 10 isola'. what 
they all have in common, On rh. one hand, consciousness seems 

, n.c hobi, .... "." unb<u'abl< <v<n h <1><> .. wh" pro"" k> k""w .... ,", F".­
; ..... ""<, Griffin '916 ~n> h;, "plot.riO<! 0{ arum.1 .W.l<..,.. in cn , , by 
<~"" i "!l """ ....... ".". w,th ,iI< ho.~ 0{ Ony I""", at .11 <>1 m<nta l .. p<,;."c., 
.nd ,htn i 0to on '0 dc,,,, • ...,,, of ,iI< <.M of til< boo:>< '0 ,iI< ~"".~on of .n ;m,1 
eommuniu,ioo, Ukowi><, J. R, lu<o. (K'nnr ".1. •• ", <n. S) br;,~y d,l<nd. ,o., 
po>. ;b;] ;,y 01 «m,,;"",", .. w;'n"'" la"l\u'g<, • .o ,M. ",,,,,,,,d. «> calk at l<nl1'h 
,lw.>u, Lont"'t' · 
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to bt an intrinsic mark of the mentaL' On the other hand, any 
frontal approoch to characterivng i($ phennmenology falls quickly 
into unilluminating ~irclllarity, by rdying on such cognate notions 
as experience or awareneS •. We here find ourseh-• • at one of those 
maddening philosophical junclll"'s where we a", perfectly certain 
we know what we are talking about but Can lind no adequate 
means of expressing it. We therefore resort to metaphor: whal is 
both common and peculiar to all consciou, ,tate, or processes i$ 
that thelt" is a way they are from the inside, for the individual who 
ha, them, which is not shared by any external observer. It i, to 
this int<;:tnality of experience that Thomas Nagel points when he 
says that "an organism has corucious mental state. if and only if 
there i, something thaI it is like f() /J., thm organi,m-wmething 
it i, li ke lOT the o!"g;mism'. ' Alternatively: a crealure has conscious 
,tales if and only if there i, .ome way Ihe world .. em, to il from 
the ins ide, some way it looks or sound. or fed,. 

Howev .. diffieult it may bt to provide hdpful characterizatinn, 
of the menldl, we recognize it readily enough when we a", con­
fronted hy its absence. W. know what it i$ for our lives to bt 
interrupted by period. of uncon><:iousne~s-in dreamle .. ,l""p or 
under anaesthesia or a, the re,ult of an iniury-<iuring which all 
inner and Outer sense i~ shut off. We know what it is for un~on' 
scious Slates, such a. btlie£,; or desires, to bt brought to the level 
of recognition and acknowledgement through the therapeutic pro­
cess. We also know the difference betw""n those responses to ex­
ternal stimuli which a", consciously mediated and those which are 
nOt. When my knee is tapped in the right spot my lower leg ierks 
up, whether I f""l the tap or not. Thi. ",flex can the",fore bt 
intact when I am utterly unconscious. But if I grab hold of Some­
thing hOl I will immediately let go only if I can f.et it burning m.; 
here my ",spon", requires awa",ness of the pain. Final1y, we can 
al,o distingui'h, if only in a rough way, between those creatures 
which are capable of some form of consciously mediated percep­
tion and those which are not. We know, for instance, that the bee 

, Th;, ">nn«tion ;, no. "n<k"<m ;....o or .h, "k"""' I«I!I<"",n' in ,II< p",.i"", 
,,",nsnph , I .. , <om< ""'0,,1 p«><<>><>, ""h .. belief> , oJ t!ni", .. ",n b< """""­
.<LOlll. UOC<KI"';OO' 1"'"''''''' ' '' """";rio; on <on><;OO. "",, ;n lWo .... Y>' (, ) "" 
P'''''''' u n roun, • • """'tol ;f i, ., . lw. y. ' oJ '''''oy''''''' ' un«,,,,,,",,,,, ,nd I,) 
00 "","" <,n <<><In' .. h","j~ . mind ,f.1I of ," p,,,.,... •• ,, .t< u""""o<io,,'. 
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can sa and $mdl The How",; there is therefore a way the flower 
seem! to it. On the other hand, though ,unflowe~ track the Sun 
efficiently they neither ,.., nor luI it. Most animals have some 
form of con<cioWl"""" and no plant h .. any. But the rh",shold 
between the two domains is indistinct; we will p robably be DOCet­

tain where we should locat. molluses and worms. 
Ha ving SOme ronsciou. siair. or procr ... s is lIffeo.sary for being a 

."bjro. But is it sufficient! Subject<.tt oormall)" more than random 
collections of scattered ment.1 Slate.; th, i, live< additionally dis­
play both unily and continuity. Unity is ,h. integration of discrete 
psychk activities into a s;ngl. Stream of consciousn ... or mental 
[i f,; continui ty is the ~rsi'l.nc. of unity over time. Philosoph. rs 
have offered various accounts of what it is for differrnt expui­
enee. (whethor simultaneous or su"ce.si~eJ !() belong !() the 'arne 
subject. Some bave sought the unifying bond in the physical 
organism. whil e othu, have '""ted content wilb the in.ernal 
relation, amnng the experience. themselves . or taken refu ge ;n th. 
po1tulate of a mysterious featurole .. ego.' Whatev", the right 
account might be. our common notion of an individua l subject i~ 
of a unique. enduring cent'" of consciousnes •. Like cOflsciousne" 
itself, this integration 0/ a memal life is notoriously ineffable; the 
more we seek it the mOT. if el udes us. Once again il is most no­
t;ceabl. in in absence. One striking form of im",nal disunit}" mani · 
fe," itself in the ph.nom~non of multiple personality; he .. we 
may be doubtful whether we are dealing with one subject or many . 
Some form. of amnesia a", capable 01 eroding the integrity of the 
self in a different way: by erasing the connecting link, 0/ long­
term memoty, they fot~ their victims into perpe.ual reinvention 
of their life narrative.' For those 0/ us lucky enough to be normal, 
these pathologic. serve to remind us of the extent to which the 
unity and continuity of Ihe ,elf is • «ructural prcwndition of OUT 

ordinary lives which we need never raise to the l.,·cl of relleninn . 
By vinue of interacting with the world around me_proa: .. ing 

information about it, having designs upon it, being dated Or di~· 
appoin .. d hy i.- the particular individua l who is me occu pies 
• unique psychic position within that world . The centre of my 

• The>< """",n" h", "", . lI y bttn '"truded '" .. pi"",. ,..., id<"'''T 0/ p<r>OM. 
Ahbough no< ,I t ""oi,," '" 1" " '0'''. ",m< ,ht-ori<> 0/ 1'<"",,,1 ,d<n';,y m~l" 
.pp/y .. ,,,II '0 "" ... id<r W'W"l . 

• o/im Sa<k, dt",ri"" _h. "">< i n s..,h ,~8j. th. n. 
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~rceprual, cognitive, and experiemial field is the pl.ce from which 
I apprehend the world-literally, my point of view within it. Hav­
ing ,orne ~uch standpoint may not b. a n,""essary feature of sub­
jectivity. Nagel has vividly depict.d some of the m,""hanisms by 
which we can atumpt to tran"""nd our own ~rspectiye, aspiring 
to 'the view from nowhere'.' For all we know, rhere may exist sub­
j,",," who normally operate in this transcendent mode: certainly 
doing so i~ pan of one standard conception of a deity. HoweYer, 
even limited dog,,,,,, of rranscend.n,. arc difficult for us to main­
tain, and they are quite b.yond the PO"" " of the non·human 
,ubj,",," with which we are acquainted. Normally for u~, and in­
variably for them, subjectivity is th. view not from nowh. re but 
from now·here . 

The unity and continuity of an individual subject cannot b. 
captured without re",rt to perwnal indexical" my idemity con· 
,ists in the faCt that wme set or series of ex~riences arc all mi"e , 
Likrwise, the point of view of an individual subject cannot b. 
described without resOrt to spatial and temporal indexicals: my 
perspe<;tive i. the view from here and "ow. Of these three categ· 
orie, of indexkal, the subjective or persoll31 appear to be th. 
deepest. While there seems to b. no way to explicate '[' in terms 
of 'he,, ' and 'now', it i, p13usible to think of ,hese spa,ial and tern· 
poral indicators .s ultimately eg<xentrie, marking the wbere and 
when of ,he subj'""t, who employ them.' To take thi.line i~ to find 
the mOj:1 primitive ptrspective-the one which serves as rhc n:fer· 
ence point for alJ others-in tbe subject's point of view. 

However tbi< may be, Ih. nOlion of b.ing the centre Or locus of 
an integrated and enduring mental life gives u. an adequate work­
ing account of wbat it il to b. a ~ubject . In its philosophically 
primary sen .. , the subjecti ve is then that which pertain. in Some 
emntial way to a .ubject. But whicb way? The Oxford E~gli,h 
Di~riollilry tell~ u, that '~ubjec'i'c ' means, among other things, 
'prOCttding from Or taking place with in the subject; having iI, 
.0urC. in the mind; b.longing to th. conscious life' . Suppose we 
begin with tbe idea of the subjectivc as taking pla~e within the 
.ubject. We.re still, of course, in ,he grip 01 metaphor: the subj,",,' 
i~ not literally a lOCation within which subjective things happen. 
Bu' th. mOj:\ bal ic category of the subj'""tive seems to embrace tbe 



Sf"~' of consciousness which bc:long to or constitute subjecTS, It 
i. by ,-inue of bein~ parts of m}' mental life ,hat my memory of 
,ha' summ~r in Provence, ,he dre,lIn I had bst nigh" and th~ ache 
I feel right now in my lower back are all subjecti,'e. It is unclear 
whether the", can be conscious '(a'tS belongiog to no .ubject 
whatever, but if so then Ihey would not be (literally) subjective. 
The mental provides the content or ,ub,tance of the ,ubjecti,.e, 
bUI it i, nol identical 10 it. 

The COre of ,ubje<.1ivity thus consists of ,tates .ttributabl. only 
to subjects , From there, however. it is hut a short "ep 10 da"ify ­
ing as ,ubjective o:cnain features which common .. nse ascribe, 
not to ,ubjects themselv"", but to the world around ,hem. In the 
first extension "f th. category. the feature ,0 ."'rihcd retain, an 
implicit or explicit r.ference to the subject in que.tion, Th. da.sic 
iOltance is external ~rception . As a sdf-conscious exercise , I can 
restrier mysel f to d.scribing the COntents of my perceptual "ates 
in purdy phenomenological terms: what I am occur"'n!!y seeing. 
hearing, feeling, ere. But it is much more natural to .peak of the 
way the world seems to me: th. way il looks, sounds, feds, etc, 
In taking this step I move beyond merdy reporting my inn .. life 
10 characteri>ing the world ou!Side me; I claim that it look< ,unny, 
sound, noi,y. feel, hot . But the pro~ni .. which I thereby attri­
bute to the world ",main aochored in m)' experience of it, 1.1' vit­
tue of describing th. ways it appears to me, The latent indtxical, 
On wh ich I will quickly fall back in the eve", of a chaaenl;" 10 my 
attribution. is the sure sign of the subjectivity of appearance,. 

The final movement awar from the int .. ior of ex~ricn~ carri .. 
us beyond appearance 10 reality, beyond the ways th. world me",ly 
.. ems to uS to the way. we take it a<:tual!y to be. Sum< of the prop­
ertie, which common sense ascribes to the world seem 10 have 
linle Or nothing to Jo with the peculiar nature of our eXp"nence. 
Thu. it i. plausible m think that water would ,till be composed 
of hydrogen and oxygen even if our psychological constitution 
had been radically other than il is--indeed. even if we had never 
existed at all. But orher features of the world seem to dc~nd much 
more closely on the way it standardl)' ap~ars 10 us. In the hand , 
of philo$Ophers in the empirici" tradition commonplace observa­
tions such a'lhe .. have been worke<! up inlO a full-blown metaphy· 
sical duality, a division of Ihe namral featut"", of lhe world into two 
distinct inventories. C-olin McGinn has drawn the contra" nicely: 
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Therc orc .arious way. in whkh ,he mind repr=n" Ih. world_ It i. 
I,gitimate to <oqui«, of any way in whi.h 'he world is men<3lly ... p ... s­
.nled, whether Ihal way i •• uhje<:tiv. or objecti'" in nafUre: that is, '0 
.nqui", whether ,he world i, '" reprno:n«d hec.usc of lhe .pcciii< ,on· 
sri'",ion of Ihe rep",,,,nling mind or be<au •• the world a. it i. indrpcnd. 
emly of the mind con,.in,. fe.,u,.. whi<h demand. ",prescntation. Whkh 
.. peets of our view 01 re.lity h",. their "'o'cc in our 'ubjecriv< make-­
op .nd wh ich .. flee, ",.Iity •• it i. in it",If?' 

In the tm.r category philosophers have placed what they like to 
call primary qual;!ies: shape, size , mass, motion, number, etc. By 
contra", secondar)' '1oali!i •• , th~ which 'have their source lat 
lealt P.1ftly] ;n our subjective make-up' , standardly indude the 
perceptual propeni~ of colour, round, ta<le, .mell, and fed. Whe", 
the latter arc ~oncern~d, we have !lOW obviously shifted to the 
subjective as (;n the temts o f ,he OED) Ihat which pr"""eds from, 
Or has il' rource in, the mind. An asp«t of the world wh;d, ;s 
subjective ;n this furth .. sense ;s not a conscious stat. of some 
subject, nOt is it merely Ihe way the world ,ecms to rom. subject. 
However, despite being a Slale or property of the world it remains 
ullimaloiy mind-dependent, sine~ it re.ts on features which may b< 
peculiar to ou r p~ychological (or phy1iological) conSl;tulion , As 
John McDowell has put il: 

s.cond.ty qual it ... . '" qualitie. not . dequ"eI)' con,:civ.bl. excepl in 
tefms of cau in .ubjec.in ,UIe .. >od Ihus tu!,jee.iv< th.m,d ... in. sense 
.hat that ch .... ortization ""line>. In thr natu .. l contr,,,, a primary qual. 
ity would he ohj<etivc in the .. n .. that what if is for I-Ornething.o ha •• il 
can h< adequalely understood otherwi .. Ih,n in .. ,ms ,,{ disposition' to 

giv. r;'" to .ubjectin stal .... 

The realm of Ih. subjecliw, in its philosophically primary sense, 
thus begins wit h experience, moves on to "PI"'arance, aod eods 
with mind-dependent reality. It is ,h. third stage of this progres_ 
sion which is g~rmane to our purposes: if welfare is subjeclive 
then il is by vim,. of being mind..Jepen<knt , However, what migh, 
b< involved in ,hi, form of ,ubjectivity i. talher better understood 
inlhe da"ic cases of secondary qualities , To say Ihal shape and 
size arc primary qualities is to 'ay Ihat an account of their nato", 
need make no reference 10 the p .. ",ptoal experienc~ of an y par­
ticular subject or class of subjec ... Coo,rariwi .. , to say tha, colour 

, Il"d , IQ. 



" and sound are .. Wilda.)' quaJi!i~, is to say thaI they a", POW"'" 
or disposition. on the pan of ohj~ts wilh cenain primary qual. 
ities to arouse c~najn c~pcrie ncc, in c.:nain circumstances on th. 
pan of crealllre. with a c .. ra in prlceptllal apparatus"" The plac. ­
holding 'cenain" in ,hi. gene"'] formula will need to be filled our 
in different waY" for each allegedly secondary quality. In the case 
of the colour .. d, say. the appropriate compl<1ion would doubt­
l.s. point to surface features which cause object' to ,dleet light 
of a particular wav.length, components of our opt;",,] equ ipment 
which render it capahl. of discriminating this wavdength from 
oth ... , ambient condition. of lighting and such. and the exprri­
ene. which we call ',.dog rw', The result will be an aCwunt 
which willlTea! being rcd as a d;sposilionlO ~voke this ex~riellCe 
in normal human observers under standard JX'"cptual wnditinns. 

The Case of colour serve, lO illustrate that a ,ubj.cli,·. analysis 
nf any narural prnperty will n""d tn furnish valu., fnr fnur dis­
tinc! variables: (1) Some nbjective characteristic nf things by virtue 
nf which thcy evnh ( ~ ) onme mooe of expericn"" on the part of 
()I some rd.rence grnup nf subjects under (4) ,nme set of nnrmal 
conditions. Whu" perceptual properties are cOIlcerned the objec· 
tive ,hMactcrisr;c will be physical, th. rderence grnup will be 
human beings with ,h. standard sen,nry apparatus, rhe uperience 
will be ""me mooe of pe[~ption, and the norma) conditions will 
be those which ensu re rhe absence of distnrtion. Bm rhe same four 
slots will be fiUed rather differemly in the cases of those nnn­
pe"ep,ual properties which have al,n seemed plausible candidat.s 
fnr subjective analy,is, prnperrie, such as hooting, temp,ing, sub· 
lime, and funny. 

<.~ VALU ES AND SU BJECTIVITY 

It is , hnwever. in the dnmain of v.lue, that lhe notion of subjec­
tivity has becn most freely deployed, and mnst frequently abused. 
The claim ,ha, ,nme particular caregnry nf values is ,ubjective has 
been varinu,ly interpreted tn mun thai ascript inn. of them tn 

" 111< d • • oi<:ol >00"'" I", t~i, .".Iy.i. QI """",d. ry qu, liti<, i, I.«h ' 97) . 
!look n. , h. 8. f", • ~mp" <>I'<";'i"" aI I..oxk,·, • ., .... , I<>< tit< <p«i. 1 "'''' of 
<oJ""" >« \..>...k,m,n ,.1 •• , ·h. L. F"r . n ",·«run' "I ,h< Ji"in<ti"" brt~'''''n 
'"bi«ti"'OO "bi«,i« . n. I,,,,, of <oloul. >« H ... d,n 19M. clI . L. 
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objects are arbitrary. variable, capricious. non<ognitive, un,-erifiablt, 
and hea,'en knows what clse. But in the suk! and proper sense of 
.ubj""tivity it only means one th ing: that, like colours, values of 
this kind are mind·dependeOl. 

Valu .. h."e bttn prime candidates for su bj""ti"e analysi. panly 
~ause of their apparent nlmiv.,ional fo", •. Since thi, h3~ al.o 
been thought to distinguish them &om the more inen na'ural 
properties, their psychological ""u",. has generally bttn sought 
not in perception or cognition hut in $Orne mod. of a ffect. Ju" 
,,-hieh mode, however. is a matter on which the severa l varieties 
of .ubjectiv. theory for any giyen dimemion of yalue .re likely to 
pan wmpany, Since at this stage we are seeking a genera l char· 
acterization of the .ubj""tive which will apply to all pos.ible the· 
orie, of this sun, we need a neutral category which abstracts from 
the .. d ifferences. One possible c.ndidate . fr<'quently resorted to in 
the liter.ture, is ((e/ing." Wh ile this suggestion seem, to be in the 
right general area, [ think we will do better if we ada pt to our 
purposes a proposal advanced hy R. B. Perry: 

It i. chu aCl,,;'ti< of living mind to be (Dr $Orne things and ~g~in" 
othe" . . . , To be 'mr' or ' against' .. to view with favor or di,favor; it i. 
a hi .. "f the , ubj<CI toward or away from,. __ Thi, duality 'r""." in 
many forInS, ,uch a. liking and di<liking, dc.if< and avr"ion, will and 
«Iu •• I. Of O<'cking and avuicling. It i< t o th;' all.""rv. ,i"" cru.r' <1<fist'" of 
the motor-. flceri .. Mr. thi, >tal<, ael, altjtude or disposition of f~!>()' 0' 
dj'f",m, to which w< propos< to give the narn< of 'jnl< .. sf" 

P"ry's explicalion of th e notion of an inter." is useful becau .. of 
its emphasis on this distinctive positive/negative plbrity," Since 
va lue. admit of the ,3me polarity (t hings ~an be good or bad, right 
or wrong, beautiful or ugly, and"" on), the p,ychologicalprocesses 
to which Perry points look to be likd)' material, for construct­
ing a lubje.;live theory. Furthermore, beeau>e Perry 's notion of an 
intere.t generalizes over the variou, form, this polarity can take. 

" ->«. t'" ,om",,,, )"1""", '9~1, J 5 If. H<,,...,-,,, M""", .1", c<m. id.;" ,ubj«' 
ti,. ,h<.,. ... wh",h rd, on ,ogntt;v< ""'S; '"'' ;bid. 7i If, lI<ood '91'. d,. 9. 
",hWoh d<o l, ""t, with 1n"", 1 -.I .... ~" tOc l!<'""'" ' ,"0,,1 1«11"8' 1'901. ",hieh 
i. Utt<nJ«i '" ,ml,...« >on .. ,"",,,- o:mo<i,,,, .. , 00 <1<>; ..... 

" P<IT~ ' y.6. "I I""pf>.~ , ;o orig;o, lJ. 
"Cf. ibid, ' Jo U. 8,,,,,d .1,,, ,mph .. ;.." ,he 1',,1,,;.,. of 'm",, 1 <'«hop': "" 

!\road ' 97', '91. 
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and ,be various realms of value in which it might be manifesred, 
it ",ems wdl mired to 0'" porpo..,'. 

Despite these evident lflraction5, huw~v"r, We will do well to 

resist Perry's 'pecifi<: terminological proposal. Like ,ubjectivity irsclf, 
th. notion of intere>! i, dangerously ambigoon", on the one hand 
my intcrc51S ar< ,he Same as my ~oncCTn5 (what I am ,interested 
in), while on the other my inlOres! (or ,,,If·interest) is the Same as 
my welfa,..,. While a thenr)" wnnecting wdiar. with interrs" (in 
th. former .. nsr) could be illuminating," one connc<1ing it with 
interest lin the latter sen"") would bc a boring tautology . If we 
on"" begin ,pe.king the language of inter.st, it is unlikely thaI we 
will be able to resist ,liding from one sense to Ih. olher, in an .fforT 
to combine the signjfic~n~c of the first linkage with the cerrainry 
of the .econd. I am not sugge.ting that !'erry hinlSdf was guilty 
of this concep'ual shift; 3$ far as I know, he consistently e<J.uated 
interrses with concerns. But his project waS an inter ... , th"o'y of 
"alue in general, where the fallacy is much bs tempting. In the 
particular case of prodential value, we run tOO great a risk of 
trivialiling .uhjective theories if we choose to <kfine them in termS 
of the rdation they conStruct between welfare and interest . With 
on. slippery item already in ollr lexicon we ca nnot afford another. 

W. will do ~ner to pick up another option offered by Perty 
and speak instead of attitudes. " The psychological notion of an 
altitude has preserved ""me of the flavour of irs older phY'kal 
sense, in which it indica .. s a bodily posture or orientation. If I 
have an altitude toward ""mething then I am, figuratively, inclined 
one way or the other with respeet to it. Speaking of attitudes thus 
enables us to capture Perry'S nmion of 'a bias of the .ubject to· 
ward or owa)' from'. Gennally speaking. we may!>Oy that T have 
an attimde toward """,ething when the thing mailer! to me, or T 

care about it. Or it is an obje" of concern to me, or I mind it. or 
(in the more formal psycholngical r.rminology) it i. val.need for 
m •. My attitude is positi"e (what philosophers u",d !O coIl a pro­
arritudel if I favour Ihe thing or am favourabl)' disposed ",ward 
i" negative (a con-.!lilude) if I vir .... it unfavourabl}". 

" F ..... n .=",n' w/,i,h «pi ....... ,I>< n,""", 01 h,<o' in ",m. of "''''t, ....... 
F""'b.", , .~._ <h. , . 

" ... < d."" Mo,,..., in , • .,. 96. 91. r)S; in ,hi. di"",,,,,,,. how< ... ". h< «pl"­
id, ind""'" OOWOi' i ..... ,i,"de, ,,,,,h " bel .. l. How..,,,. >= Moo'" , ..... 'J<, 
v,l><" '" equ .... ,,,i,ud« wi,h (,ding, or , .-ion'. 
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Whil~ this notion of an anitude or concern i. still raTher vague, 
it will suffice for the purpose of characteriling subject;'-. tbeories 
of value as a group. As in the ca •• of natural pro!",,,i .. , a .ub· 
je<;live analysis of Some particular mode of value will need to fill 
in four slots: (Il some objtctive characteri.,;c of things by ,-iTtue 
of which ,hey .,-ok. (1) Wme artituJ. 0" lhe Net of I)) SOme 
r.~,."ntt group of .ubjects under (<4 ) some .." of normal condi­
tions. The", is much room for discret ion in specifying all four 
variables . The preferred chMa~terisli<; may be SUme way the object 
looks or sounds, or some function it has, or some asP«" of ii, 
oa",,..,. The S<clccr.d attitude might be One of wanting. Or liking, 
Or enjoying, or approving. The favourrd subjects might be indi­
vidual human beings, or p<lfticular societies, or th. enTire s~itS, 
or all senTient ~reaTu~,. Finally. the conditions under whi~h the 
responses of these subjects are au thoritative miglu be corrected SO 
as to remedy factual enors. or partiality, or irrationa li ty . Since 
there are many possible combinations of th"'e ,·arious opt ions, 
,h"e are many possibl. varieTies of subjectivism about values. " 
Funhennore, there is no guarantee that a theory wdl de<igned for 
on. mode of value will Ix applicable TO any o,h . r; the mmt plau­
sible furm of subjective theory might well be different for each 
dimension. 

Of the four dimension, of value distinguished in ,he previous 
chapter , TWO are of .pecial interest in our inquiry. When we come 
to ask whether welfare is the only thing which should be treated as 
a basic \"31ue in an ethical theory, we may need TO decide whether 
.,hical values are subjective or objective. However, this issue cau 
safely be postponed for a while; for th. moment we need wneem 
o urselves onl)· with the shape a subjective theory might take for 
th. special case of prudential value. Her. there sr~ms only one 
plausible choice of authoritative suhject. Since the prudential value 
of my lif. i. it. value for me, it ",ems reasonable to .x~t that 
the animd." or indinations which will figure in a eonltitutive 
account of my well ·heing will be mine. In the ~ase of other alleg· 
edly subjective propeni.", such as oolours, our rdorene. point i, 
likely to be norma! human being, . or the sel of ~rc"ture< who,,, 
per~eptual appa ,""tus;s recognizably li ke ours and in good working 

.. I" hi, ,,"pic.] !.,h"",. 8",.0 .... ]"!;"'" >Om< .,/ the m. ;n .!t"n" i,· .. in 
Brood '97 '. d t. y. 
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order. or whatever. Unlike rolou", howe,..", prud<:mial 'proper­
ties' such as bendicial and harmful cOlllain <rJaliv;zi"g imkxical •. 
In orde' to preSt"v. this rd.livity, it looh as though" ,uhj",,!;v. 
theory wi ll need 10 COnnect my ,,;,:!fare with some psychological 
processes In me. 

A, " first approximation, therdore, we may say that a theory 
treats w.lfar. a. subjective if i, makes il depend, al least in part, 
on some (actual or hypoth<1ical ) "";rude on the part of the wel­
fare subject. More precisely, a subjective ,heor)' will map ,h. polar. 
ity of welfare onto the polarity of attitudes, so Ihat beillg wen off 
will d'p"nd (in some way or Olher) on having a favourable 'Hi,ude 
toward one', lif. (or wme o f it, ingredients), while being badly off 
will requiT(: being unfavourably di.po.!.td t<>word it. likewise, some­
thing can make me h<tter off on thi. SOtt of account only if J han' 
(or would have under the appropriate drcumSlOnces) a positive 
attitude (of the appropriate sort) toward it, Thes<: formulae arc de­
hh<r.uly indeterminote, leaving room for different .ubje<:tiYe thc· 
orie. to fiU them out in different ways. But c,'cn atthi. prelimin"r)' 
itagc twO cautions arc in order . The fir" i. that a theory i •• ub· 
jecti ve if it treats my ha"ing a favouroblc attitude toward some­
thing as a necessary condition of the thing h<ing h<neficial for me, 
It need nOt also treat it as a sufficie"t condition, and mOSt subjte­
tive theories will not do so, Just a. subjective analyses of colour 
arc likely to regard it as the product of an interaction h<tween a 
porceiving subjtet and a perceive<! object, subjective anal»es of 
wdfare a,.., a l.o likdy to h< rdational or dispositional, The .. cond 
camion is that this formula applies only to direct or immediate 
h<nefits; those whost contribution to my well ·h<ing is nOt depond­
ent on their further consequences, It i, a commonplace that some 
remo," event, such as the death of • distant and wealthy rdation, 
can be instrumentally beneficial to mr without my regarding it 
favourably, or even h<ing aware of its occurre""", A subjective 
thcory tells US only that thi' cannot be true of the iotr insic sources 
of my well·being. 

Subjective theori .. make our won-being logically dcpentkm on 
our attitudes of favour and disfavour_ Obi"'-"tive thwries donr thi' 
d.pondrn"1', 0" an obiective theory, therefore, something ~an be 
(dirte!ly and immediately) good for me though 1 do not regard it 
favourably, and my life can be going wen despite my failing to 
have any positive altitude toward it, Again it is importa nt to note 



Wflf~'e ~"d Subjectivity " rbat objective rbeories do nor merely deny the sufficien~y of a 
rde..,nce to my atlitud .. in an analysis of my well -being, for mOil 
subjecti..., rheori.,. would join in this denial. The crucial diff"en­
tiating question is the necessity of sucb • reference. To this ques· 
tion subjective aod obiective theori .. give contradictory answe ... ; 
,he two categories aTe th • ..,fore both mutually excl usive and iointly 
exhaustive. 

lr might be wondered wheth" thi, 'trict duality i, a happy 
re,ult. Would we not do better to array candidate theorieli along 
a spectrum in rerms of tbeir panicular mix of ,uhjecti..., and 
obi.eriv. ingredients? The pure ca~ if there are any, would rhen 
define the two endpoints of the rontinuum." No doubt such a 
scheme is possible and it might well be usdul for some purpose •. 
How.ver, it would not be panicularly useful for our purpose. For 
one thing, ...... would lose the analogy between subjective theori" 
of wrlfare and subjective theorie, of ~reeptual propenies. In the 
laner cose we Can make sense of saying that within the realm of 
subjectivity some phenomena (such as dreams Or hallucinarions) 
are more mind-de~nd'lII than others (such a, colours or tex· 
ture.). But saying Ihis is not incompatible with drawing a sharp 
boundary between the subjective and rh. objective, ,ince it will 
still be true of ~ery property that it i. either mind-dependent 
(to SOme extent Or other) or ;t is not. Of cou .... , ther. has to be 
a good reason to dT3w a ,harp boundary and to locate it iust 
he..,. In the case of per~eptual properties tbat reaSOn will be mela­
ph)·jical; the boundary will be salirJU in some picture of Ibe way 
the world is. 

These consider~tions apply eq ually in the case of welfar • . Work· 
ing with a simple on/off dichotomy will not prevent us from anend· 
ing to funber difktenc .. among competing theori .. ; some subjective 
theori.s nt:ly make welfare more mind ·dependent, or l .. s world­
dependent. rhan orhe". How.ver, it will locate these differences 
within the daS$ of subjective theories. rather rhan between them 
and objective theories. Every candidat. theory will either make 
welfa.., mind-dependent (to some degree and in some respeccl or 
it will not. Now of course no reason has yel been given for main­
t.ining the analogy berween wella,e and ito perceplual counter­
parts; mere symm.try or tidineS$ is scarcel y decisive. In th. end the 
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analogy will bo " .. (mhwhil~ only if proounive, and it will ~ pro­
ducti,'. only if it ,"veals feature< in throri .. of wdbre which are 
imporun, rath .. 'nan nivial. d~..,p ralher ,han superficial. Bur that 
is jus, to say ,hat in the case of welfa", the final ddence of a sharp 
subjective/objective duality mUI, ~ it< sali.nc •. And thai defence 
must wai, unti l the ne", section. 

Befo", selling oll! to conmuct a conception of lubjecti" ity around 
,he no,ion uf a subj«t,' claimed that the result would be the philo­
sophicalJy primary seme of this mulriply ambiguous expression. 
We are now in a position to app,"cia .. wherein its primacy lies: 
il both underlies and expla im alJ of the further marks of the sub­
jectiv •. The secondary conception, of subjecti"ity are all generated 
by the same process of over-generatization: we bogin by selecting 
some characteristic which belon~s only to certain specific men,al 
processes and then attribute it, first to the mental a, such, and 
then to all mind-dependent feamres of ,h. world. Suppose, for 
example, that we select twing., or alttr·image, as our paradig­
matic mental state<; we wilJ then think of the subjective as inher­
ently private and perhaps also as incorrigible. In th. same manner, 
if we fasten on tastes or whim' th. subjective will seem inherently 
variable and personal; if we are thinking of mood .. and emotions 
it will seem vagu~ and unquantifiable; if we ha"e aesthetK: judge· 
ments in mind it will 'ttm dispu,al>le or undecidable. Of cnurse, 
SOme regions of subjectivity in the world have some of these char· 
acteristics; ,ome may even have all of then,. None of these deri,'a­
tive features, however, is implied by subjectivity itself. 

The ~st way to k..,p this fact firmly in mind is to remembtr tho 
analogy wirh perceptual properties. [t is, nf cou"",, undear tha, 
any subjective analysis of these 'secondary qualities' is correct; ob­
jectivi,m ha, irs defenders in rhis dnmain, just al it does for wel­
fare. But suppose tnat the best theory about the nature of colour 
or sound or texture turm out to be subjective, as might well be the 
ca,e. In our ordinary lives those properties of things display a high 
degree of inter-subjective uniformity, corrigibility by public proce· 
dures, discriminability, and measurability. The discovery, or deci· 
sion, that perceptual properti .. are mind-dependent could not 
<uddenl)· make them pri,·at. or <capricious Or unstable. Shnuld 
welfare al,o turn out to be mind ·dependent we need not fear these 
implications in its case either. 

There is one deriva.i, .. sense of subjectivity which w. must take 
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• pecial pain. both to identify ~nd to avoid. If we select drums or 
hallucinations a, our model mental processe" then we will be 
likely to think of tbe subjective as tbe realm of mere aprearance. 
Tbis falJacious implication is eocouraged by philosophers who 
equate the objectivity of a propeny with it. being 'pan of th. 
fabric of the world'." Whatthi. must IIYan, if it meam anything 
dennite, is that the prop"rty in queslion is one of th. a,pects of the 
world which i, mind-independent . But it i. then perilously easy to 

conclude that only objective prop"rties really belong to, or in, th. 
world at aU . It is this conllation of objectivity with rea lity which 
must he .. sisted. If rolour is a subjective property then it, exist­
ence is dependent on our psychological proc~se •. However, since 
we bave no ... son to think tha t these processes are tbemselves less 
rcal than physical ones, the subjectivity of wlour give, uS no 
reason to deny its reality. The same obviously hold, for welfare. 
To claim that welfart is subjective is 10 claim that it is mind­
dependent-tbat and nothing more. It i. not to suggest that it is 
in any legitimate seme un .. a!' 

The conception of subjectivity which is philosoph ically primary 
enables u< to divide theories of welfare into 1\\'0 rival camps, The 
choice of this particular sorting prOCMure is, of course, nOl original; 
indeed, it is virtually a platitude in the philosophical literature on 
welfa ... l>1y explication of the .ubiectiveJobjectiv~ distinction for 
theoTies of welfare differs from similar ao;coun1S elsewhe .. chieHy 
in its rdiane. on the very plastic notion of an attitude, which 
mak., ;t possible to generali zc over the many varieties of s"bj.,.;­
tive theoty. " As it stands the lin. of division is still yety rougb and 
crude, but we will be able ro add tbe ne<:ellSaT}' further refinements 
as 'I .... addre .. particular instances of theories on both ,ide, of it. 
First, however, we need ,orne reawn for thinking th~t it provides 
tbe right grid to be working with. 

" 11>< ph,.", ~ joon M><~i<·".« M,do:i. I~77, Ij- 16. 
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As i. applies 10 theories of welfare, the salience of the subjective' 
objective distinction is certainly open 10 doubt. '" Defending Ih. 
distinc.ion as a working tool requ ires an argument showing that 
either .ubjectivity or objectivity is io itself a ""e '1""' no" ;n "­
theory of welfa ... Sw.:h an '[gument, however, is now ready to 
hand. It begins b)' recall ing the distinct ion drawn in the previous 
chapter among dimension, of ,·alue. There are many way. in whi<:h 
a life can be a good life; being high in prudential value is only one 
of them. What distingui,hes wdfare from all Olher mooes of value 
is iTS reference 10 the proprietor of Ihe life in question: . lthough 
your life may be going well in many res rec" . it i, prudentially 
valuable only if i. is going well rOT you." Thi, subject·relalivity is 
an essential fealUre of our ordinary concepl of welfare. It docs nol 
merely "Sf on the truism that all welfare i, someone's welfare, the 
welfare of somo particular individual. II Ii..." arc Ih. SortS of Ihings 
that ~an have perfectio n;S! value th.n personal . "cellenc. is always 
th . ucenence of some panicular perron, but the calegory of 
p",fectionist value is free of the relativizing induical, which a re 
charactcri.!li<: of well·being. Among the mooes of value which can 
botlOl1g to individual lives, welfar. stand. oUl by virtue of incorp· 
oraling an intc",al reference to ;ts bea",r. 

w. have already established {hat no .heory abo", the nalure of 
welfare ~an bot fairhfullO our ordinary concept unless it preserves 
its subject-retati"" or persrectival ~har"'ter." II is nul diffi~ull to 
see how a subjective theory i< capable of satisfying this condition 
of adequacy. Wharever their internal differences, the defining fea­
ture of all subject ive .heories i, that Ihey make your wdl_boting 
depend on your own concerns: the things you care abo"" aTtach 
;mpornnce In, regard as maffering, and '0 on. What is crucial on 

.. G,i;"" '986: -", ,.,. di,,,,,,t;"o "" .... to, o!>t«"ti" , od .. f:,jw,v<. defiMd in 
.... CotnlllO!! ,"y ,hI! I ,,",v. deliMd i,. 00.. 0'" mark.n ap«;ia ll, ,,,,,,,, I dj" ,,,,,· 
,.".. I, woold be "",,"' if th • ..- k,m. lot 1< .. , in ,hi, ","",I .. ~'< ~, ,nto 'd;",· 
"",nt" IJJI . fo, . cn,iq .. of ,.,. , " Ot«,iveJobj«, j" ~id ... it ' I'PI", '0 ,·. 1 ..... '" 
g,"ml. >« H", ' 981. ch. Jl. . ",d '.~J . 

" Th< ,ubj«'·,,"'i,·"y 0/ ",,,If.,< do<> ..,.. en" i' ,h" . 'U"i«' i, ' " ;nh ll' ol. 
.u'''''''''' .O<;.ut ,.,. [KUden ,i. l ,..1"" of hor "wn I,k Any de"", ,,,i« l. ,d",,,,,. 
,h,,,,y 0/ ,..,.f", must r " ""'" ,.,. ".,..,bil;". of II! I.." """,, 'Iim·pt''''" mi,· 
!O k .. . boo, welf", . 
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.u~h an attount is that you arc the ptoprietot or manager of a set 
of attitude~, both po~itive and negative, toward the conditions of 
your life. h is these attitudes which constitute the ,tandpoint from 
which these condilions Can be a!Seised as good or bad for you. h 
follows on this son of account that a welfar~ subj~ct in th~ m~rdy 
gramm3tical sense--an individual with a diitinct wdfare-muit 
al~o be a subie~t in a mOTe robust oense--the locu~ of a r<:asonably 
unified and ~ontinuou. mental li/o. Prudential value is Ihore/oro 
porspectival ba;3Use il ]it.rally lakc~ the point of view of the 
subject. Welfare is subject-rei.tive bc<:auoe it is subjecti,·e. 

Thi, connection which subjecti,·. theories claim to hold between 
the subjcct-r<:lativity of ",dlar<: and irs $ubicctivity is neither trivial 
nor analyti~. All we are ginn by the concopt of prudential value 
i, its ~h3ract.ristically positional or porspectival charJcter; tbe d.im 
that this i. rooted in its subjectivity i, a ,ubstantive the";s, analo­
gous to t .... ~q~ally substant ive thesis ,ha, caUi<1tion is a maner of 
regular su~~ .. ion . To see that porspe<:rin ne.d not be ultimately 
.ubjective, consider the difference betw.en IWO of our common 
~~temS of spatial ordering. When one thing i. described a. being 
to {he left of another, the refer~n~e i. 10 Iheir rd .ti"" positions 
within th. percep,ual field of an (imagined) observer; the one 
thing i. further to 11,,11 iiub;eds left than the other . The perspec­
tiv~ underlying our left/righ' ordering is therdore subi=ivc. Con­
trajt this with the p"TSp"<Iive underlying our use of ~ompa .. 
directions. Wh~n one thing is described as being to the north of 
another, the reference is to their positions relative to the eanh'. 
poles. Our north/south spatial ordering is perspectival (il mah. 
no sense in .patial region~ wher<: the polar TOference Cannot be 
supplied), but it is not subjective , 

Th. thesis thar welfare is subiective i. therefore not merely a 
reaffirmation of the fact that it is subject-relative; imte"d, it is a 
putative interpreTaTion or explanation of thi, b~t. Although this 
explanation seems inilially promijing. it could turn out to be 
mistaken, in whi,h case we would need to look el.ewhere for an 
account of the subject-relativity of welfare. But at least it is dear 
from the ourser what son of account <ubj«-tive theories han to 
offer. Si"c~ objective theories exclude all reference to the subject's 
attitudes or concerns, they wm have to supply some allernative 
account. It is for this W1Wn that the subject-relativity of welfare 
con>ritutes a deep problem for any objective theory. Where theorie, 
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of welfare arc ~oncemed, objectivity appeats to impede descriptive 
adequacy. 

The fact that it is <0 usy to ronstruct ~ gene,,1 case ag:oinit 
obj""tive ,heories is sufficient to ,.icmonst"te the salience of the 
subjecrive/obj""tive distinction. It is also sufficient to ddend work, 
ing with 3 strict dichotomy rather than a continuum. The duality 
isola te. objecti," theories as a group, since they .Ione t,eat wel · 
fare as entirdy mind,independent. If this is a fatal flaw in ,hem, 
th en the only contend.r, to survive the first stage of our inquiry 
will ~ the various forms of subjective theory. We will then be free 
in the later ~mges to seek fu rther salient distinctions among th.,e 
remaining accounts . 

However, it would ~ prcm,l1ur. to COunt object;,·. theori., Out 
al this point. The case raised against them is not a proof of their 
inadequaw; il is merely a challenge which they must meel. For all 
we yet know, ,orne version of an objective theory will be capable 
of meeting the challenge. Although obj""tive theorie, are , by their 
very nature, deprived of one promising strategy- reference to the 
subjecti'''' point of view-there may well be others open to them 
which will suffice 10 do ,he job. Since ,h ... seem, to be no w.y 
of compiling an c~haustivc c;otalogue of possible objeerivist S{rat­
egie~, • d""i,i,,,, refutation o f these ,hwri., as a group seem. OUI 

of the question. However, th. presumptive Case against them would 
be consider.bly strengthened if the main strategies which they 
have tended to pursue could all be shown to fa;1. This will be {h. 
task of th. ne~t chapt.r . 
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Objective Theories 

By their very natur<c, objective theories of welfare share a com­
mon problem: without recourse to the subjecti ve point of view 
they mrn! somehow account for the pe"peC1;val character of pru­
denrial , 'alue, What remains to be determined is whether any such 
theory has the , ... ourees to tntel Ihi' d,.lIenge. Our next task 
should therdo,. be straightforward: we JUSt look al Some of the 
main types of objective account to "'" how they handle the prob­
lem, and d""id. whethu any of their 'trat"gies is successful. Alas, 
matters are not So simple. Although it is easy to find philosoPMrs 
who count them,dve, as objectivists about welfare, it is surprising 
how h w of them n.,.., an ything Jih a genuine theory 10 o ff .. , Re­
call th. distinction, se, out in the fint chapter, benvecn the nalUre 
of welfare and it, 5Our~' . W. Jr .... king an explication of the 
for"",r, not n,erely a list or inventor)' of the latteT. Yet such a list 
is "[[that most obje<;t;v;stS gi"c u,.' 

A good n.ampl. of this tendency can he found in the work of 
John Finni •. ' Finni. plainly r.gard, himself .. an objectivist about 
",db..., (a t least about hum.n welfare, which is Ih. only ca,e he 
considers). In his vie"" there ar. seven 'ba,ic asp4{' of hur"",,,, 

, Which is why Dec<k r arli, ,d .... to ,hi, "",,"" "' ,ho Obj<Cli" [.i .. l1trory 
{Potfj, , ~8., . ). !lu, , [i>< "f .-;""" i> ""'. th<0f}' of , irtl><. '00' lli' of {h"nunl 
Soodo i> n",. ,hot,,}" "f wd f.", . At hit on< oOi""'-;<I h .. reg;".ttd se,,,tid,,,, 
. 1><"" Ih< I""~ bil i t)" of _h. throry: ... Scanlon r9" , ' ,,0-'" 

, F,nn" ,~~ ,h j -4 : ,~~ j. ,h. l.; Finni .. Boyk • • nd Grion 19117, ell. 10. lot 
. "",he, "".mple 0« Brin. 1~ 8 9. ell.!. wt..", D.vid 8,;nk, .ittt t<i"""8 ,h, m"n 
ro.m, of ,ubjeaiv< ,hro.y. promi .. , to .... <h 1 ploo'ibk obi<-<ri>< ,heory bu, 
i"'t<.d rn<r<Jy 10« oo!o rn.",.,.." whit h< «g>tds .. ',ho prim..'Y "'''''I''"",n" 
0/ .. Iu .... I,,,,,' ('J' )' S''''' ,he>< ''''"pom"'' {'mk<;,i" pu,," i! ,r.d ~Ii",,,,,, 
of '8<"'" ",.,onabk P">i«t> ,nd « rn,n 1'<'"",.1 .r.d >o<;"J ,,1.o,;oru;hip.'J .... 
lik<lr '0 torn up 00 anyone', ' '''''" of ,he li"", .. ic ) .. "',,'" M Ihuman ) ,,"<11·!xing. 
i.<Iud"" th< ,ub;«ti. ,,,·, . IV< <I,ll «qu,,,, a 1onn.1 """"'"' of what ;t i .. on an 
on",,,;,, 'heory. ro. lOO!<thi~ '0 !x iucb . 000"". A, ,II< 1<1"<1 of I,>t~ .ul>;«,'''' 
"n" ~V< tll<oric<." indi"'inR";lhabl, . 
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wdl -hting' (what we ha'-c been calling intrinsic ""u,ces of wei· 
f",e) whose position as ,uch i. independent of our de,ire. or in_ 
clinations, lik ... or dis lik" • .' The particubr items on Finni,'s list 
do nor maner for um present purposes: what does matter i. that 
he has no account to offer of whll make, something (anything) a 
souree of our welbre-what gains it a place on the list-if this 
dot< nOt Jepend on our anilUd .. or concern,. He therdore pro­
vide. no formal thwry which coulJ stanJ a, an alternative to 
,ubjectivism.' Hc also Jraw, no distinction ~tween something·s 
making my life a ~ner specin,en of irs kind anJ itS making my 
life bet,er for "'"', htrwttn perfeCtioni" anJ pruJent;", goods_ 
Therdo"" while he obviously think, that basic ethical values are 
objective, it is not dear that the iTems on his list should ~ counted 
a, $Ou=, of welfare at alL In any caso:, since h" does not r""og­
nize the special problems laced by an obje<:tivi>{ account of wel­
fare (a, opposed !O $Orne other dimension of v.lue), he offor, no 
way of dealing with them. 

For all we know, objectivists have many strategies avail.ble to 
them in trying to me.tth. challenge to th,ir descriptive adequacy. 
How .. -er, I am aware of only 'wo, one or ,he other of which has 
been reson ed 10 by ever)- objectivi,t who has constructed a genu­
ine theory and, therefore, acknowledged ,he problem. The l es~ 
promising oltnese options is straightforward and easily compre· 
hended; it will be deal t with in the 6", .. ction of this chapter. Th. 
other, which appears to cons,i!U!e the objectivist', best hope, re_ 
quires a little background. We will Come to consider it in the final 
section. 

J .l THE PRIVATE OWNERSHIP T HEORY 

There i< one gambit available 10 the obje<:tiviSl, surely tempting 
in its simplicity, whose' principal exponent was G. E. Moore.' A. 

, Firm i, 1980, 7'. 
, Wh" Finni. doe. "'y i. ,ha< tM ,,"u, of ,,,,,h of hi . good .... b.,ic "P'<' 

"I "um.n wdl.boi n~ i< ,dl~i"'nt libid . . . ..... v>l. Th i' .. ,m. '0 imply ,h ... " 
<>«< no' drtormio< ",Iu, .... Ifa" .. btf,,.., <n"""",",,!! ,II prir£i p.1 'n,<in';" ","''''' . 
If 10. 'M" Finni. i , <10< m<t<ly r"Ii", ' 0 8,ff u, • ,h<ur,-; I>< " .r", "'"Y'''' tl>< ",.,,,,,,if}' I,"d tl>< poosii>il"y11 of d""'ll "'. 

, An >«00"" ,imil" in ""'oy rt'P'C" i. d<f<nded by Andr.w Moot< in Moore 
'99', rh. J . 
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n~ry philosophy srudcm knows, Moo,..,'s primary cot=m in Prj,,· 
cipia Elhictl was nm with wdl·~ing but with a mrnle of intrin~ic 
valu~ which h. r~garded as simple and unannlysabl~. Ho",",vu, in 
the course of attempting In refU!~ ~thical egoism Moore was leJ 
to provide an analysis of the notion of individual welfare: 

Wh .. , .hrn, i. mrant by 'my (}wn good ' , In w~ .... n .. ""n a thing he 
good fo r mrl [t i. obviou., if wr ,.flOC!, thot .he only thing which can 
belong to mr, which .. n be mi01e, ;. "'met bing w~ich i. good, .nd not 
th. fact .hot it is good. When , .he .. ro .. , [ talk of an)~hing J grt a. 'my 
own good', I mY't mean either that the thing [ g<' i. good, or .ha. my 
possessing i. is good. In bo<h Case, it i, only .ru, .hing 0I'.ru, ""."""ion 
01 it which i. mine, . nd not rhe good""" of that thing or .h .. ""."" . 
• ion"" In ,hon, wru,n J .alk of a thing .. ' my own good' all ,hat (can 
me.n i, th •• ",mething ",hieh will he excl u.iv.ly mine, a. my own pIe.,. 
UI< is mill< (whattver bo: ,h. various <CnS« of this ... I .. ;"n drnotetl by 
·"""""ion'). i. al.o good abJOiuuly; or rather ,ha' my pus.,,,.ion of it 
i . good db.o/"'''',' 

Moore's analysis .. duers prodrmial value to two primitive c!~. 
menlS; rome dimension nr other of intTinsic value and .he rela.ion 
of JX>" .. ssion or ownu,hip, Moore actually suggesTS two alterna· 
tive w~y. in which these ingrroient. can ~ combined, On th~ first 
oplion somrthing is (directly or immediately) good for m. JUSt in 
case (,) it i. mine and (: ) it is (intrinsically) good, On th~ ,,",,ond 
option d ause (:) reads instead: th. fa~t that it is mine i, lintein ­
sically ) good. Sinee k~.ping both of the .. alt. rnati,""s in play will 
greatly complicate our discussinn, and sinc. the lint is somewhat 
simpl .. to work with than the second. I shall henceforth restrict 
attention to it. A, far as I can Itt, thi' narrowing of focus IS in 
no way prejudicial to Moore's analysis, sin«: both venions of il 
suffer from similar dd'""ts: 

On Moore's accoum my good consisl$ nf my ownership of 
something which;" il .. lf good, The mere fact Ihallhis aCCount is 
rroue!i,'e does not nf cour .. entail that it i. al,n obi'""tin, sinc~ 
either of il$ components might contain" (on""aIM rd ... nce to 

• ),loon: ">OJ, 9~ leml',,,,i. ;" orig;n.o!) . 
• Sim;!.,. but no< id<micaL Til< ><cood ('pnon, I"" no< ,he Ii,<t, i. v"["""bl< 

'0' ,.,..,;.. of <ou""t<l,.mpl< pt«<nled ill KoS'" '99', , g5. 5"_ Ih" I .. 
"""" r<'fril:>",i.i,,, ""'y '<Iit",,) ;1 ;, ;n'rin.i<;ally g<:><>d ,~ .. 'h< ",·;t ",fk • . Fun .. , 
'"P1>OO< ,hat I.m '" <v;loo.< woo;, ,uff«i"3 /or m¥ mi>ck<d •. Tb<n 1' ) Ih;, 
,uflorins;" m;n, I' .,,« of nu:),.od « I II., I.", 'hoi ;, ;, m;nr (; .<, the foct ,Iu, 
I,m ",fk,ing);, . goocl "';ng. Fmm ,hi, ;, ",,,«Iy f,~ I" .... ,Iu,;, ;, g<.,d f'" ,.,,_ 



." 
someone's attitudes or roncemS_ In order to enSure the objectivity 
of 1M private owner<hip Ihroty, we {hrrdoR n..,d to examine 
both ~ompon. nts more dosely. Concerning the objecTivity of in­
trinsic value Moore had no doubt: " 0 say that anyone thing or 
'1ale of things is ;ntrinsi""lIy gO<Jd, or inrrin,iMlly bad, or tha, 
one is ;"";".;,,,,/1), bettu than anoth.r, is, .. not Ihc same thing as 
10 say that any ~itlg or .. I of beings has towards it any mental 
atti!Udc wha{ever----<oilher an attitude of feeling, or of dtsjring, or 
of thinking somet hing about it." But which mode of v.lue did he 
think il wao? To say Ihal something is imrinucally valMbJ. is!O 
say thai i, is valuable in ir;df or for its Ow n sake; the Wntrast is 
with instrumental valli. , which a thing has by virtue 0/ leading to 
or bringing about something ds. which is valuable in iTS own right. 
Thi, di"inction botween the ultimate boaru, of vallie and their 
c.0$31 'nte<;NcnlS CUI!) across the four evaluative dimen,ions iden­
tified in the previous chapter; there seem, every reason to think 
that prudential, ae"hdic, perfectioni$t, and ethical value can all 
bo possessed by things either intrinsically or instrumentally. Intrin­
sic value is therdo .. not itself a di,tinct dimension of value, which 
takes uS back to our qucstion: whi<:b mode of intrinsic value did 
Moo .. h.,-. in mind? In orckr to avoid ,el f-defe.ting circularity, 
his analysis of ",..,II-being obviously CannOt appeal to intrinsic 
prudemial valu~. This then leav"" us with three possibilities. 

Th. choice of a unique option i. determinN by Moore' , O\-.rall 
projecl in Principia Ethic ... For Moore, an invemory of intrinsic· 
ally valuable Slates of affairs i. not merely of abSlra't int~rest; il 
is al.o lh. basic reSource presupposed by the moral approi.al of 
conduct. Th. order of inquiry for ethics thus mov"" from the good 
to the right. While intriosic valoe is (Moore believed) simple and 
unanalysable, lh. categories of practical ethic. are ckfinable in 
term, of it: roughly speaking, the right is that whi<:h brings about 
.he good. I. is d ear therefore that the concept of intrinsic value 
which Moore had in mind is ethical : it i. Ihat category of final or 
ultimatt value which we have a mo'al ,"ason to product, or whose 
production lend. Our .ction. mor~1 value. Hi. analysis of pruden­
tial value thus r.duc", it to ethical value (plus private ownenhip).' 

Turning to the second component in his analy.is. Moore dearly 

• Moor< ,~"", ')1 I<mph.", in (N" ;~n.I) . 
• ),100£< . 11<l ttdue ...... h«ic .. 1"" .0 .... .,.1 •• 1 ... : ... MOOT< 190). '""1 - •. 

H< . how< .., in",,..,, in p"t f«:uooi" .. I .. . 



d""s nOl intend possession to be thought of as a moral or juridical 
relalion. lnllead, he means merely tn invoh the ordinary sense 
in which Ihe anributes o f an object belong to ii, or in which my 
mental Stales or activities belong to me. Moore offen ,,. nn e><plica­
tion of thi. possessive rdation, which may indeed be tOO p rimitive 
to be analysable, hut it pbys a crucial role in his account of indi, 
vidual wdHleing. Fur ~loore, intrinlic value is an objective property 
po".ssed by cerrain objects or states of affairs. However, from tn. 
mere fact that some state of affairs is intrinsically good it plainly 
does not fullow tnat it is good for me; there may be no connection 
at all, or no connection of the appropriate son, between it and me. 
(Your appreciation of Mo.art or ,he Gnlleful Dead does not in 
itself make me better off.) Chomership of the Stale by me-the fact 
tha, it is miN_i. meant to supply the n""ded connection. Thus 
of the twO components in Moore's account this is the one in­
tended In capture the suhject-relativity of welfare: in order for 
some intrinsica lly valuable sutte of affairs to be good for a subject, 
it must be a sta te of Ihat subject. 

The pri vate ownership ,hoory therefore begius hy postulating 
th3t various sla tes of Ihe world haye a special kind of intrinsic 
ethical value, and then identifies the sources of an individual 's 
well-being with Ihe subset of these "aluable sum" which are in her 
yicinity or on her territory. Th. theory obviously owes us ""me 
formula for determining when " "a,,, of the world is to count as 
, Slale of SOme as.ignable ,nbject. Although the task of providing 
such a formula will be far from straightforward,'· let us assume 
that this purely technical problem has been solved. Suppose we 
agre., then, that some particular sta te belongs to some particular 

" Th, d.nl!" h<r< i, of ,m ugg) ins in .n ill,,;, ",f""""" ,,, ",bj«ti, it)'_ To """ 
Moott', """ .... n,pl<, ",y pb .. m " ", in< Dr , i" ... 0/ 0.;"1; • , .... ",. 1 "Olt 
.. lunging ,,, , I., po.-ti<ul ... ,uw<, " .. I." i, mo_ tf the "'"Il< of .... ,'"' "I "'" i, 
,,,m,,,,,d '0 ,,><nt,1 "at .. ,hon ,I>< ,uW<t·",Io'i,-i" 01 ptud<.ciol \'01<1< will on" • 
• goin .. ,xpl..in<o<! in ".-m< 01 ,uW<ti,tty_ !Iu, if M,.", "Ii<-< in,,,,.d , .. "'" 
on:!ioury 1000 "t""l "",i"" 01 _ion , I.,,, i, ",-,Il l>< diificuit I", him '0 <1<1;";, 
, I., ""'" 01 ,ho ",-.,..jd which '" 10 1 ~'1 ... "" 01 _, It '''m, ,"'utti .... ' ,ol .. ,,,,,, 
,ho, "'Y ,#, gtnd<.-. "",ok.1 . .. I,h, plou 01 " .. <kn<t •• ~d .., on,.ft .11 ".It, 
01 ffi<_ Bu' i, i, • "." ,of mo ,ho, m~ <hild"", In, w<ill to it . ".", 01 "'" ,hot 
1 li,< in • ", .... -Ir« nrighOO<.l,tIood? nun [ am . Ii"" who. hum •• homg> fir" 
"ach ,ho mooo? n.., 'M WQl"ld I inh.o;, .1>0 in< 1....,. ' M Ro<kr Moon"';". ? I, 
i, t<mp< ing ,,, ,,,,,,.in ,hi, " k n'k", e.p."~n" of my ",Ii inm tho woo-kI .,,,,,nd 
m< by "y ing th", ... " of ,..., wo<ld <on <""n'", ,,.,, of me ""tT if i, ,n,w". 
to .... ",o«onc<m on en, P'''' 8u' ,hi, ,<co ... "" .. "u ld .1$.., I>< 1. ,.[ '" ,ho ,,t,j=i.i>t 
,n"''P'''''_ 
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individuaL Ac<cording to the private ownership theory, th~ fact 
that this State has imrinsic ethical valu~ i. both neceslj.ary and 
suftici~m for it to make that individual btn~r off. 

Con.idrr first ,h. claim that it is ,uffi~iem, Which stat .. tn. 
private owner.hip theory will load u. to coum as ingredients of 
our welfa", will of course dep"nd on the li't of intrin,ic goods we 
bring to it. Suppose, a. Moore himself once argued, that beauty 
belongs on that list ." In that case, the tMory emails that be .. utiful 
prople are necessarily bener off. at lust in one respect, than plain 
or ugly ones," This se~m. a rath .. categorical claim .,'en for the 
case of human beings, ,ince it entirely ignores the importance (if 
any) which an individual might choo.., to place on Ihis purdy 
aesthetic feature . But wor .. is st ill to <come. The private ownership 
theory will also email that every beautiful object hn irs own wel· 
fa"" sinc~ it will be true of e .. h such object that an intrinsically 
valuable State i. a State of it, This would be a spectacular failm. 
of Ihe test of gen~rality; how,,'. r vagu~ th. out.r boundary of the 
da .. of wdfare subjects may be, mountains and ,unse .. and string 
quanelS do nOt belong even to iTS p"riphery. 

Of cour.." Ill. theory will not genrrat. th .... destruclive resultS 
if it is coupled with a more ..,lective menu of intrinsic good., 
Alth ough Moore argued in Pr;ncipid thaI the mere exi<rence of 
beauty had some intrinsic value, even Ihere h. thought its value 
prmy negligibl~: 'By far Ihe most valuable things, which W~ know 
or can imagine, are certain stateS of <consciousn ... , which may be 
roughly described as the pl. a.or." of human intercoor.., and th~ 
enjoyment of beautiful objects."" A few years lat~r, in Ethia, he 
wen, even I1wb .. , making ~on>ciousne" an indiSp"nsable ingr.di­
ent of any intrinsically ,·.Iuabl. Sldt . ... Now if the list of intrin.ic 
good. i. r .. trict.d to stal~s of conscioustless, or to organic wholes 
which include su~h Slnl ... , then it win follow Ihal the .. goods con 
belong only 10 individuals with m. ntal liv.", Since it i. just the.., 
individuals who qualify a. paradigmatic welfare .ubj.us. the private 
ownership Ih. ory will thereby be saved from grossly overpopulating 
the domain of such subjects. 

But note bow it secures ,bis ,"sult. The is,ue of wheth .. ,tates 

" Moot< (90) , 8, _~. 
" And. t '"P»O«. ,h., ""ually be,",iful pt"l'it .r<, ,n ,h." ''''pt<!, ""u, lI,. wdl 

olf. 
" Moor. ';>OJ. , ijij. " Moor, '907. [5) . 
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of consciousness arr the only intrinsic goods i, (as we shall later 
set) a highly contentious One. But it is a contentious etbical issue; 
the opposed partirs differ about what we have an ethical reawn 
to bring about for its own sake. It is undear how the light answeT 
to this question, whatever it might ~, could have any ~"ring on 
the MtUrt; of welfare-how, that is, it could ..,nle what is to count 
as a SOurCe of welfare, or who is to count as having a welfare. What 
is odd about the private ownership theory i, the order of explana­
tion to which it is committed. The thwry tolls us that prudential 
value depends On ethical value: certain conditions make our lives 
go better because we have a moral reasoo to bring them about. 
However, if there is an e~planatory relation between ethical and 
prudential value it seems more likely to run in the opposite dir~on. 

Suppose we are ,,"ondering whether Moore was right to think 
that deep personal relationships have a high degree of intrinsic 
ethical value. One intuitively plausible way of answering Ihis ques­
tion is to argue that we have a moral rea,on to pr.,.erve or promote 
the", relationships becau", of the many and profound ways io 
which they enrich our Jivrs. This dia leeti'al appro.1ch mak.,. ethical 
value depe'nd on prudential value: we have a moral reason to bring 
aoout certain conditinns because they make OUT livrs go bettor. 
And il is easy to see why the approach i, intuitively plausible­
that is, why Ihe faCI Ihat som",hing make. ouf lives go ~ner 
might ~ tho .. ghtlO give uS an ethical reason for bringing it aoout. 

The private ownership theory reverses this directinn nf argu­
ment. Suppou we are wonderillg whether deep pe'rsonal relation­
.hips have any prudential value. The theory reache. an affirmalive 
answer to this question by first establishing that these relation­
ships ha'~ ethic. l value, and then concluding that they must there­
fore make our livrs go ~tter. However, if the ethical value of 
th""" rdationships i, independent of th,,;T prudential value, as il 
muSt be on the private ownership theory, then il is hard to ",e 
how it could establi,h or guarantee Ihat value. It is I><:lievable that 
intimale conneaion, with others make rhe world a better pia.., by 
virtue of enriching our li,"es , but it is not ~lievable that they 
enrich our lives by virtue of making the world " ~t1er place. 

We reach Ihe .ame destination if we ~gin by assess ing the other 
claim made by the private ownership ,henry: that having elhical 
value is a neeessary ~ondilion fOT a State belongillg fO some indi­
vidual to ~ontribute to the well-beillg of that individual. When we 
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rdlul on Ihe ingrroients of Our wdl _being, all of u~ will include 
our par!i~ipalion in a~livities whi~h we find satisfying or reward­
ing. Our invoh'e"",m in some of Ihe,e aCl ivilie, may be mOlivnled 
by Ihe com'iction that they are ethi",lIy v.luable quite independ­
ently of our commitment to them. This may, for inslJn~e . be Ihe 
righl story for joining Ihe peace movement or vol unteering TO 
alleviate famine in the sub· Sahara. RUI we all engage in other 
pursuits, such as gardening or going for long walks or watching 
baseball, which <tern entirely neutral from the moral point of 
view. Although we have linle ooubtthat these pastimes make our 
live. go better, we would be hard-pre"ro TO show that, just con­
sidered by themselves, they have the SOr! of intrinsic ethical value 
which Moore had in mind . But in that case having this sort of 
value sttms not to be necessary in order for some state Or acth·it)· 
of OUr!l to contribute (directly) to our welfare. 

Tnis conclu,ioo can be amided by a mon which will by now 
look familiar. A private ownership theorist could Jay that, where 
such ethically indifferent activities are concerned, the imrinsi",lIy 
valuable .tate of affairs i, not the aClivity ~on,id",ed in i,olation 
but il1 being found satisfying or rewarding. So it i. not gardening 
or w.lking or going to the ballpark whicb has ..rhieal valu., hut 
tbe enjoyment of these things. And each instance of this enjoyment 
is as much th. property of a particular person as i, each iOllance 
of the activity itself. Now when we switch in this way fwm the 
bar. pursuit. 10 the quality of our engagement with them, there i, 
admittedly much more plausibility in tbe idea .ha. this laller i, 
something wonh Jafeguarding or promoting for its own sake. But 
again the order of explanation ,,,,m, to run the wrong way for the 
private ownership th~ory: we have a moral reason for ,upponing 
or promoting these pursuits be",use they improve the quality of 
our live" not the other way round. 

Thr i'sue of wbether ethical value i, (wbolly or partially) de­
pendent on prudential .alue is one which will occupy us later, 
when we come to aSsess the prospccl:S of welbri'm. But if some 
,uch dependence doe. turn out to hold, it will ~on"ilute • sub, 
,mntive link betw.en the two modes of value: prudential value 
will turn out to be on. (or perhaps eVen the only) ground of 
ethical '·3Iu •. Such a rdationship would be entirely con,istent with 
the conceptual autonomy of both modes of value. By ~Ofltrast, the 
private ownership theory ,,"'mp" to rrouct the one mode to the 
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other, by analysing prud.mial val"e into a wmpound cOll<isting 
of ethical value plus the relation of pos~sion. It thereby makes 
welbte co"""'ptually, and not merely substamivc1y, derivative. 

Predictably, the feature of prudential value which the theory is 
coll<<<Juently unable to capture is its subject·relativity. Moore'. 
norion of intrinsic ethkal "alue is not subjecHelatin: if sormthing 
has this son of value th~n it is, as Moor. says, good absolutely. 
Bu. in thai case il is obvious why therr can bt no analytic connec· 
tions between the two modes of >'aluc. The fact .ha. some Slale of 
affairs is good absolutely cannot email that it is good for some par· 
ticular individual, and it cannot entail Ihis ev. n if the individual 
in question i. the Owner of the OIate in question. Subject ·relativity 
is internal to prudential value; il constitutes its peculiar {"Valuative 
standpoint. It is not internal 10 ethical value, al lea<l if we accept 
Moore', view about the objectivity of the lattor. In that case, how­
ever, we cannot make the ethical "alue of a state entail its value 
for. I"'nicular subject merely by adding on some funher relation 
bttweon tbe state and tbat subject. Although subject-relativity is 
internal to the notion of posstssion, it rema ins external to the 
ethical standpoint. Private ownership i, incapable of bridging the 
conceptual gap between ethical and prudential value. 

3 .~ NEEDS 

The private ownership theory is no mo .. than an isolaled episode , 
an idiosyncratic curiosity, in the history of objective aCCOunts. The 
mainstream of the tradition has tend~d to rely on on. or another 
conc~ptual resource which, wllile appropriatrly objective, seem, 
intimately connected with well-being. A perennial fa vouri!e is Ihe 
norion of a basic need. Tn lerms of its ,urface logic, this notion 
seem~ p.,nicularly well suited to the objectivist'S purposts. It has 
often been remarked, for instance, th.t n~.ds lack the intention· 
ality which is ,baraClcri,rio; of de.i .... From the fact Ih.r I w3nt 
some water it does not follow Ihatl want SOme H,O, since I may 
not know th~ chemical composilion of water. However, if I need 
<orne water then I need <orne H,O, whether I realize .hi. or no •. 
Where., the anribution of 3 d.,ire for some object form •• n 
opaque context, since its truth value m.y nol .urvive .ubltitution 
of a co-referential term, the context forrmd by the attribution of 
a need is transparent. Since the opacity of desire COntexts reHecrs 
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lor 'dtolH) the inttntiOf)a~ty of de,in. and ,~ imrn,ionaliry i. 
Q~ mark ollhc menIal, eMn an 3"""'0' of well-M;ng in terms of 
.-cis looks prorru,ingly obj«t;~e. 

It i$ dear, howt'~r, Ihal nO( just any 'l«ds un providt the 
materials for oonmllCting a pJat.t<ibk objective Ihe(>ry of wel fare, 
I, is also a commonplace thaI most Qf OOr n«ds a,.., determined 
by our aim, or p.oj«u. Th • .., fransien t n~. bear no "'guiar 
,..,lal;oD 10 our ... en-bring: while I may n~d a light lor my bicycle 
b«:aU5(' r plan 10 ride il after d •• k, I may also n •• d a length of 
m0l18 ro~ becau,",. in a bout of depression, J have d,""ide.;l 10 
hong my..,lf. Anyway, even if ,h. satisf.clion of such needs SOme­
how managed always 10 mah us brne. off, their rol. i. plainly 
100 inllrumemal 10 ""tve the ohiter;v;.!'. pur~. Th • ...,al pru_ 
dential cO<1lTibulion is bring rruldc by 1M ai ms or proj«ts from 
which ,hey drriv., and ~ dttpcr items do IIOf 1001.; obj«l;""_ 

WhaT dl( objtctivist (derivn;""ly) nttd, i, a ~t of n«tls which 
a~ OOt der;nti"". By this route accounts ",h ic:h begin by talking 
of "«ds in geM ... I mo'·e quic:kly to i",late IhooK nttds which are 
basic Or fund.mtnuJ. The inevitable by·prod"':l of Ih iJ shift is a 
!OS. of gen<:llllity. h is ~rtainly lrue lhal we are standardly ben<:· 
lited by Ihe ", t;..bet;"" of ba.ic n«tls for oourishment, oanitation, 
security, companionship, and Ihe like. But it ;, eq u~lIy Irue Ihal 
we can prohl by satisfying mrrelik .. or preferenc .. or even whims. 
The former are. nf (OU '5C, mOle "rg<:m Or important thall th. 
laner; that is presumably why we call ,hem basic:. It therefore 
seems lilto ly that any plausible theory IIf welfnre will ""mehllw 
ha.·e to assign. central place !O the fu lfilment of basic n,~ds. But 
pr«isely becau,,", they are basic, rho nceds which I«m most hos· 
pitable to an objeaiviSl treatment cannot be the whole lIory about 
well·being. 

Still, they I;llnOOI fail to be pan of Ih. srory. If h.uK nttds are 
objKri"" Ihtoush and through then thi, will be.~ 10 rule o"t 
any purely subjective tl>eory." And if th. «,,,,,,ining 5«(0" of 
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Objective TheQries " well-being ~an also be acwunt¢d for without rd."'n~. to subjec­
riviry, ,hen rhe objN:tivist project will be a going cono:em. It mam:rs, 
therefore, whether basic needs really a", as ohjective as they seem. 

We need to ask what it is thai makes something a basic ne.d. 
How Can we determine which items belong on a list of such needs? 
Broadly speaking, Ihere seem to be twO different waY' of answer­
ing ,hi, quesrion. One approach we may ~all conslrucli~ist, by 
virtue of the fact that Ihe contents of th. li,t are chosen or ",nled 
by so,"" favoured group of agents. The other, naturally, is "al,,,­
ali.l, since it rootS basic t\(ed, in som. a,pectl,) of our narur •. " 
An intriguing example of th. constru~tiviSl strategy ~an be found 
in th. r«ent wor~ of David Braybrooke.17 J..jke most throrisrs 
who work with needs, Braybrook., primary concern is with th.i, 
role in guiding social policy. Hi, aim is to develop an account of 
basic need, capable of vimJicating the u'llency which they are 
typically accorded in policy deliberations; in our tenninology, 
Iherefore, his standard of adequacy is normative rath .. than d~ 
scriptive. Despite (or perhaps because of) this moral/political pr. · 
occupation, Braybrooh', menu of basic needs contain, th. usual 
familiar items: nourishment, exercise, rest, companionship, social 
acuptanu, personal security, and rhe like. It doe< not <eem our of 
place, the",fo"" to I",al the hackground story which generates 
this list as though it also aspiTed to dCKriptiv( adequacy, at least 
for th. special case of human needs. " 

The fiTst p;>rt of this story seem, impe<:cably naturalist: some­
thing ~oums as a hasic need if it is <e ... mial to living or to func· 
tioning normaJJ(.' · This rather open-~oded formula is soon given 
a rno", determinate rendering: ·The Criterion th.t I shall Settle 
upon is being indispensable to mind or body in performing the 
tash a .. igned a given person under a combination of bask social 
roles, namely. the roles of parem, householder, worker, and ~iti· 
zen."" The anoouncement of this criterion invites a number of 
questions: Why the relativi.ation to social roles! Why just these 
roles and not others? Which nred, will Ihis criterion acc",dit as 

~ P'l<' p,,,,, dNw • • b "";l., d,,,",,,,,,,,, b<iw«" <00"",,;"',,1;.[ .. oJ "","[,. Iist 
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basic? What is ,ne rderence popuil,;on whose needs arc (he",by 
d.termined? It is in ~nswering these questions that Braybrookr 's 
line of devdopment vc'" off in a d<cidedly consrructivis, din:c­
tion. All of these maners, induding the COntent of the criterion 
itself, are to be settled by 'particular .df-governing substi. of rh. 
linguistic community that has the conC(:p' of neeJ, in just the fonn 
which I h.,-. outlined'." Self-gm-.. ning linguis,ic subsets (what 
Braybrooh call. s..lfgovlisetsl of the I'nglish-speaking community 
indude such anglopho". coumri •• as Canada and Australia. Bray­
brooh therdo" imag;n .. a li,t of basic nud. (plu, a specifica,ion 
of the minimum standard. of provision for each inom un the list 
and a stipulation of the .orl of normative priority which """d. au 
to enjoy over mue pref.,enc<$j being generated by cnnsensus in 
each of these .OOeti •• , with 110 assurallce that the r<$ultdnt lists 
lor other mmers) ag=d on in different wci<:ties will w;ncide, &sic 
needs are thus rdative to particular Selfgovlise!s, with no imlepend­
ent, namral standard to serve as a higher court of appeaL Wha, 
wums a5 a basic need in Canada is whatever would be acknow­
ledged as such by the least gen.rollS Canadian. 

My purpose is nOt to a,sess the adequacy (either nonnative Or 
descriptive) of Brnybrooke's accoum. which is in any ca .. nlUeh 
richer and more wmplex than this brief summary suggests. I wish 
merely to und .. hne the obvious. namely that any constructivi,t 
intorpretation of n..,ds will be utterly inimi,,1 to the objectivist's 
enterprise. In order for ba,ic need, to be objective their explica­
tion mull include no reference 10 people" ani,udes, including ,heir 
preferences or choices. Since Braybrooke's methodology derives 
needs from 'he collective decision proceSstS of Selfgovl~ts. it treats 
them a. s<xial conSlruo:;ts, If an obj""tive a«:Ounl of n«ds is I'II"sibk, 
it clurly must eschew this entire line of development in favour of 
,he naturalist route. 

A n",uralist accOunt wi ll groulld basic "eed" somehow or o,her, 
in the nature of their subjects. Naturalism 300m needs, indeed 
aoout welfar. in general. seem. the generic strat~gy likelieSt 10 pay 
off for the obj~ctivi,t. In the nnal se<:tion of this chapter we wi ll 
encounter a "ersion of naturalism whicb appears to constitute the 
objectivist'. ]ast. best hope. Meanwhile. however. it is worth re­
minding Otlrselv"",, Tbat choo,ing the naturalist route does nOl 
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Obiutiw Throriet " guarallt.., arrival at an objectivist destination. While naturalism 
requi~. connecting our nerds to some aspect of Our nature, it is 
neutral as 10 which aspect this is 10 be. It is therdo", compatible 
with grounding Our needs in our attitud .. or cone""", which 
",em as natural as any nth", feature of us, thus with treating nerds 
a. deeply .ubjtet ive. 

A particularly short route from nerds to subjectivity can be 
traced in John Rawls', notion of a primary good.'" Primary goods 
have an indis?"nsable normative function in Rawls's version of. 
social contract theory, in whkh the contractot$ a~ imagined as 
trying 10 reach aglUment on principles of justice behind a veil of 
ignorance which deprive. them of knowledge of their particular 
cir<:umstance., abilities, and aims. Sin"" they must have some basis 
for rational choke in thi, situation, and since instrumental ralion­
ality is a maximi>.ing conception, Ihe veil of ignorance must leave 
them something to maximize. This r~idue coruislS of a stipulated 
",t of primary goods; each agem is then conceived as aiming to 
maximize her own share of such goods. 

Primary goods have an obvious kiruhip with ba.ic needs, albeit 
in a special ",n", of the latter ~quired by • theory of justice, 

[lIn regarding the members of sociery as free and equal moral per..,n" we 
.«ribc to them cenain require"",o,.., or oetds, which, given the nature of 
th .... rrquirrm<Il1O .nd the furm of rational pion. of life, expl.in how 
primary good. can bc used 10 define 'Pl'fOpri31e cI.im, in question. of 
juotice. In effect, the co",eption of the person .nd the notion of primary 
good, .imply ch.,;octeri ... 'pccial kind of need fur I conception of 
juotice. Needs in .ny "'hrr .. nse, along with ,,",ito •• nd "piutions, play 
no rol •. " 

At the same tim., how.v.r, Rawls'. background tboory of wdfare 
is patently .ubjective: '[A] pe~on '$ good;$ dettrmin.d by what is 
for him the most rational long·t.rm plan of life given r •• sonably 
favorable circumstances. A man is happy when he is more or less 
successfully in 1M way of carrying OUt Ihi. plan. To put it briefiy, 
the good i. the u ti.faction of r.tion.1 desire .'" Primary goods can 
..,rve •• a surrogate maximand under the 'pecial conditions of the 
v.il of ignor.nce O<Ily because they are 'all-purpose m.an, gener­
ally nec ... ary for forming and rationally pursuing I conception of 
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the good'." Li ke hs.;'; needs, the value of primary goods is not 
dependent on the pursuit of particular, comingen! aims or projects. 
But they are ,rill tied 10 aim., albeit more slmctu rally and I"'Tva­
.ivoiy, and thus are at bottom .ubj.nive. 

Subjectivity is implicated I.ss directly, but no bs decisively, 
in th. a""num of ne.ds denloped by Garrttr Thomson," On 
Thomson's view a need is basic (and has normative fo",e) if it is 
for something the lack of which will damage or impair one', life, 
'If a man musl suffer serious harm so long as h. lad<, self-respect, 
then he has need of self-ro.peel. Such a n.ed is non-instrumental 
in that ;1 rdale< to th. overall quality of a person', lif. rather than 
to a panicular go.,l that h. happcn. to have . Thi, kind of 000-

instrumental nerd I call ". fundamenlal n«cd".·" So far we are on 
the &<Ime lerritory as Brdyhrooke's normality of functioning , In 
mder to understand which ned., count as ba,ic (or fundamentan 
we ne"" to be told what is 10 eount as s.rious harm (or impair­
ment of functioning). But whereas Brayhrook. '. story took a 
construct;vi.t turn atthi, point, Thomson', stay, on the nnturahst 
route. For Thomson the nOlion of ~riou, harm presupposes a 
conception of 'the overall quality of a ~rson ', lif . .. which in turn 
i. idemical to (what we au calling) wdiare. Ir ,hrrdore follows, 
on his account, th.,t in order to explicate th. natu", of ba.ic neNi, 
we must al",ady have on hand a theory aboul Ihe nalUre of wel ­
fare." Thi. i. bad news for th. objectivist who aims to work 
toward such a theory by starting with the ,pteial CUe of n«cd,. 
But worse j, yer 10 come, 

The demands of hi. own methodology lead Thomson 10 canvass 
some candidate theories of welfa"" The .. he divide, into twO cat ­
egories, by now at lea" nominally familiar 10 us: Ihe subjective 
and the obiective. Rejecting both categorie •• he then goes on 10 

defend a view which, he claims, belong' to neith ... Within the 
terms of our inquiry. how.ver. thi' is a misleading way to char­
acterize hi' re.uh, ,ince hi, accoun, of ,ubjectivity differ. from the 
one develop«! in the preceding chapter. (Ir will be recalled that ,he 
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Ob;utivt TI1tor;es " ,ubjectivelobj~ctin dichotomy oonstructcd there is joimly exhaus-
t ivd Fm Thom..,n a th~ory is subj«:tive if it equate< ..... elfare ..... ith 
the sari,facti<)T1 of desirt:. An obje<.:ti~ t~ory th~n holds that ·[ ..... J.n-
b<ing is in<kpend.m of our des ires: whether SOme ev. m is detri­
men,al '0 a perulO ', wdl -b<ing d~pend, on whother that .. ·.m 
depriv.~ Ihe per...,n of ac,i"i,ies and experience, that are truly 
characterised by certain desirability predicat.~ and doc, not de­
pend on the person'. desi"" actual or possible.''' 

Under this construal objective theorie, are aU version. of th. 
discredited private ownership theory, while subjective th eo ries.re 
all version. of ,he d~sit~ theory (wh ich we will explore in due 
wurse). It is dear, therefore, why Thomson thinks that there i~. 
third way, since a theory of wdfa..., nee<! affiliat. with neither of 
these families . However, the third way which h. himself favours 
i, . in our terminology, plainly subjective . For Thomson our woJ­
fare i~ grounded in our interest! or concerns, which he treats a' 
drl ib<rativcly and motivationally prior to our desire •. It i, thi, 
notion o f an interest which enabl .. him to construct a formal 
account, firlt of harm and then of bas ic needs: 

The primary good. we at< deprivro of when w. arc h.rm.d (by h eking 
.... ha, we: noro l at< good .od wo«hwhil. b<cau .. ,h<y .nower our in"',_ 
""0, .nd not bcc'\U< thoy a« J .. it<d. Th. notion of on in'.",,, derinos 
,he rong< and 'yp< of activitie • • nd exp<rioncc. 'h>t panly mnSlim« a 
m .. ningful, worthwhile life, md i, d.li".. the nature of ,h.i, worth. 
The<c typ<' of ' <li"i,iu . rc prim.ry goo<\< and b.""~,,, th<y .r< good 
101IIC,hing which depri,· •• ~. of ,hem;" bad • • nd harmful ," 

In his l(:rminology h~", Thomson acknowledg •• the affinities 
between his aCcount and that of Rawls. It remains to b< deter· 
mined, of course, ",hother thi' kin d of subjective analysis of wel_ 
fare, and of needs, is ultimately viable. The point wh ich th ... 
accounts illustrate tor our pre"'nt purpo"'s is merely that natural· 
ism and subjectivism appear to make a compnrible pair. The no­
tions of an aim or an interest Of a COn~.rn are all su bjective, and 
if any of these notions turn up at the bottom of an account of the 
nature of need, ,hen thai account is also suhjective. Wh ile lhe 
concept of a n..,d may b< sUl"'rricially objective, and while it may 
yel turn o ut w b. ,he objectivist'. most valuable resnurc., Its 
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frttdom from contamination by subjectivity cannot ~ tak~n for 
granted. 

J.3 FUNCTIO NINGS AND CAPABILITIES 

In . everal influential worh Amanya Sen has sht~hed a model 
of wdl·~ing which, like accounts which invok~ th~ concept of a 
need, hal a decid~dly objective look ro it." Sen begins by rojecting 
two rival theories. The fir$! equates welfaro with utility, under one 
or anothu of its traditional imerpmations_as felt S<1tisfacrion, 
preierence, or choic~. Any such accoum, Sen argues, will make an 
individual's welfare level overly "'nsitiv~ to such ~xtranrous fac· 
tors as """,ial conditioning, which can affect perwnal ambitions 
and expectations, Furthermoro, neither finding something plea,am 
nor wanting it is the same as valuing it. Sine(' welfare is inherently 
evaluative-it provides one measure of the value of a life-it can­
nOt ~ reduced to any non-evaluative activity or state of mind. 

The second discarded theory equares welfare witlt the posses­
sion of commoditie~jther SOme stipulated list of goods and 
services or their economic surrogate, namely wealtlt. Sen', objec­
tion to any a~coum of this ,on is that it confu .... welfare with its 
standard or all·purpose m~aru;. )' An individual', command over 
commodities will ~ a poor indicator of her quality of life, since 
the factors which affect the conversion of goods or servie(', into 
welfare vary greatly from person to perwn. Sen's fa,"Ourite illus· 
tration of the range of the .. variables is food, whose conversion 
into nourishment will ~ influenced by age, sex, metabolic rate, 
body size, activity level, general state of health, and many other 
contingencies. He therefore concludes that 'while goods and ser­
vie('s are valuable, they are not "aluable in them",lves. Tlteir value 
resTS on wltat they can do for people, Or rather, on what people 
can do with these good, and ,.,rvices:" 

While Sen faults rhe first family of theories for their subjectivity, 
he reject' rhe second for carrying objectivity too far. His o,tensible 
aim is ro construct an account which mediate, ~tw«n these 
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extremes , The ~orc notion in this account is that of a functioning, 
which Sen defines as anything whieh a person manage, 10 do or 
to be. Functioning>' are therefore individual achievements or suc­
cesses; in the food eump1e botb being wdl nourished and giving 
a dinner pany for one's friends wou ld be function;ngs fadlilalW 
by this commodity. The ground floor of Sen', account treats an 
individual's well-being as a maner of his functioning.. But Sen 
then adds 3 ""cond le"d 10 the analysis. A capability is a freedom 
or opportunity 10 achieve a certain functioning_the ability to eat 
welJ if one ~hooses, say. rather than actually doing so. Although 
capabil ities may be prudentially valuable chiefly for Ihe functionings 
which they make available, Sen argues that they also have a cer­
rain value in their own right: we are better off for having ayenues 
optn to us which .... '" nev" actually choose to pursue. Our le>'d 
of ,.",Il-being is therefore determined both by Our Set of functioning,; 
and by our ""t of capabilities. 

[t i. easy 10 s« why Sen regards Ihis acrount as a middle ground 
between the rejected options. On the one hand , equating welfa", 
with commodity poSStssion igno",s the many conting.nde. whieh 
affeu the ~onve"ion of goods and ""rvice, into functioniug,; and 
capabililies. Commodil~S are too eXlemalto our lives, Ion merely 
instrumental, to be determioative of well-being. Sen', approach, 
by conltast, 'build, on Ihe straightforward fact that how well a 
ptrson is muSt be a maner of wh.t kind of lif. he Or she is living, 
and what th. ptrson is sucreeding in "doing" or "being" '.J.< On 
the other hand, equating welfare with utility leaves it prey to the 
many ~ontingencies whi~h affect the conyersion of functioning>' 
and capabilitie, into sati,faction or happin." . Utility is ton inter­
nal to our live., 100 shifting and capricious, to serve as the b,;"is 
of an adequate theory. Functioning, and capabilities are the inte,... 
"",diale steps betwe.n the commoditi •• ov.r which w. have com­
mand and their ultimate utility payoff. As such, they are at just the 
right distan", from w; to dot.rmine the ",al quality of our h ••. 

[. Sen's acrount .ubjective or objective? At first glance, the anl,.",r 
seems obvious. As nmed earlier, be rejects utility accounts of w.ll­
being because they are ,ubject;ye and the commoditie, acrount 
bec~use it i, tOO objective." Furthermore, il certainly appea" that 

.. Sen ,~s!.> loS. 
" Th", S<n <ompl,i", 01 ',b. frti'hiun 01 th_ oommodi!}, f",," , .nd th. ",ltit<:­

t i";'m of tho uri li!}' foe",' IS«> , ~s." I'! )' 
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he I< aimi ng at ~ more mooe",,' and defensible version of an 
ubjetlive,hcory ." Th. primitin notion in Sen'. account is th .. of 
a functioning; capabilities, being <kfinro on funcrionings. arc COn· 
ceptually derivative. Hi~ accoum will therefore be objectiYe jf land 
only if) functioning, are objective. When we as k what Sen has in 
mind as individll.1 functioning., his Ii" includes such familiar 
item. ,IS healthfulness, longevity, literacy, and lh. like." For each 
of these items Sen recognizes a di"inction between the funclioning 
it,d! and its various social indie'lOn. Th. indicators may be •• 
,'aried as monality statistic, on the one hand and responses to que,­
tionnai,", on Ih. other, but who, they are all aiming 10 me. sure 
are quite object;,-, featu,"", of individuals ' livcs, whetheT they are 
adequately nourished or dothed or ,hclt~red, whelhu they call read 
or wrile or coun!, and ~o Oil. Since all of ~n 's functionings appear 
10 be objeeri"" il would s..em 10 follow Ihal his Ihoory of welfare 
is obj~live as well. 

This conclusion, however, is premalure. We need 10 ask how 
Sen has arrived al just Ihis lisl of functionings. According 10 his 
deJinition, a functioning is anything which we manage 10 do or to 
be-any "erivily Or state whi~h constitutes an .chie,·omem on Ihe 
part of some agem. My functioning. would then $eem 10 indud" 
such di verse item. as feeding th. cat, ma king poli te conver"' tion 
at boring dinner parties, pursuing a careor 3S a philosophu, read· 
ing !r"shy novels, acting out my moth" comp!.:", living in a u ime' 
1m: neighbourhood, ha ving a good relationship with my children. 
taking fime .. dasses, carrying ou l meaningless administrative 
chores, and b"ing married 10 the woman I love. Now ,he .. various 
activiti~ and Itates have, 10 say th. least, dilfuemial implica tions 
for my wen-being; some of them enrich my life immensely, some 
haveliltle impact on i! ei,her way, and some are jus, burdens. Fur· 
thermore, virtually any irem on my personal e<:onomy of funerion ­
ings will have differential implications fa, the live< of others. How 
can function;ngs be ordered in termS of their contribution to the 
well-being of panicular indivi<.luals? How do """c determine whether 
some functioning is important or trivial, urgent or dispMl",ble? How 
can we narrow down th~ ~normous range of funcTionings 3chi~v­
able by human agents 10 Ih",e That a rc b •• ic or vital? 

.. o. ><, I ;n'''pm ,ho « ,""""n" ;n Son ' 91)b. '~6. 
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" 
In order to answer questions like these Sen adds a further re­

sou rce to his account : ' ,he identification of "ft.;n ~doingsM and 
~ b.;ngs' as objects of value is itself a yalu'l;onal cnrci ... .. . Th. 
li,t of functioning,; reAeru a view of what is valuable and Whal is 
of no intrinsic value (though possibly quite us.rul in th e pursuit of 
othrr things of value).''' BUI then ~ immNIiotdy want 10 ask: 
UJhO$~ view of what is valuable does the Ii" reflect? For Sen th. 
anSwer to ,hi , question appears 10 depend on the unit whose well­
being ;. in question . If il is a roll~livity, ,uch as an em;"" society, 
then it will be appropriate to appeal 10 social standard, whkh 
reflect widely shared values." BUI whet. th. well -being of an in­
dividual is =ncernrd, 1M dec;,j"" ranking will be that of th. wd· 
fare .ubject herself," This ran king Sen envisages being eli cited by 
m~ans of sd f·evaluation techniqu.s'" 

The intrWuction of perronal valuation& forc"1 u~ to rethink the 
apparently objective character of Sen's aCCount. Initially it seem. d 
as though wdfar~ was constituted by ro= specified set of function · 
ings and ca pabiliti~, all of which arc objective fearnres of an indi· 
vidual'. life. How •• ·~r, it now seems to consist in '''''''' .. at doing 
or being wha'~ver it is one value;;. This acCOunt closely rt!Umbl~ 
one uf Sen's rejec~d upI"ions. namely the view which equates welfare 
with ,h. satisfaction of d~sir~. If Sen is correct in thinking that 
drsi ring is nOt an inherently evaluati", activity th .n hi, ",count 
will not actually colliopsc into the de;;ir. model. But in ro far as th. 
activity of (individk131 or social ) valuing plays an indispensable 
constituti", role in th. account, it will be no Ie;;, subjectiv • . 

In this r~pect Sen's theory o f welfare trs.mbl~s ,h. analyses of 
need, o ffered by Braybrooke and Thomson; although he plac~ a 
great d~al of w~ight on o bjective c~rns, and 'UppoMS ,xpand· 
ing the rang. of such coneerns from th •• xclu, ively economic 10 

the broadly social, his underlying theory about th. nature of welfare 
,Till co,"", out looking very ,ubjec'iv~. Since Sen began by reject­
ing utility accounts on ,he ground of their subjectivity, this re.ult 

~ Son ,~17b, ".; d . '~. j, J' -J ' " Son '9ljd, J) -6; '~~7b, J""" 
.. 'M.n, fu",";"";n,,, u< of no 11"''' ;nt<"" to to. 1"""" __ . _ Then: ;. no 

,>cop< /rom to. ""OOI,m of , v.I""ion in oel«,ing. d ... of I"n<tiooi ~. ;,. ' "" 
d<><lipoioo .nd ' PI'" ',,I of « p.abih,;". Th. focu, h .. '0 bt .. loted '0 tht un<it,· 
lying <OD«m> ' nd .. I ..... on I,nn, of which"""" de6n,bk fuD<lion;~, m, y bt 
im ["J't,n, , nd othe" quite triv;, 1 'nd ncgiigible' (Sen 19"9J- JL' d. 19 95 ', 51; 
'9 S7b, !"""'). 
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is puzzling. How does the ,ubjecri'"e activity of ranking functionings 
and capabilities COme to play such a crucial constitutive role in his 
theory! 

h is easy to 5ee, I think, why the theory <:annOt get by without 
this reliance On personal valuation. Recall S.n', criticism, of the 
commodities account. Welfs .. cannot literally com;st in command 
over e){fernal commodities ,ince (J) commodity po.,~sion i. only 
indirectly relaled 10 well·boing, Ihu. al boS! an indicalor of it, and 
(a) it is nOl even a reliable indicator, becau5e the conver,ion of com­
modities into well·boing is affected by so many extraneou, factors. 
The shift from commodities to funaionings (and capabili!i~) i, 
meant to remedy the5e defects. To revert to S.n', own example, 
possession of (01 access to) food is a poor indicator of nourish_ 
ment, since both nutritional needs and consumption patterns vary 
SO greatly from person to person. Going straight to the function­
ing of being well nourished enabl~ S.n 10 bypass alllhe5e comin­
gencie', in order 10 focus directly 00 the principal welfare payoff 
for which food i, instrumtnta! . It also facilitates expanding the 
range of indicators for this functioning to include other signs of 
adequate nutritional intake, such as freedom from parasites or the 
ability to work. 

S.n', accoum thorofore redirects anemion from the mere indic· 
ator, of well-boing 10 its SOurees Or ing,"diems. Commodili~ are 
mere e"'elnal means for enhancing functioning, (and capabilities); 
in the latter we find the prudential reason for consuming tbe fo rmer. 
Although tbi, ,hift from instrumental to intrin,ic bonefits is de6· 
nitely a step in Ihe right direction, we must not lose sight of the 
fact thaI no Set of funC!ionings can lilerally conSlitute individual 
welfare. Being well nourished is directly boneficial for us, as is 
boing h~althy in other resptelS, boing ade<Juately clothed and shel­
tered, boing literate, and $0 on. Bu! welfare does not (formally) 
consist in any of the5e condition. taken separately, nor in their 
aggregate. To think otherwise i, once again to confuse an enu­
meration of intrinsically boneficial conditions with 3 theory of 
what it ;s for a condition to bo intrinsically boneficial; ;t is to tah 
the soum:s of well-boing for its nature. 

A formal theory tells uS what welfare is; a Hst or inventory of 
sources tells us which conditions will enable uS to achieve or 
maintain it. When a lin of $Ources ma..,uerades as a theory then 
it will inevitably fail some of tbe (otherl lem of de.criptive 



Ol>itcfivt TheQ1'ies 0, 
adequacy. Suppose w( simply identify wc!far~ with OOrne catalogue 
of functionings (and capabiJiti~). We should e~ pttt the item, in 
thi~ catalogue to depnld on the natu.., of the wdfa.., .ubjects in 
question; being adequately dothed wiU appear on the list for 
humans bu, not for dolphins . We should also expect the list to be 
$<>Ci.lly and culturally variable: being agg.., .. ive or ruthless will 
matter more for WaU Street brokers than for Trappist monks, and 
even a functioning a. basic a. literacy may be much less imponant 
in undc:vdoped agrarian wmmuniti .. ,han in devdoped industrial 
$<>Cictics. Finally, we should expect considerable variation among 
individuals, even of the same species and society; being well nour· 
ished may mUn less to an intellectual or an ascetic ,han to a 
labourer or a professional athlete. Because of these dependencies on 
biology, culture, and personal hf .. tyle, no single lis, (and no single 
ot<kring) of functionings will br appropriate for aU welfare .ubjects. 
lIut in that Cl<C a formal thwry of wdfare built around functionings 
will be hopelessly fragmented and incomplete; it will imply th" 
wen·being is different in its natu.., (rather than m"ely in its sources) 
for each distinct group of .ubjects, or even for • .eh individual. 

An account of welfare which simply equates it with some fa­
voured menu of functioning. willth.",fore br vulnerable to objec· 
tions very like the ones Sen used to discredit the commodities 
account. Welfar. canno, literally consist in functionings (and ca­
pabilities) since I I ) while functioning. a.., direcdy related to well­
being, they are still only oou=s or ingredients of it, and (~) tber 
a.., not e v~n reliable sources, ,ince the ~on' .. rsion of fun~tionings 
into well-heing i, affe<:ted by so many extraneous factors. We have 
already ~n how Sen'. introduction of personal valuations is meanl 
to impose some order on the virtually infinite range of achievable 
human functionin~. Now it should be appa rent how profound its 
impact is: it ConvertS a list of the (standard) sourC" of (human) 
well·being into a form.ol account of it. flatu....,. Instead of con,ist­
iug in rome stipulated set of functioning. (an account which would 
vary for diff.rent welfare subjects), wen-bring now comes to con­
,ist in achieving whatever fWlCtionings an individual most values 
(an UCOunt whicb is Common to all .uth ,ubj...: .. )." If Sen', aim 

" WII<,hu ,II< ",,,,,,n, ,,·;1 1 apply '0 "<>n·h" ... n "n i ... 6 will d<p<nJ , .. h"w 
,ho "",i, i,y of ,.Iu'''!; i, <"""ru«I. n.., mot, <osni'i>< '" 'n""pm'~''''' ,he mm" 
<""Iu,; .. ,II< """Itan, d ... of II'<lf ... ",bj«" .00 ,I>< " " 1\<""",1 ,I>< ""ul"n, 
th<ocy 0/ ""If .... 



was '0 develop a dcscripti"dy adequate tneory about the nalUre 
of well·being tnen it is ea,y to see why he assigned a crucial role 
to individual va luation. But thi, way of ho,h formalizing and gen· 
.rali,ing hi. ,heory """,e,S;Uted also subjectivi.ing it. 

Stn', ,ubj«tiv. turn, therefore, ,eems to have been meam to 
deflect the sorts of obj«tion h. had brought againS! th. commod· 
i,i", account. In accompli'hing ,his, however, il seem, t<> weaken 
his other flank, by expo,ing his aCcoum to one of th. objections 
h. had brought against utility accoum,. Wdfare ,annot con,i" in 
utility, Sen argued, because an individual', tastcs, ambition" and 
a'p iration, are '00 malkabl. by proce ... , of indoctrination, mani· 
pula,ion, and sociali.ation, 

,., person ,..ho h. s hod. lif. of mi,f(lf'~"". with very li" l. opponuniti .. , 
and .. uhor little hop<, III.Of he mo", ••• ily reconciled to depriv.tion. than 
mhe" ,.. red in mOl< fottun. te . nd . muent ci",um". ", ••. Tbe metric of 
ha!'Pin ... m.y, therelor<, diston the extent of depriv •• ion, in • • prcific 
. nd bi . .. d w.y. Th. hopei . .. hq;gar, the !""C. riOWl landl ... labo""", 
. h. dominated hou .. wife, the hardened unemployed Of" the ov .. ..,xh.u.=l 
,oolie may .11 take ple .. ur .. in ,mall m .. ci. $, .nd ma~e '0 .uppee .. 
in""", ,uffcrins for Ihe n«<Mily of continuing .ur.i .. l, but i, would 
be ethically deeply mist.ken 10 .ttach a curr«pondint;ly ",,,,ll v. lu. ' 0 

the 10" of tneir well·being becaLI>< of this . urviv.l strategy. Th. "me 
probl.m ari"" with ,he o,h.r in,erpretation of u,ility, namely, d.si,.· 
fulfilment,":nc< the hopele .. I)· deprived lack the ,omag. to de,i« much, 
and their depeivation .... muted and deaden.d in the seal. of de":", · 
fulfilment." 

This is a po"'·crful challenge; we will need to do<ide later whether 
any subjective tneory has the resources to meet it , Meanwhile. it 
will ,uffi.., to make an obvio", point. Sen r<:gard, valuing as a 
mor<: cognit;". and rellective activity than enjoying or desiring. 
How.v~r thi, may be, prrsonal val" .. are also notoriously subject 
'0 inflltencr by accu>!omrd ,ocial conditions. If there is " problem 
here for ,heories which in!~rpr<1 wdfare in krms of felt ... ,i,fac­
tion or preference, there i$ «iually a problem for a ,heory which 
a,signs the ... me constitutive role to va luation," 

This is not, however, the end of the story, The notion of a 
prrsonal value is, on the fa.., of it, ambiguous between two very 

U \.cn )937". ' J"""'" 
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different interpretations: (I) assigning ~ particular functioning a 
high ranking in one's pef'lonal value scheme, and (1) acknowledg­
ing or recognizing the functioning', urgency or importanc., Thus 
far [ have assumed that Stn's ref .. ences {O (individual or weial) 
valuing are to be understood in the first sense, If th is intetT"eta­
tion i. correct then personal valuations are const itutive of well­
being, whi,h is enough to ensure the subjectivity of the theory. 
HOwt'ver, Sen', meaning here is f .. from transparent, For one 
thing, he holds that personal valuations are open to criticism and 
correction," He also say$ ,hal where social standards are con­
cerned it is quite in order to go beyond th. brute fact that coftain 
values are widely held, by asking why it is so," 

Sen has bee" urged by Martha Nussbaum to move his account 
away from irs apparently subjective orienra,ion by specifying 'an 
objective valua, ional procedure that will have the power to eril' 
icize the evaluations of functioning. that are actually made by 
people whose upbringing has bttn hedged round wi,h discrimina­
tion and inequity'." Taking this step, in Nussbaum's view, would 
,equire 'introducing an objecti,-e normative account of human 
functioning and .. , describing a procedure of objective evalua,ion 
by which functioning. can be assessed for their contribution to the 
good human life': ' In a recent discussion, Sen has shown himself 
open in p, inciple to taking this ""t of objective direction but 
unwilling to endorse il as a unique option for his theory," Indeed, 
h. there claims as a virtue of hi. approach p,ecisely the fact that 
it is 'incomplete' -i.e. ind<1ennin'te on this foundational question, 

We are therefore left with two importantly different ways in 
which Sen's thwry of welfare could be completed. Sh",,1d valuations 
be under<lood subjectively, then he will have no objective theory 
of wel fare to offer. On the other hand, should the objective route 
be pursued, then personal {ankings would playa "",rely evidentiary 
role in his acroun,. In ,h., case, however, Sen would owe us an 
'obiective normative acrount of human functioning' as the foun­
dation of hi, theory of welfare . The mns, likely source of ,uch an 
aCCOunt (and the one urged by Nussbaum) will be considered in 
the ne~, section. 



Befort: we Ie,vo Sen's ,",a,mont of well-being ,h.re is a q uestion 
to be raised about its aim or purpose, I h"'e tahn for granted 
that it i, intended a, a t~nry about the nalUre of wdbre, and 
thus hlv. held it acwuntable to th. standards of descriptive ad­
equacy for ,ueh theorie,. This interpretation is encouraged both 
by lh. welfare terminnlngf' which Sen standardly emplnys and by 
hi, advocacy o f his o wn account as a superior alternative 10 some 
of lh. traditional formal theories.'· There is, however, room for 
doubt. In some conte><l, Sen phrases hi, account in terms, not of 
well_being, hut of ' the standard of living' or 'the qualitf' of life'." 
This terminology suggests a somew hat different ambition. If we 
btgin ",-;th the descriptive aim of comparing living ot.ndards in 
diffe...,nt societies, Of with the normative aim of assessing eco­
nomic or social policies for their impact on the qual ity o f life, tn en 
in o rder 10 get on with ,he job any rt:awnable innntory of th. 
basic or standard source, of human well·bc:ing will suffice; we 
need not join the philosopher ;n trying to .ss.mble an adequate 
formal theory." Sen's intellectual concern, a rc generally a blend of 
the economic and th. phil",ophical. As the material, for a norm· 
ati"ely attractin acCOUnt of the standard of living, the basic function ­
;ng< a nd capabilities on which he ro.:lIses have ex~ll.nt credential,. 
O bjectivity is no liability in an enumeration of the princip~1 sources 
of well-heing, nnly in a theory about its nalUre. 

It Th,,,, ,It,,,,,,, '" «!><Cally !>,om' .. n' ,n s." '~SJ" ! ~8J ••• nd ,~ ! ;a_ 
" S« .. p. Son 198. ,nd 1917 ..... , . 1"" '~1 Ja. ~ J-4: , s." d'>I'ngu"",,, I><­

'_n .,.II.h<irtt "oJ ,t.. ... nd, td 01 li'; ns;n ,or"" 0/ ,11<" ..,.,r""" ,I>< 10<,.,.., 
<""'p,""'nd. , II iOOtcti, '"" Iud ins ,ho.< ... ~i<h im," og< , .. ,he p"""-'" i""" ,h, 
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1, .87_, '6-91. lb;' .... ,,'" to ro,k. I;ttk >en", of oom< 0/ ,he ",ndord "",i,t 
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d;".f.f ... bk wim,,.., ""pit< th" f.a 'hot ""'" h. v. , ,;u>iti,o.n' imp'" "" my 
wdl-bdns_ 
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, .4 THE T E LEOLOG ICA L T HEORY 

It is nnw d~3r what an objective theory of well3,.., ""qui,..,,, som~ 
aspect of the ~ature of welfare subjects. other than their subjectiv­
ity, which can supply th~ standpoint or ~rspectiv. charact~ristic 
of prudential ,·aluc. And SO w~ wm~ finally to th~ s«ond main 
strategy a,·ailabl. to th. objeuivist, which attempts to supply this 
vital ingredient . That a!temp' alone is eoough 10 make it a more 
promi,ing option than tlu private ownership theory. 

Objective theori .. of wella,.., h.ve an imp' .. ..;'·e ~igr~, and th. 
prototype of the account we are now !;(:eking was established early 
on by Aristotle. As .v~ry student of G,~k philooophy know" the 
wIKep, of e",himonu. plays a prominent role in the Ni"om~che"n 
Ethic •. Although it is usual to render eud~imonid into English as 
'happiness', the G"",k te,m actually correspond, much more do,dy 
to Our notion of welfar.: "complete state of being and doing well. 
Most of the Ethit:.s thus consists of an ext. nded inquiry into the 
ingredients of human well ·being. However, it opens by ad'ing nOt 
about welfare but abou t good. as ends of ac!io~ . 'Every art and 
ev~ry inquiry,' Aristotle hegins, ' is ,houghtto aim at some good.'" 
The framing project uf the Ethics is to identify the highest good, 
the end we should aim al for its own sake and not for the sak. 
uf anything furthrr. 

EudJimoniil enters the seene as the con sensu, candidate for ,hi, 
role: 'Verbally there i, very gene .. 1 "!>reement; fur both the gen­
... 1 ru n of men and people of superior ,din.ment say that it is 
happiness, and identify living weU and faring well with being happy; 
but with regard to what happiness is they differ, and the many do 
not gi"e the same account as Ihe wise.''' In the opening S«tion~ 
of Book , of the Nico"'dchedn Ethit:.s Ari""')e thus distinguishes 
the two questions which deline our own inquiry: What is ,he value 
of welfar., and what is its nature( HoW(:ver, his anS"'.r to the firsl 
question is delivered pretty summorily with linle .upponing argu· 
ment: Aristotle s~ms to find it obvious Ih.1 well-being i, the (sole) 
ultimate good, the one objective worth pursuing fur its own sake. 
Having ,..,ached thi, r""ult, hi. attention ,hen sh ifts to the "",ond 
question, where he locates the rul substantive dispute. From Ihis 
poinlthe Elhics b«ome. a disquisition on the topic of well-being. 
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Th~ tim Step in thar disquisition, however, determines IDO'iit of 
its subsequent course. Aristotl. find, that ,h. highest human good 
consisl$ in 'activity of soul in conformity wilh e~celleno;c, [arete)', 
immNi.tely continuing 'and if there are more than one exo;c,llence, 
in conformity with the best and mOSt complete'." Thus the focus 
shin. here ono;c, more, this tim<: ftom t"daimoni.> 10 <lrMe, from 
well· being '0 excdlence. Ari<totle', principal project, the One for 
which the Ethics is renowned, nOw be<:om .. the construction of a 
'hrury of Ihe virtues, encompassing Ihose of boI:h charnctt< and 
intell":l. This road will eventually lead him to loc.te welfare, and 
therefore also the ultimate good, abo"e all in Ihrurotical inquiry, 
or the philosophic life. 

Our intere't Ii .. not in the", further devolopmem" which ar­
ticulate the parn:m of life Aristotle thin~s bes, for us, bUI in this 
early step in which h. establishes whal wdfare is . Although Aris­
'Otle never quite pUI$ it this way, his final resuh is that ,heoretical 
inquiry is the sole, or at any rate th . p rimary, source of human 
well·being-a view whose rivab will back other ways of life, such 
as the pursuil of honour or pl.asure. It is nOt a formal thoory 
aboUtlhe Mmre of wdbre; instead, it depends on such a theory. 
The philosophic life turns out to be best for us beeau", of the sort 
of ,hing welfare is. 

The passages in which ArisTOtl. outlin .. his th. ory of welfare 
~Book t, chapter 7) are among the most condensed and controver­
sial in the emire Nicomachean Ethics. They also constitute his 
distinctive and enduring contribution 10 the objectivist caus • . 
Ha"iog reaffirmed that the highest good is happinen, Aristotle 
continues his line of inquiry as 10Uows: 'Presumably, however, to 
say that happiness is ,he chid good seems a platitude, and a 
dearer account of wh" it is is still desired. This might perhaps be 
given, if we could tirst ascertain th. function [ergonJ of man . . . . 
What then can this bd'" Having excluded nutrition and percep­
tion, 00 the ~q""st ionabk) ground that ,h.~ are not peculiarly 
human functions, Ari5totle doses in on hiJ condusion: 

Thor. ",mains, ,hen, an acti •• ~k of the demon, that has a t. ti"""l 
ptino::ipk ... and,.. ' hi' tOO 0." be taken in 'wo waYS,"'e mil" ".te ,ha, 
lik in ,I>< ...... of .eli.Ory i, what ..... e mean; for this >«m, to be the mot. 
proper .. n .. of ,he ,.rm. Now if the function of man i. an activity of .oul 

.. Ibid. !~7bu-) • . 
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in .IXordan<. with, or nO! wit"""., ration.1 prin<ipl., and if we uy th .. 
• so'.nd,so .nd • good so-and-so ~.v •• function which i •• h •• ame in 
kind, ... hum.n good tum. Out to be activity of soul in conformity with 
ex«llence ." 

For Aristotle, therdo .. , a thing's excellence is conceptually con­
necred to its function and thereby to its welfare. Simplifying Some­
what, the argoment 10 his forntal theory of wdfa .. contains the 
following steps: (r ) some1hing promotes my well-being JUSt in case 
it cnhanc~ my distinctive function, (2.) somelning .nhanc~ my 
distinctive function just in case it exp .. ...,. my diuinctive excei · 
lence, therefore (3) something promotes my welJ-king JUSt in caSe 
it exp .. sses my distillClive ex«lIence. 

It is easy 10 ~ why the resultant account of the nature of 
welfare i. an attractive option for thc objectivist. At least in bio­
logical ConleXIll, identifying a thing' . function seems to r<"<luire no 
reference to its purposes OT concerns; the nOlion, and also th e 
theory of welfare built around ii, are the .. fote nicely objective. At 
the same rime, the proper functioning of a thing seems a promis­
ing candidate for Ih. STandpoinr which underlies the peculiarly 
perspectiva l character of prudential value. After all, if I can func­
tion either well or badly, then the impact on my functioning of 
S1ales of the world seeltt5 able 10 e"plain how Ihese States can be 
either good or bad (OT "' • . FinaUy, the norion of fonctioning also 
seems wel l suited to construcling an objeclive account of needs, 
OUt basic needs king dtfined as those conditions of mind and 
body in whose aboenee we funCTion badly, or nor at all. 

Ever since Ari.tode firS! articulated it, however, this objectivist 
strnregy has attracted as many critics as supporte ... One classic 
line of res istance a!lacks Ihe ~rucial daim that human beings are 
among the kind. of things which have a ~h.racteri"ic function. 
And it must be conceded Ihat the idea is a little strange. It ;. 
n{){eworthy thai when Aristotle nttds d ear cases of things with 
readily identifiable functions he relies either on social roles (craflll­
men and art;'ts) or on body pam (organs). [t is nor at all sfrange 
to ask what the function is of a bricklayer or a kidney. But no 
answ~t comes readily 10 mind when we ask what Ih. f"nclion is 
of a human beinl\--or, for that matter, a giraffe or a lichen. In 
th.se laller Cases of organisms we can. of course, always find 
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fU"'tions by referring to the need, or purpose. of otheIll, as when 
one individual .~rv~, as the ,lave of another, o r one s~j ... as 
food supply for anOther, But thi, geu uS 00 doscr to identifying 
a function whi~h is that of the organism itself. 

In the light of thi' difficulty, it has become fashionable to say 
that Aristotle', ergon argument relie, too heavily on his now dis, 
~rodited tdtologi~al biology." Perhap' thi, is so. On the othor 
hand, perhaps there is a !tssoo to be lea rned from the fa~t that 
many of the ~ontempofJry exponems of (some version or other 
of) the argument ~an be found in the field of environmental ethics , 
where one is expected to be thoroughly up to date in one's bio­
logy. Robin Attfield, for insrance, defends 'the Aristotelian princi· 
pie tnatthe good lif<: for a living organism !Uro, on the fulfi lment 
of its nature', a principle which he explicates in the following way: 
'Let the "esscmia!" capa~ities of an x be capacities in the absence 
of which from most members of a '~ies that spui .. would not 
be the species of x's, and let -x" range Over terms for living 
organisms. Then th. flourishing of an x entails tn. development in 
it of the .. scotia! capacities of x ',.''' This ptiociple 'go\'Oloing the 
nature of good and harm' (as Attfield purs ;tl does not roly in any 
obvious way on pre·Darwinian assumptions about namIal end, or 
final ~auses . Instead, it simply se<:ms to presuppose that, while we 
may indeed be unable 10 locale the {unction of a particular organ· 
ism, we generally havelittl . diffi~ulty octermining when it i, fune· 
lio" i"8 well (or badly) by the standards appropriate to irs kind.'" 

Paul Taylor bas taken a similar view in the ,ou"'" of explicating 
what h~ calls 'the biocentric outlook on natur~': 

Eoch lindi,·idu . 1 organi.ml i. o«n to he • td<ological (go.I-ori,n,oJj 
",nter of life, pursuing its own good in in OW" unique way . Thi., of 
COurK. do<' not mean thot th,y.1l o<,k their good . , a conscious .nd Of 
pur"" ... , the rr.lil:.tion of which i, th,ir intended aim. Consciousn." 
m. v not be present at .11 . and .'.n when it i. p ..... nt the otgani,m no=! 
not be 'h.-.ught of .. intenrion.lly .. king $t.p' to oeh;"'r gools it iCt< for 
i ... 11. Rother, • living thing i. cnocrived ••• unific<l .y<trm 01 organi>rd 
activity, thr const.nt tendency of which i. to p ..... " .• its .. i".nce hy 
ptOlectinK . nd promoting in wdl.being." 

" Th;. "redkt" oornmoo r .. 1\ '11">0IIII too..r g<fl<r.l ly 'fm~th<tk '<> t he Ari ... 
,oteli.n rnt<r;>r"' " ""'. for im""",. Modn'f'" ,.1 ... , 6, fl. 

" A,,&~l '9S! , .<: ,I. '98). ' i ) If 
.. M .. , h, Nu .. b..um in<r, f><rt' A,i ... "k .. h ... ~ ;n",,, .. J ,hi • • .,n of. . ceoom 

1100- do< hum," <>1< 1 in Nu .. b..um .y88 , '9~J' 
" T. yiot '9 ' 6 •• j. 
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Thc phiJosopllkallesson here s«ms to k thai we need not, and 
should nor, exp.! rdwlogy alrogetMr from our biology.'" "I"\u, 

heartland of teleological exp lanation is, of cour",. the bc:haviour 
of subj...::t! capable of repre",nring and !;tcking future italcs. BUI 

where other living thing' are concerned, functional explanation. 
can stiU have a legitimate place. After the Darwinian tmn that 
place is no longer foundational; ever)· biological explanation must 
ultimatciy invoke mechanistic processes such as random mutation 
and natural ",1"'::lion. But aceeptane. of the Darwinian framework 
does not "'qui .. us to deny that living things have functions, nor 
that these functions can figure in I. gitimate explanations. Ind. ed, 
this framework enable, us 10 make tbe best !;tn!;t of the notion of 
a function: the funclion of a living thing is its tondency 10 bring 
about some particular srate jusr in C3!;t it i. this trndency which 
figures in a mechanistic explanation of Ih. existence of Ih. thing. 
To .ay that rolwlogical notions, ~ke that of a function, are deriva· 
tive or secondary in biological conr.xrs is nOl to say that th. y are 
inherently suspe<:t. 

In the hands of philosophers like Anfield and Taylor notions 
such as functioning and flourishing ar. put to wOlk to broaden Ihe 
elass of subjects wbose well-being must be uken into .ceounr in 
an adequate environmental ethic." Reacting againsr th. assumption 
thar the notion of a good can be "$Crib«! only to human kings, or 
(more broadly) only to sentienr king., rhey wish ro apply it across 
the full range of living organisms. The overall direction of the pro­
ject emerg<:s ver)· nicely in Taylor'. pre"'ntation of it. He begins 
by endorsing what we have called rhe ,ubject· rdariviry of welfare: 

One wly to know ",h.,IK, "'lIICthing belongS '0 tIK d . .. of en,iri .. thot 
have a good is '0 st. whether i, moh. "'rue to .pel k of whit i. good 
or bad for the ,hing ;n "u.srion. If w< <In "'y, truly or fllsely, 'hot 
"'merhing is good for an entity or bad for it , withour teftrrn«: !O any 
olh.,. entity, rhen ,he entity h .. a good of its OWTI." 

The nCxt step is to argue thar having a distinctive evaluative ~tand· 
point does not require $ubjectivity: 

There are , <>m •• nrine. that hive . good of <heir owo bu, <a"""', 1trittly 
_peaking, be descrih<d as having internu . They havr I good of their own 

" S« Ayala '97<>; M.yt 1911, ""r J . 
" Eso<n,;. Uy ,he sam, p«>i«t, ,nd ,h. 10m< m .. n, 01 ,,,,,,,'m3 i,. <on be found 

in Goodp.mr 1978. 
,. Torlor 19!6, 61. 
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beeaus< it mak .. ~5< to _p .. k of !hei' being ben,fi,ed 0< harmed. Things 
that happen to th.m can be judged, from th. i, "androin!, '" be f.vorable 
or unfavorable to them. y" they.", not being> th.t conociou<iy .im at 
rrtd. o. ,ak. me.n, '0 ochi.,-•• u<;h .nds , Th.y do not hO'-. inter"" be­
e, .. ", th,y or< nue iott,w.d in. do not C.f< . bout, what happen. to th.m. 
They can expc,i,n« n,itn" sati,f.mon nor di" .. i,bttion, nei,her ful fill_ 
men, no, I."",,,,ion , Soch entiti ... af< . 11 thoo< living thing. that lock 
conocioo' .... ' or. if conoci"o., !.ck the . bility to malo choic ... mong 
.It •• nar;ves cool"'''ti''ll rhnn. They include.1I form. 0/ plont lif. and the 
.impler forms of .n im. 1 Iii •. " 

Finally, Taylor draw, Ih. inescapable condosion about the (lbj.,­
!ivil)' 01 wdfar.: 

[n or<ler to know whether IoOme,hing i. [truly) in X', i"t ..... ', "-r do 001 

find out whether X h.,.n in"",,, in it, W. inquire wh.,h" ,h. ,hing in 
qo<.tion will in /att funh .. X', over.1I w<il .heing_ We .. k, 'Doe. ,hi. 
promott Or prottct the good of XI' Thi. i •• n objectiv< maner beeous< 
it;' not determined by tho helid., d<sires, 1""liog', '" con«ious inle"''' 
of X," 

By now we may $(em to have ,ravelled a long way Irom Aris­
totle, whO$( ~(lnc.rn, a! least in the Nicomacb.an Etb;a;, was 
e"du,ivrly with the good 01 human beings. Howevtr, the coo!em· 
porary '''pansion of locus to .ncompass all living things mrrely 
fo!!ow, OUt the logic of the Aristotelian f •• mework. If well -being 
is given Ih. Sort of obje.:li~. imerprl"lation ArislOd. suggested, 
th.n !h. das, of wellare ,ubj<Cts will embra"" all ereamre, 10 
whom notio05 s",h ,.. functioning or flourishing can be meaning_ 
fully applied_ And this will certainly incl ude at leasl all organism •. 

It should be d ear by now Iha! this tel.ological form of obje.:li,-. 
throry cannot be defeated morel)' by accusing it of biological ntli',,"t~. 
Furthenoore, (lnCO its implications for Ihc dass (If welfare subje.:ls 
ha"" been drawn out it surdy has a Vtry powtrful intuitive appcaJ. 
Much of our wtlfare vocabulary does apply to .11 living things 
with no tvicknt .tram; thus w. 'ptak easily of whal is good or 
bad, harmful or beneficial, for he .. a nd bactrria, tr ... aod !oad­
stools. There is no rUSOn 10 think .hat .h"", c"legoti .. apply 
meaningfully (lnly '0 C",alUres who are wnKi(lus (lr $(ntiem. On 
.he other h.nd, s<>me of our caltgories do nol generalize so easily, 
among th. m Ihe cemral notion. of welfare, well· being, and interest . 

., Ibid . 6) . 
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(Ther~ are animal welfare groups but no plant wdb" groups.) 
These (in~ondusive) lingui~tic facts l~ us earlier 10 dassify all 
plants and the simpler animal, as peripheral rather than core wdfare 
subjects. Our framework of wdfare con",pto simply does nor dic­
tale a definite. unique extension lor the cbs~ of welfare ~ubjeets. 
It therdore provid", u, with no unequivocal direction when we 
are trying 10 decide whether 10 include or exclude peripheral ,ub­
jects . In thi, domain the be,t ",ull i, the one whic" lollows from 
Ihe beSI Iheory. 

Howrver, il i, possible 10 embarrass Ihe leleological Iheory a 
littk 00 Ihi, is<ue. What the theory ,.11, Us is thaI something 
coums as a welfare subject il it has a guo<.! of its own. And an 
emity ha, a good of it. own 'if we can say, truly or fal.ely, Ihal 
.omething is good for (it] or bad for it, without rd"ence to any 
other entity'." Whal, then, of anefacts? Their good. we are told, 
i, determined by our purposes in making them. Thu. rusting is 
had for my lawn·mower nnly be<:.use it prevent. it from doing 
what il was designed 10 do, namely mow my lawn. The evalualive 
standpoint here is ultimately mine ratlier than its; it lacb a good 
of its own. 

Suppose we accept this. What are we then to say about natural 
but inanimate object<, snch as mountain. or riVfc"? Can we dislin­
guish a standpoint which i, that of th. mountain or the river, from 
which . nip mining or damming might be lxld for;/ Ihough ben.­
ficial to us (or ~v.n 10 all affected organismsl? In Anfidd's terms, 
can il be «$tntial 10 a mountain not 10 be redu""d to rubble, or 
to a river not to be dried up or converled into a lakel If so, then 
will Ihis foothold in the nalll" of th~ mOllntain or the ri>"er enable 
liS to talk about il~ flourishing? And why, in thaI case, should we 
accept the ,.,,,rktion which Anfidd imposes on his account of 
f1ollrishing, so that the only essential capacities which count are 
those of living things? If" thing', flourishing .upend. on it$ ... m"", 
why i. the range of the former not as broad as that of the latter! 
P"haps what i, nee",.ary in order to speak of flourishing is some 
inner dynamic, a ,y~ltm nf forc'S whi<;h naturally tends toward 
equilibrium or hnmeosra,i •. But" ,tar i •• uch a system, a, i. a 
tornado or a gey .. r. T. it then bad for ,13r. when they die? 

On tlie other hand, what a re we to do with organi,ms which 

" Ibid. 6t ; <mph.,i, in ,,,,is ,,,,I. 
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have be .... contaminated by our purpose$? What of domesti~ live­
stock who ha"~ been ..,Iectively b,..,d so as to yield milk or f1 •• ,e 
or meat? Do Ihey no longer have a good of th.ir own? What of 
genetically engineered ,If. ins of b.cter;a which have never existed 
in natu .. ? Are they both organisms and artdact$? If so, are they 
to be included by virtue of th. forme, or nciud. d by ,-inn. of Ih. 
l.,te,? SUPPO"'" as many ~opl • •• em 10 bc ~\'" rhal all living 
things we,.., created by rome d.iry for some nbsen", purpose of her 
own. In that ca"". do none of us have a good of our own? And if 
wr can still have a good which is ours, in addition 10 a good which 
depends on the purpo'~ of another, why cannot th. ,arne be true 
of my lawn-mowe, or my computer? 

Finally, what is thi, account to do with th. fact that notions. like 
functioning or flourishing fit organ. at least a. well a. organism.? 
Rreall that Aristotle's prime examplrs, meanr to soften uS up for 
the notion of the function of a human boing, are all either special 
jobs or body pam. If I have a good which is mine then sU",ly the 
Same is true of my heart and my liver, not to mention aU my 
individual cdl" Au we to rN:ognize all these too as wdfare sub­
irets, Or do ",e reduce their good to that of the organism as a 
whole? (Which does nO! sound right, since what i, b.st for the 
organism may bo, say, to excise or irradiate a panicular group of 
cell,, ) And if we choose this rou~, then why do we nO! also 
reduce the good of individual organisms to that of th. biotic 
communitirs or ocosysrems of which they au parts? Since ecology 
now g;vrs us a picture of o"mre as a sYStem of imerconnec~d and 
interdependent processes, both organic and inorganic, how can 
the fixation on individuals as th. sole welfare subjN:t. b. justified? 

These problems about the dass of welfare subjects are, as l5.ly, 
mer. embarrassmeuts for th. teleological theory, However, they 
do suggeSt one motive, albeit a negati,'e one, for puferr;ng a 
.ubjective theory, While .uch theorie. may he criticized for draw ­
ing the circle 100 narrowly, the notion of a subject as a unified 
centre of hperience. d""" provide a resource which effeC1i,'d)' 
",.i5t5 expansion of the cirde to include machinrs, works of att, 
natural objects and phenomena, organic subsy.tems, and the emire 
biospher .... In any event, denying peripheral cases the SlatuS of 

" W<I!.ri,m "ill h,,'< linle pbu,ibility jf ,be ""F of wel!'« 'U"i<'" i, <%. 
~d.d to . 11 '""" " Id. To . oIy ... l<ly "" ,n;. """" i"'",""" would ob, ;oudy 
. mOU"' to <h,.,,,~ ,.g. , "bj«ri .. 'Deo')' .b.,u, ,hi, ",'"« 0/ ,...11>« "" ,h, ground 



welfare subjccts need not <osult in denying them moral standing. 
The environmenral ethic defend«l by philosophers liko Allfiold 
and Taylor consists of Iwo dislincllheses: (1) all and only welfare 
subjects ruwe moral slanding, and 11) all and only living things are 
welfare subjccts. The first thesis is a version of welfarism, while 
Ihe second is bas<:d on the leleological theory about the nature of 
welbre.1f one gives up Ihe latter, by drawing the circle of welfare 
subjects more narrowly, while continuing to hold the former, then 
the resul! will indeed be the denial of moral "anding to all of tn. 
excluded Creatures. For anyone who finds Ihis implication unpal­
atable, Ihe obvious antidote is to abandon welfarism. This seems 
a more promising way of expanding the circle than continuing to 

defend a troublesome theory of welfare. 
It is time 10 lurn away from Ihes<: rolatively minor issue~ sine<: 

We lIa"e nOt yet com. to terms with the teleological theory'. prin­
cipal ass<:l. We have challenged objective Iheories 10 provide an 
alternative aCCOunt of the evaluative standpoint of the welfare 
subject, so as to explain the perspectival naTUre of prudential >"alue. 
And Ihis is precis<:ly what the teleological theory claims to be able 
to do with the nOlion of funCTioning, which is why il stands as the 
objectivisl's be" option, Has it nOI, Ihen, mount«l a ,ucces<ful 
response to the chaJlengei Even if it must anSwer some awkward 
questions about Ihe range of wol fare subjects, ha, il not paued ,he 
tfuly crucial test? 

It has not, for whal seems the Iheory's greate" "rength is really 
its f.tal defro:. Reca ll Attfield', formula, that 'the flourishing of an 
x entails the developm~nt in it of the essential capacities of x's' . 
leaving aside any difficulties in the notion of an essential capacity, 
whal this formula ensures is that a living being is flourishing ju" 
in case il is a paradigmatic or exemplary specimen of itS kind_ 
one which displays to a high degree th. capacities characteristic of 
its species. This result should remind us in rum of Ihe argument 
Aristotle us<:d to derive his theory about the nature of welfare, to 
which it i, time we retum«l. That argumenl contain«l the following 
"eps: (I) something promotes my well·being just in case it enhances 
my distinctive function, ( ~ ) something enhance. my distinctive 

of ;" ' "peri« """"ori,, . cleq""<l". Thi. oorm"il'<ly d,iY.n cho«:. wook! . till 1>< 
beto.'.." option, kit "I""lly 0p<lI by our de>c<iprivc c.<i'eri<; i. woold thcr<f<>r< 
Nomon only . s. , ... bt<>k", [0 fact, how"",,,, tho tdro!osi<. 1 theo.y ;, "'" del' 
«il"'I'<[, . d<qu. "" .. th, "'m<;nder of m;, ..,,,ion ... ;[1 .... ow. 
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function juS! in ca<~ it exrresse~ my distinctive excdlenee, there­
fore ( ~) ~omething promotes my well-bring juSt in caS. it expresse. 
my di"inctin excellence. Thus far we ha"" highlighted some of 
,he pitfalls in ,he notinn uf a biological function. But the real 
problem wilh ,h. teleological theory lies nol in the coherence of 
this no tion but in its relevanu to rhe nalure of "..,lla, • . 

The problem is easy to State. Recall the diSTinction: drawn in 
Chapter J botw •• n prudential and ""rfeaionis! value. A theory of 
wdbre musl be a theory about the nature of prudential value. A 
Thing hao perfectionist value if il displays ,h . excellences appropri­
ate to irs kind. Both Anfidd', formula and Aristotle', argument 
equate a cruture's wdfMe with irs distinctive excdlence. BUlthen 
both acrounts coollare prudential and perfectionist value: tney are 
rully rheories abour ,ne laner ratner than ,he former. 

This con/lation is con~al.d som..what when allemion is focnsed 
on relalively simple organi~ms. In Ih. case of a " ee we have no 
way to measure;1$ flourishing save by means of InOse fearur .. which 
eounl a5 ex~II."" .. in If,"",' luxuriant foliage, a healthy root 
system, r",iSlance ro dis~ase, and ~o on. Bur rha, is 10 say that here 
we do not have twO mode, of valuoc-prudenlial and perfectionist 
-bur only one. An accounl 01 the funelioning or Houri,hing of 
a tree docs indeed enable uS 10 delermine whelher Statts of rhe 
world are good or bad for it. But what is good for Ihe Ire. is 
whalever promotes its excellenc., and what is bad for it is what­
ever makes it a worse example 01 its kind. There i, here no point 
of view which is ,ha, of ,he tue; inslead , il is merely Ihe local 
hearer of a certain kin d of generk value determined by ,he kind 
to wnich il belongs. 

In ,he case of a l ue the elision of prudfflrial aDd perfectioni,t 
value is bcilita",d by the ambiguiry of phrases such as 'a good of 
one's own'. 'The good 01 x ' Can mean, among other things, eith .. 
'the welfare of x' or 'Ihe goodness of x', Where a thing i. ~apable 
of I.a,·ing perfectionist value we can ~rtainly speak of its good· 
"e;;s or excdlenee. In Ihar sense it undeniably has a good , which 
is i .. own by virtue of being ground«l in its na!llre. But it is a 
fallaC)' 10 slip from saying rnar romething can be good or bad of 
its kind 10 sayi ng ,hal il rherefOr<: h3s a welfa ... ]t is this fallacy 
which is committ~d by ,hc relwlogic31 Iheory. The cmbarrassing 
implication. of the theory for th. class of welfare subjecl. , while 
nOt themselves fatal to it, ar<: ,h. symptoms of this deeper defect. 



Obie(/;~e Tbeorits " Tying wdfa~ to tne notion of functioning threatens an awkward 
expansion in its range of application !xcau,e if functioning tracks 
any mode of value it is ~rfe.;rioni<t ratner than prudential. 

The two eva luative dimensions rome apart wben we a~ dealing 
with subjects in the strict sense, namely those with a subj~li.·e 
point nf view. (Or ratner, in these caSl's prudenlial value makes its 
appearanc.: for the 6rsl time as a "'parate and distinct dimension ,) 
And they diverge moS! d early for paradigm subjects such as us. 
Where human agentS ar. conurned, it is a contingent mailer 
whether the possession of Some particular e" cdlence make. uS 
bell .. off. The .. may, of cour"". be a strong empirical correlation 
betw«n the e"c.llen~e1 of mind and body and ,h. well-being of 
their owner" it would be surprising if there were not. Rut as a 
conceptual matter the inference for any agent from perftetioniS! to 

prudential value is never guarant~d; there i. alway. a logically 
open qu .. tion. The gap betw«n the two is opened by the agent's 
own hierarchy of projtets and conce rns, which i. but one mani­
festation of her subj~tivity. 

The human case was, of course, the case that int ... S!ed Arist()­
tie . It i. thus hard to understand how he could have committed 
this fallacy ," None tn. kss, it appears tnat he did in moving from 
""daimonia to ~'Cle, from the good (wdfare) of a human being to 
the goodn~ss (pedtetion) of a human being." Since Ih..., a.., d early 
such differem matterS for uS now, it i, hMd to believe (hat th ey 
"" " " not alon for him then. Indeed. the conciu,ion of Aristotle' , 
argument, the equalion of welfare and virtue, hal always """med 
too good to be true, We .imply have tOO many e~ample., from our 
day as from his, of villains and mi""..,ant' who ",. rn (a, Rernard 

.. Th< fa llooy Wa! ok"l~ i"".~fKd in GI""," '~ J7. t, ;, . 1,0 d;"",,,," in 
Wilkes T~7 g • • Id"",gh ,he d<frnd, Ari"",!. ''&OJ" ,, the oh. rg< 01 <qui""",'ioo. 
IIy f. .. ,he ".,M tilo<ough ",pj i<.tion .• "d delon«. of Ari_to·, " f"W "go"",,,t 
m.~ l>< lQUod in H"" hi"""" 1~~6. <11 , 3. F"" other intc""";ng ,«<m ,n<mpts I<> 
<kknd A,;",,,k', , ppm.ch. ,.., No"h, "m , .g~. '79fl.; V:'h~;.S '9~S; •• d 
Sp.r>ho<t I ~~i. <11. ' . 

,. Th< p<d<a;Qn;" ... ,u,< " I A,;"",I,', oocoun, ;, ".d«li"d ;n \I."h. 
N""b>um·, In«rp,a. tioo of it: "Getting the jjot 01 "'onion irq;. thot . ", comtitu· ,i,. of ~ I; ,i "~ i • • m.,,,,, 0+: .. k illl: "" .... h ... ,. wh" i. most i,"pOtfO"" wh" 
i' .n <"",,n,iol p.rt of .nr Iii, ,h .. i< ~,"n~ ~,h< oi<h <n<>ugh ~,oounl .. fo lly 
110 m • • • IN" osb. urn 19ii. 171). Agoin, 'f", "',;',,,d< . , . ,I>< QU"';"" .. '0 wh«h" 
• "",,.in fUOClioo ;, '" i. "'" • p' " 0+: our human nam" i • . . . a q""'ioo .boo, 
wh«l><, that fun<';,," i, ,., im~.nt thot . <,,,tu,, .,110 t""k<d i, would "'" b< 
IU<lgod to be ~rop<fly hom,. at , II' libid , '171 , 
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Williams pUTS it ) 'by any ethological ~tandard of ,h. bright eye 
and the gleaming coat' to be faring very well indeed. With any 
luck th ... is a ~lrong tendency for virtue and inter.,1 to coincide, 
hut we push our luck if We ask for rno,.., than that. Certainly they 
do nol coincide conceptually, nOr are they analytically liohd in 
th. ti ght way dUI Arislotle would ha," us believe. 

In Ihal case, however, the telwlogkal throry is fundamentally 
misconceived a. a tbeory aoout the nalufO of welfare; it is really 
about something quite diffe,..,u" II bears ""~aling that thi, lOsult 
senles no substantive ethical issues. It is still open to Ih. perfec· 
rioni s! to urge, against th. welfa.ist, that excdlence muST he in­
cluded among the bask values in an ethical theory, or eVen that 
it is th. sole such valu~. That di,pute will be adjudicated later (in 
Chapter 7). Our result conc~rn, nor the value of welfare hut it, 
n3!U"'. The releological rheory was the objecrivist ·s last, ben hope 
for responding to the challenge po,ro in the precroing chapter. 
With its demise g"'" .11 proSjl«t of constructing a d"SCriptively 
adequa~ objective theory of welfa re. 
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Tlt~ eljmin~!jon of objective a«ountS lakes ul $Orne di~lan"" to.­
ward Our goal of finding an ad"'lU3re theory of welfare. But not 
,"cry far, si nc. nowaru.ys mU!lt of the phil<,>,ophically fa voured 
tbeories in this domain aIr subjn:tiw. and aU of them S1il! ~main 
in contention. W. have mrrdy .u«~ in narrowing OUr original 
qu",ion a lin l.: we now wish to know which wbj«tivc theory 
~vo uS tM 001 account of m. naCU", of ~lfa",. Unluckily, how-
• ...,'. n<.M only a' . the", many such {Mones avaibilk, (My also 
diffn IIt1OI18 IhemK!.-a in significant ""'Y'. W.~..., made PW8ltSS 
thus far by utilizing a .dativdy simple lubiectivdobjtcrivc ~; 
~ I>Ow n«d KIf'Ile equany salimt way of subdividing ,h. cattgOf)' 
of subi«I;'~ attOUnts. 

Without an appropriate prirn;;ple of division the task of cata· 
loguing Ih. full vui..ry of (actual or possible) su bjective theories 
th"'"'("5 to bt imerminable. R"".II Ihal I theory of wdb", ;s 
!uhj«,;"e if;, makes your well-~;ng depend (~t lust in pa ri) on 
yonr ~t 0/ attitudes or concerns, You hay" an alti tude tow;trd, or 
concern about, 50meIhing if the thing malten to you, or you mind 
or Clre whethu it uisto or happnt<.1f you hav~ a positive ~nituo:k 
toward the thing then you fa'mlr it, if • ""goti"" att;tu(\,: you 
disf.\'our i,. The r:mge and variety 0/ possiblf: subiective ,heories 
is tMrefore gl""n by tM rangt and ""tiny 0/ possible JlOSit;.eI 
nrgative .rrilUdQ. Awroving 0/ something, yaluing it, tSI«ming 
it; WlIn'in& something, aiming at it, 5ttki", it; liki!lll something, 
enjoyiug i" linding it u,i.fying---thtst ate .11 types of positi"" 
attitU<k, bu, boIh the typtS ,b..."-w.!",,, and the "veral Y:lrimes 01 
ea.::h 'r~ are dilk""nt from one .norhet . An uhaustiYe array of 
,ubjKl;ve theories could therefore ~ ~<5C'mblcd only by cnumer­
OIing . ll of the many ways in which we un favour or di,favour 
th ingl. Any luch projKt would ~ a daun ting, and probably fruit­
lets, exerc;" ;n philosophical psycholugy. 
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Philoropher1 confronred by ,hi, pmbl~m hav~ conrriv~d a ttth­
nique for ~in:umventing it. InSTead of frying to catalogue all the 
possible varieties of ,ub;";tivr .ccoum. they di"ingui,h Iheories 
which make welfare a stille of mind from Ihose wbich make il a 
state of the world. ' On the face of it. ,his ;, an unpromising !:toctic, 
After all, we know already that every subjective theory makes 
welfare depend in rome way or other on ,orne state of mind or 
other. How, then, could a subjective theory fail to be a >1ate·o/­
mind theory? And how cou ld it ever be a .tate-of-tho-world theory? 

When handled with a little care, h""'.,'er, the distinction dOC$ 
turn OUt 10 have a point. A theory i •• ubj~liv. if it makes welfare 
depend ~t Ic~st in parI on some menral srare. hut il mal' make il 
depend on romething e]", as well. If we draw a boundarl' a round 
~the suhject', own) state. of mind and call •• ·.rything else a state 
of the world, then we can indeed genorate twO types of subjecliv~ 
theory; tho", on which my welfare is solei" a matter of my Stales 
of mind and those On which it is additionally a marter of some 
.Ial.s of the world. The ground for this di stinction, moreover, has 
been laid in Our own ,,"oulll of the subi-Clive, in which we worked 
outward from stat" of mind to "ates of the world,' The former 
category consists of phenomena .uch as ",n.alions or drrams; 
he<;au", statrs of Ih~ world will play no role in a constitutive aC­
count of the n.tur~ of ,uch things las opposed 10 a callsal theory 
of Iheir origin), we may think of them .1.5 purely mind-dependenr, 
The laner ca,egory, h)' conlra", contains th"", features of the 
world, such as perc~ptual propenies, an aCCOunt of who", nature 
"'ems 10 require referen", both to ,"bjective pt<x:t~"'S and to 
obie<-live propertie •. Those who regard th ... f.ature. as secondary 
qualities think of them as ranly mind·dependen' and panly world­
dep"ndenl. 

On this picture, ,hen, state-of-mind ,hoor;" ".al wdfa« JUS! 
U some mental state, or some combination of such states . while 
<1ale-of-Iho-world th.ories hring into the pi~ture SOme refl,rence '0 
mind-independent realily. While th ... are all .uhj~ti'-e theorie., 
the former are mOT(: thoroughly or uncompromisingly sl1bjective 
than Ihe latter. Of cours<:, it is not enough for our purpo"'s that 
this line of divi.ion among ~uhiective <heoriu i. availahle, nor that 

, F.,.. I" .. d~,,", u .. 0/ tl>< d"~nc,;",,. >« Gdffio ,~'", ,h . •. 
, 'i« •. '_ ' . , bo;.,. 



Hedonism " it is nOw standard, nor even thot it coheres with our account of 
the suhje~tive. It muS!, additionally, be salient: it must bear di ­
rectly on the descriptive adequaey of subjective accounts. As with 
th. subjective/objecti,"" distinction, thore is no way to demonstratt: 
S<llience in advance; we mils! simply see how things work out. 
However, it is a promising sign that this partitioo of the domain 
separates the two kinds of subjecti,·e theory which have domino 
ated ,he modern period: hedonistic a~coun!S, identifying wdfare 
with pleasure and tile absence of pain, and desi'e aC"c()unl~ iden­
tifying il wilh Ihe S<ltisfaction of wants or prefere"",s. These options 
will preoccopy US over ,he next twO chapters. Fir<t, hedonism. 

4.r THE CLASSICAL VIEW 

Time and philo"'phical fashion have not been kind 10 hedonism. 
Ahhough hedonistic theories of vuious son. flourished for 1hr .. 
centuries or '" in their congenial empiricist habitat, they have all 
but disappeared from ,he scene. Do rhey now merit e,""n passing 
attention, for oth., than nostalgic purposes? Like endangered 
species, disc .. diled ideas do wmetimes manage to make a com~ 
back. Perhaps hedonism is now due for a revival of this ",n. Or 
perhaps nOI, bUI even if it is too late to rescue it from e~linc,ion 
we may still learn some valuable lesson, by exposing tn. rearon' 
fnr its dedine. 

Orthodoxy ha, il that hedonism comeS in two forms: psycho· 
logical and ethicaL In ils psychological version, it is a causallheory 
of motivation in which all intentional action is ultimately to be 
explained in terms of seeking pleasure and avoiding pain. In its 
ethical ver~ion, it is a theory of ,·alue in which pleasure is the sole 
good and pain the wle evil. Both theori es count as hedonistic by 
virtue of assigning a foundational (explanatory or justificatory) 
role ro pleasure and pain. Historically, these twO varie1ie& of he­
donism ha' ... been closely associated, the psychological theory bting 
thought to lend $Uppon to the ethicaL 
Thi~ pienne of the varielies of hedonism is. however, incomplete. 

A hedonistic theory may also mke a third form, distinct from both 
of the foregoing: it may bt a theory aoout the nature of welfare. 
Such a theory wiU btgin by taking pleasure and pain 10 characterize 
Ihe primitive altitudes, po";tive and negative res!,«liveiy, which 
subjects may have toward objects or stateS of affairs. Minding 
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so"",rhiug, or caring wh~th~r it happens, will ultimately be a matter 
of finding the eX?",i,n,e of it either pleasant or painful. The theory 
will then go on to assign thesc .ttirudes a bask wnstituti,.,. role 
in a formal theory of welfare. Such a theory will map the polarity 
of wdfare onto the polarity of pleasure and pain. In order for m)' 
life 10 be going wen for me I mu.! be, experiencing it, or it, prin­
cipal ingredients, as pl~a,ant or satisfying; convusdy, if il is going 
badly for me then m)' experience of it must, On balance, be u,,· 
pleasant or unsatisfying. Likew;.." something can benefit me or 
make me bemr off only if J find it agreeable, and it can harm me 
or rnal.:. me wo"'" off only if I find it disagreeable. 

The1. rothe, vague formula. will ,uffic. to define Ihe general 
shap'" of a hedonistic theory of welfar • . However, they nted con­
sid.rable further elaboration in order to yidd a s~ific, doter­
minate version of slOCh a theory, One such version was .hared, in 
mo~t of il< e...,ntials, by the principallllilimrians of rhe eighreenth 
and nirx:lecnth centuries: Jeremy Bentham, John Sman M ill, and 
Henry Sidgwick. Thei r hedonism abour welfare has tended to be 
somewhat overshadowed by their .,hical hedonism.' Logically 
sp'aking, the two vicws are quite distinct: the former is an analy · 
sis of the naturt of prudential value while the Janer i. a claim 
about which things have (ultimatr) ethical value, Howev .. , the 
utilitarian! plainly thought ,h.t they were intimately conneclOd. 

It is not dif&ult to find emphali<: StatementS by the utilitarians 
of hedonism a. a 'heory of the good. One of the best known is 
J. S. Mill's 'theory of life', on which h. rake, hi' moral theory to 
be grounded: 'pleasure, and fr.edom from pain, are ,h. only thini;$ 
desirable as ends; and ... all d"irabl. thini;$ .. , are <ksirable 
either for the pleas",e inherent in th emselves , or as mean, to the 
promotion of pleasure and the prevention of pain." However, il 

, I .,.;11 "'''' m'''' ,f", ~"">!i,,n "f ""<0""",,,,.1 h«loo;,,",.u.c. " di,kI<> ,oc 
uti t;",;,n <.mp, Iknto.m .nd J. S. ~M both ,u"",,,bOO '0 ;1: fox ,hdr be.!·kno"",, 
"."'"""''' or ,I>< do",io<. >« Bmth.m r ~w. d,. " ."" Min '~.9, 'h . f . S;~"'",k, 
"', ,he ",1><, ,,",nd. ,';«:1«1 ,', "'" Si<1$,.kk '96 •• FIoo> r, eh. f · 

, Mill '969 • .,,, d. <I f : ' ,10< ul,;",.>< en<, ,.·;,h "f,,,,,,,. '0 and fo. tlt< .. k< 
or .. hkh.1I «ocr thing' .... o;k,;"I,k, . . ".n """",,0< "'''''pi'' f .. " I""';bi< 
Imrn p.>in. ,n<" rio;h .. I",,~hk;n ",;o,."",n,,: t.;k<wi .. Iknth,m, 'N<>v>'. pie,,' 
",,;,;n #ulf ' g',""" ""'Y, <V<n "" ;"3"oJ. in""un ilY from ",;n. ,I>< only gooJ, 
", in ,,;n ;,.dl ... "";1, . nd. ;n<I«d. withoo, ,,,,,,,pr;,,,,. ,10< onfr ,,;1, '" el .. tit< 
.,.",,", g. • .l ,rul «01 h . .. no ""","fIjI, An< th .. ;, .I ik, 'n>< "f <=<y "'" "I p>;n , 
' nd of ,V<fl' """ 01 pk"u,,' I' ",0. ,"",,). IIonoh.m <omrt ...... 01.;",«1 hi, .. hko l 
h«ioo"m 1<> I>< ,no< by ""' n;I;OO; >« , i.,. ii;. "'.' ••. 'J1n. 
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" int.",sting th~ t Mill him,.!f decomp"""" this th~ory of life into 
two constituent parts. The fint of th.", is a claim about the value, 
nOt of pleasure, but of ha pp iness: 'The utilitarian doctrine is, th~t 

happi""ss i. oksirable, and Ihe nnly thing oksirabJe, as an end; aJl 
other things being on ly desirable as a meanS to that end:' The 
",cond is an analysis of the natu", of happiness: 'Ily happiness is 
intended pleasure, and lhe absen"" of pain; by unhappiness, pain, 
and the privation of plcasure." Mill 's line of thought thus appea" 
to be: only happiness is good in itsdf, happin"". i. pleasu,. and 
Ihe absenu of pain, Ih"",fore only pleasure and the ab<enee of 
pain arc good in them,elves. If we a .. ume that Mill simply iden· 
tifies h.ppine .. and well-being, then he derives ethkal hedonism 
as a conclu,ion from two premisses: wdfarism pl us a hedonistic 
theory of welfa,.. 

The equ~tion of well-being with happiness is implicit in the 
utilitarian tr.dition-too implicit to count as a developed theory 
aboUlthe nature of welfl!l:.' In!tead, it is an assom.d conceptual 
identity: for the utili tarians the two notion< were indistinguish­
able. When Ihis identity is ke pt in mind, count. ' parts tu the 1'0'0'0 

steps in Mill', derivation of ethical hedonism can readily be found 
in both Bentham and Sidgwid:. Consider 6rst their welf.rism. 
Bentham has th. following to say about th. nature of ethics: 

A, to the m d or obj= of it, if by <hi< be meant the mm' general end, 
fm .hi< mos< general end or obi«t it h., or ought to luv< the .ame ond 
0' obj""t w~ich not only ..... ry branch of art Or science Ius., but ".1)' 
hum,n .hough. as wen., every hum.n .ction Iu.-..nd not only has bu. 
ough •• 0 h ••• : [namely,1 the giving rIICn:.OC in "'me .harc 0' other ' 0 

man', ",.ll ·bci"!!--<oy in one wo,d .h. 1um "f human h.ppin .... ' 

, Mi ll ,~6~. 'H. N,~< .h ... 1oo: P>''"'l!< on p. no . 1", begin, "'ith • ouim 
. !>our ttt" v. l"" "I h.op~ ..... , . 

• IhHi. "0>. 

, ~1; 1 1 ""'~r . Iw.)·, ]><01 .. , ~'$p<.k of h.p,"""" or utility ... "" do<. """"gil. 
'"" M ill , ~ •• . /1"",..-.,. k ><>m<ri<n<> ,w;t<he> '0 "Ik 0/ .... iI· Oeing; «<. I"" 
in".""", Mill ' .77, eh . J. S;dgwick d.fi .... 'S"i"" ;n t<m" of h.pp;"" ..... 
''I'I''>O<J '" S",,.J (>I wdl.""ing. bc-c,,,,,, 01 ito "b,;ve fr,«lom from ,,'''f<otioniH 
0"'''0<>'' 1«< SHlgwd "6,, eh. 7)' ;t i, ,lea, thot "" " ""'k in;; • """Iy w<ll .. i .. 
",~i"". llen,h.rn """<t im<> """ .... Il·.tins .nd h. Wi .... imm:h.a'W.b!y 1=, for 
in"'II«. \lem. , .. '98 Jb. ,.._!). _ he Ji"i"l\uiu",. thorn liknth.m •• ' Jb, 
no, 'HI. I>< ,,,,au ,0. k>tm<, .. "";"';"1; '0 .n inJi vid .... I·, "'" t.. t.."", of 
"b,"" " " " p. in. whil, t he ["", .... gg<>" , ,un 0/ " I."um 0/ on "nu,uo lly hW! 
J.y«. 50< ,I", Flrn,h.m '9S)>>. '7.,..80". 

, & ",Ju,n <9Sjb, " ,'- 1. CI. Ikn,ham', okfinition ,J ,ud, i""",ic" ',1>< .r!, 
whi<h Ju. I,,, ,he "bi«< ,J in enok.,."" .... ,,, oon";o.,,,, in """" .... y or ",I><, '0 
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Wh"eas i, probably never OIXurred to Bentham ,hal ethics could 
have to do with an ything othor than happiness or wen·bring, for 
Sidgwick this was a substantive view in n~ of argument. This 
argument he attempted to provide in the chaprer of hi, Al ethods 
of Ethics entitled 'Ultimate Good'.' Whether the ca,e he there 
makes in defence of wdfari,m i, successful i, no! our present 
concern, bot we should !Iote his conception 'of the proj<:o. Sidgwick 
"'gin, the chap •• r by affirming the priority of the good: 'the prac· 
tical determination of Right Conduct depends on the determina· 
tion of Ultimate Good:'o Hi. ne"t step is to narrow the list of 
cootenders down to goods whKh include states of coosciousness. 
He then continues: 'If then Ultimate Good can only br conceived 
as ~i,"ble Consciousness . .. are we to identify t~is notion with 
Happiness or Plea,ute, and say with the Utilitarians that General 
Good is general happiness!' " As Sidgwick conceives it, the conte,t 
at this point is b.rw..,n happines, on the one hand and various 
(subj""livej perfectionist goods, 'llch as knowledge and freedom, 
on tho other , The argumonts he then goes on to ad"ance on the 
side of happine" <on<l itllte his case in favour of welfarism and 
against perfectionism. 

ThaI Sentham and Sidgwick both held hedonistic theories about 
the nature of wclfarelhappin.'~ is ,0 obviolls as to br scarcely 
worth documenting . Bentham tells us that happin.ss consists of 
'enjoyment of plea~ures, security from pain,', " and elsewhere offers 
a similar account of well·bring as 'enjoyment of the s"'eral distin· 
guishable pleasures and e"emption from the several discinguiJh · 
able pains'. " For his pan, th . assumption of. hedonistic .ccount 
of happin .. , S!lIlCtu"', Sidgwick's handling of the substanti," is· 
,ue between wolfari.m and perfe<:tion;sm. What distinguishes hap· 
pin .. , from the competing perf""tionisr goods, for Sidgwick, is th. 

th< " " in"",". of ".~II·_g,.nd ti>< w..." '" ,i""" "I wh;,,-;n '" I .... " i, 
1'O'" ... d br him., m," ~OOW> in who. m,o"" he i, t" o;onciu" h;m,dl in ",J« 
'00>0"'" t hot ," wi,h off«!' { ,~B jD, '7"..80). Th,,,, ;,. "'ikill,; .... "rubl."". 
I:,rt ... « " 11" .. P"""U' , nJ Mill', vnr. "" ,h< rt l",," ,ship Mw«t\.n ,<1<1 ",i· 
..... .." .<1<1 "" ,h, ullin"",.<1<1 of ,ht ',tt of life', ... MHI [~7 • . 90"..j<· 

• > id~wd ,.6 <, s""k m, <h. '.. ,. Jb iJ. j.1. " Ibid. J~S, 
tl Ikntluom '070. 7,,: d . '91 ... <. ;;;. JOI . Tf.: <mpiri<i" ,«1""';00 of h. pp'"" 

'0 pk .. utt <'n b< ,,««I bod. " I .. " • • far .. Lo<k. 1197J . _ II, ch , n • 
• . • <1. 

" Bot",h ... 19,,,b, "J; d . '9'JO. ""..Son, FOO". tNurt~ of ;",««, t" 

pk"ut< ."d 1";" . .... ,~'O. n; "J'-" i. '0'. 
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fact that it includes nO reference to states of the world ext<:rnal to 
the subject, sinC<' it con~sfS emirely in ,he having of agreeable feel· 
o 0 I ,. ,ngs, I.e. p e.sures. 

All of this may seem.o much belabouring of the obvious. Surely, 
it will be said, neryone know, that the classical utilitarians were 
hedoni.ts both in their theory of the good and in their theory of 
welfare. There is, ho",..,ver, SOme point to distinguishing the two 
steps which ,,,,,m to ha ... led them to their ethical hedonism. The 
line of thought shared by Bentham, Mill, and Sidgwick yields 
ethical hedonism (pleasure is the on ly good) Out of welfarism (well­
being i, th. only good) and a view about the nature of welfare 
(well-being is reducible to pleasure). The . ~ereise of distinguishing 
these two premisses therefore offe .. the intriguing possibility that, 
fur all thei r talk about pleasure and pain, what the utili13rian, 
thought ultimately valuable was happine .. ur well-being. Pleasure 
and pain came into th. picture only because they were believed 
tu be implicated in the nature of wen-being. If this hypothesis i, 
mrroCl, then 'M classical utilitarians were primarily welfarists and 
unly sc<:undarily hedonists. 

However this may be, what is important for our present pur­
poses is that the utilitarians all shared the view that welfare mn­
si,ts in happiness and that happine .. mnsists in pleasure and th. 
absence of pain." In order to round out an aCCOunt of their thcory 
of welfar~, it remain. to ask only whalthey meam by pleasure and 
pain. Different conception, of pleosure and pain-different .c­
mum, of their nalUTO--will generate different ' .. rsions of a hedon· 
istic thcory. Whether a particular version is a ment"l statc theory 
will depend On whether it conceives pleasure and pa in simply as 
state. of mind, with no rekrenC<' to any states of the world . 

A mental State conception is certainly the dominant theme run ­
ning through the utilitarian tradition . However, the story is slightly 
mmplicated by the fact that the cla .. ical theorist:> offered t\\ro 

alternati"e mudds of pleasure and pain, one of which appeals to 
the internal qua~ties uf these feelings while the other invokes their 
external relation,. On both models pleasures and pains each con· 
.rirute a duo of distinctive feel ings or experienc .. whose common 
properties can be identified by intro,pection. The imemali./ accoullt 

" ...,., SiJ{;wd '96., .>. 9j . )91 If. 
" IIo<h .;...., ,,;11 h.,.., ,1><;r d.1,nd.,t>; ""', 10. in".""" Ed ....... l. '.,9. 
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was inh~rit~d by B..ntham from hi. immediate predeCC:!;8oT" H~me 
.nd Hanley, For H~me pleasure, and paid. ronstituted an im­
portant category of impre.sioos, along with sense impressions, 
while Hanley eonsider<:d them to be one cla.s of ' internal fed­
ings' ," In Bentham thi, basic idea was developed into an elabomte 
architectonic which began by dividing mental operations into two 
rutegori~s: intdleemal (perception, imagination, judgemem, etc. ) 
and ..,nsitive (feeling, d .. ire, wi!!, ete.). The basic ingredients for 
both sort, of operations are what Bemham called experiencc:, or 
perception>; in the former c~ "" sense impr .. ,ions, in ,he latter 
sen .. tions of pleasure and pain. In each case the percc:ptions in 
question are foundational within their domain: all operation. are 
reducible 10 Ihem. while they admil of no similar reduction. For 
this reason B..mham Teprded ,ense imr" .. ,ion, on the one hand. 
and pleasuTable and painful , ensations on the other. as the only 
dasse. of real psychological emilies. 

For !lcntham the statu. of ",n .. tions as fundamcntal real en­
titie. predudNi any further analysis of their nature. While Ihere i, 
linle queStion Ihal he thought of particular pleasuT.' and pains a, 
discrete mental states or .,'ems, h~ could offer no ",coum 0/ the 
differenc~ belween Ihem, lahl! collectively, and sense intprrssion,. 
In his view pleasurc and pain are each sui genem, readily discrimin­
abl~ in our e"p<:riencc: from othe, perceptions, and from one an ­
other, hut ,usceptible 0/ no (nonooJ1Stonsive) definition." Bentham', 
inability 10 provide a reduclive account of the nalure of pleasure 
and pain should luvc uS in no duubt, howev .. , concerning the 
range of phenomena which he wished to include in these categ­
orie,. It is abundantly dear Ihat he thought of pleasure, for 
instance, as embracing not mertly bodily pleasure. b~t all fonns 
of gratification, enjoyment, satisfaction, fulfilment . and the like." 
Th ... various forms of experirncc: differ in titeir soure .. or eause_ 
that in which the plea,u," i. tahn. What they have in common. 
in virtue 0/ which they all count as pleasures, is their positive feel ­
ing tone: an intrinsic, "nanalysable quality of pleasantness which 
i, pr .. ent to a greater or lesser deg= in all 0/ them." It is Ihi' 

" So< flume J97~ , !Iook II. ?, n I • •. "H,,,ky , ,,9, P, n I. <. 
" n. 1.<",'" "7) , 11<.", 11, ,-t.. <0, '. L 
" f"" Iknth.m'. <>,.I"P>' ,,( "'" .,00u. kind. ",f pt.am'" (anO f" . " )' ,,," 

' ,,0, <h. $ •• nO A T.bU of 'h, Sprm" of Act"", in 198 l b, 
" Cf. Btttth"", ', remark ,h .. pi","" and p. in art 'n. m<1 "I ho!nog,o<oo, "" I 

en"';'" 1'9 70. SJ n.). 
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quality whose intensity supplies one of the two co", iO&redients 
(a long with duration) in Bentham's cdebrated technique for quan­
tifying pleasures:'" The d ass of pains. heterogeneous in their source;; 
or objectS, would likewise he picked oUl on the basi. of their dis· 
tinctive negative feeling tone. Pleasures differ from pa ins. on thi' 
view, , imply by viM"e of feeling plea,ant or agn:eablc rather than 
unrlu",n, or disagreeable. 

Bentham's identification of pleasure and pa in in terms of their 
purdy phenomenal properties was echoed I>y hi, utilitarian ,ucces­
sors. In his A""lys;. of the PhmometUI of tli~ H~ma" Mind James 
Mill u<ed the krm '",n",tion' to cover roughly what Bentham 
callw perc.ptions or experiences. He thon introduced plea,ure 
and pain in th. following passage: 

Some .. n,",iom. probably rhe gtr.ter number, "'. what we c. 11 indiff.,_ 
"n. They .... not cons;J"ed ., dtbtr painf,,). of pl.,.,u,.ble. Th . ... "'. 
oen 'at ion,. nO\ .... ' .. , ."J of f ... que", '<>cu"''''''. som. of wn;';h are r.in­
ful. some pl .. ,uroble. The differmet' i •. thM which i, felt. A m.n kn""", 
it. by feding it; .nd that i. tbe whole arroont <>1 the phenomonon." 

Whcn John Stuart Mill Came to edit the second edition of this 
work, he app"nded to it quite substantial no,"s in wbich he carried 
oil a running ~ommemary on his fathcr', views, ontn ",gis",ring 
dis<ent from them. Where the accOt1nt of pleasure and paIn was 
concerned, however, he found linle to eorree!: 

!n ,~e ClIO< of many pk .. ",.ble or painful .. n .. tion,. it is <>I"'n '0 ques­
tion wh.ther the pk. su ... or rain , <>peci.lly ,h. pie .. " ... , is not wme­
,hing add.d to ,be .. n",tion, .od .. Apabl. of being d<:!. ch.d from it, 
r .. ber th.n merely. pa .. ;';uiar a'rea or quality of rhe .. nsation. , .. 
Howe.er '~i. may be, ,~e rle.,,,,. or pain .. ,ending ... n .. tion i,.,. 
""pablo of being nxntaUy .I>£trart<d from tbe sc .... tion. or, in othor word., 
capabl. of bei"l; an.ndeJ '0 by j""If," 

The theme surfaces again in Sidgwick, who lfealS pleasu,..,' as a 
dass of feelings 'so callw because they have a common propeny 
of plea,amn ... ·," 

This imcrnalist ,·j ew. however, is only part of the official Story 

,. 11>id .. cn. 4; <I. GoIdW<>f!b r~79. 
"Mil! .169, g, ,84; d. 'jOff., ) 6;ff. " 10;0 , ,Ijn. 
" Sidiwi<;k 19h, 94. SidJ! ... .,k 0 ...... ,I>< ,0001 "~oo ,n .. , II pk .. "I<. m"" 

,h",for. I>< oomm<nmr,bk in ,et"" of tru,ir pit ... ",,,,,>, and ,II p.ins in tomo. 
of the .. p.in!,, '."" ' ''.J if.l. 
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for Ihe Ulililarian •. A diffuem modd of plea.ure and pain can 
also be traced hack at lea .. 3S far as Jam ... Mill. The pa~,ag<' 
quoted above, in which Mill allemptS to character;,. th. dass of 
pleasurable and painful srn.3Iion., continue. as follows, 

I have one ..,ma,ion, and ,hen another. and then another. The £'" i. of 
.ueh • kind . ,hal I Car. nO' wheth .. i. i. long 0' ,hor<; th ... cond is of 
.ueh ... kind 'hat I WQuld P'" . n end to it inst.mly if I could: the third 
is of .uch • kind, .h •• I li ke it p'ol',"goJ. To distinsui,h th ... feeling'. 
I givr .hem Mm ••. I call 'he firs, Indiff.<e1,,: the ....:ond, Poin!ul; .he 
.hird, Plra,,,,,ble: very ofn-n, fot .horm .... I call 'he second , r. in, 'he 
'hird. Pi .. '" ... . ' · 

00 thi. view. what all pleasure, share is not a homogeneou. feel· 
ing tone hut the fact ,hor they arc e~pe rienc., which we like, or 
enjoy. Or seek, Or wi.h to prolong for their own sah-in .horl . 
the fact that they are obj~" of ~ome po>iti," altirude on our part. 
Likewise, experiences are dassi6.d as painful by virtue of provuk· 
ing a negalive, avu,iv. response. This ~xrerntllisr account, unlike 
the uniform "n""tion modd. is capable uf recogni.ing thot the 
gr~at varid}' of expuience. which .... ~ 6nd pleasant or agrreable 
may be heterogeneous. nut only in their sources or causes, but alw 
in the way they frel. Pleasures may have nOlhing in common save 
the fact Ihat we like them, pain. nuthiog but the (external) prop' 
erty of being disliked . 

The young<'f Mill app<::ars to have pre<upposed .ome such model 
in hi. well · known empha,;, on distinctiun. of qua lity among rlca~· 

urc •. Having appealed to the v"diet of 'competent judges to deter· 
min. deg=. of qualil)" Mill conlinues: 

And th.re neoJ, he the I ... he>itation.o acrept .hi. judgemen' ""pt<"ling 
,h. quality of pl. a,ur.,., .inee there i. no ",h .. trihun.1 ." he r.bred '0 
even on .h. q",,,ion of quantity. Wh •• mea'" arr 'herr of determining 
which i. lhe """." oi ',,"0 p. in •• or the inlen ..... , of 'wo plea,u .. ble 
sen,ation •• except the grn«.] .uflrage of those who arr f.miliar with 
both? N,i,h« p.oiru nor pk •• u .... are homogrnrou •. and pain is .Iway. 
hrrrrogeneou. wi,h ple .. ure." 

" Iknth..m Ji'" ,,,,,,,, ,,,,,",1 hin" of . ""h on o<<o>urlt • • , ... hen he .. y. d, .. 
'ra;n, ao.:l pl",u ,,", m.y he "" lied by on< 11<",,,1 w{M"d. in.w",;"l! 1'<'<'P'i"'" 
I I~7o, 41.) .• 0.:1 wOrn he d;" 'ngui>h<> ,"CO"" " , nO p. '"' i,om ",""",,", ... hich 
'" 'indiff,,,,n" I '~H. yi . " 11 . 

" Mill ,.6 •• "J. 



H~do"isrn " However, il W~S Sidgwick who pro~id.d th. best Slatement of the 
altern.tive view: 

Shall we llu:" say .h .. tlu:", is a m<a,u",bl< quality (Of feeling <xprc ... d 
by tlu: word 'plta'u",; which i. irukprndent of i,. ",b.ion to vuli.ion, 
and strictly unJdinabk from if< .impli<iry?-lik< the qU3li<), of f"ding 
<xpr" .. d by ',wett,' of whi<h also w< arc con",iou. in ".,ying degree< 
of inten.ity, 11>i, .. em, to be ,h<: "jew of so,... wri'e ... : hut, for my own 
part, when 1 ",fIe<t on the no,ion <>f pk"u",-(j,ing the 'erm in the 
<omp .. hen,ive .. n .. 1 have .d<>pted, to include the mos' .. fined and 
suhtk intdlectu.1 .nd em",,;on.1 gratific.,ion" no Ie.< th . o the co .... ' 
. nd mo.e definite .. n,u.1 enjoyments,-.he only common quality ,hOI 1 
c.n find in ,he f""lings so designalO<l seem, to be th .. relat;nn 10 de,ire 
. nd voli,ion expr" .. d by th. g<neral 'eno 'de'irable' .... I prop"'" ,he",· 
fore ro defi,.. PI • .,ure, . _ 0' • f""ling which, wh<:n experi.neN by in,d· 
ligent h<:ings. i, at 10." implicitly apprehended a, dr,irahle o<-in ca ... 
of comp .. iSOtl-prefe .. ble.'" 

For some purposes it would be wonh pu"uing .he differences 
be"" .... n these "" ... vi. w. of ,h . ".ruro of pleasure and pain-the 
imemali" Mnsarion modd with its empha'is on a homogentous 
(positive or negative) feeling tone and the extemaJi" ~ttitude model 
with its reliance on a uniform (positi,'e or negative ) reaction. (We 
will pursue these differences below, in ""'tion 4.}.) Howevfr, for 
the momem what they have in common i, more important 10 us. 
On both vicws pleasures and pains are expe riences whi~h Can be 
identified as such on the hasis of some introspectible feature, 
whether this i. an ittlemal quality (the way they fed) or an e"ter· 
nal ,elation (the fact of being liked or disliked). On both views, 
therefore, plea.m", and pain. are purely mental Slates . 

A mental Stale analy,is of pleasure and pain is the final compon· 
ent in th. thtory of wdfare shared hy the classical utilitarians. As 
is now evident, ,hi, theot)· was ,he product of three disti""tth .. e" 
( I I welfare is identical to happiness, (l.) happiness consists of plea,' 
ure and the absence of pain, and (3) pleasures and pain. aft each 
a cia •• of introspectivdy discriminable experiences. Ally hedonistic 

" S<<Jgwi<k 196,. "7' <I. rjl: 'Ln, ' .... 0, plu, "", b< deli .. d " f« llnJ! which 
,be '.:flt",", inJi,-;o"al., , .. rim< of 1«li"1l ir implicitly or .J<pli<iliy >l'1"<h<OO, W"" &s;"'bI<:...----d<~"'bk, ,h., .., wben ,,,,,,i<l<,rd men:ly .. ie<L"!!, .OO not 'n 
"'p«t of ;t> obi"";,, "",d;';"". Q< ''"'><qo<''''''. '" of ,oy f.m ,h .. <om< 
dire<tly wi.hin .... ~i .. n« .".1 iudgment of ",hen !><$ideo ,h< "n'~t indi· 
.;oli' I. ' 1'...- t .... b.--o • .J,h of !MJ~,,-ick" "n,i"" ,,( pl< ... "., >0< , 100 pp_ 9), ~O, _ 
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ana lysis of wdfare will nttd to endorse $Orne version or Olner of 
( t ) and (l l. " is the third thesis whid, is ,h. ~haTaC1<ri~ti, marker 
of the classical view, and which en,uros that it i. a mental §lair 
theory of wdb, •. Our next q~rslion i< whetl", any such theory 
'~n Ix dcs<:riptivdy adequat •. 

4.2 PROBLEMS WITH THE CLASSICAL VIEW 

Classical hedonism yields a ment.1 s{ate theory about the nalur. 
of welfare !xc.use il trea., plea,o,"" and pain as di'linclive Wile, 
of mind. The , ,,,, ulring thcory t.ll. oS ,hat onr lives are going well 
when wr arr having plusurable feelings and badly when we arr 
having painful one'S, Ih" you a re beue. off than me if you are 
having more of the former or fewer of ,h. laner. that sumothing 
henefils me when it cames Ihe former and harms me when i, 
causes the I,"er, and so on, 

The two stro~st objections to an account of this oart have 
b....;:n nicdy summMi ~e<I by James Gri ffin ." The firs! is directed 
again'tlhe s~malion model. Griffin argues Ihal lh.re is no po,itive 
quality of (""ling such that having more of il invariably mah. us 
bener off, and no negali,-. qua lity such Ihal having more of Ihal 
must make u. worS<' off. H~ gives the example o f Freud who, 
whrn terminally ill , refused all drugs except a'pirin, preferring 10 
think in torment rather Ihan not to be able to Ihink dearly. As 
Griffin ash, '~an we find a single feel ing or mental Slate pr ... nl 
;n bolh of Freud's oplions in virtue of which h. ranked th em as 
h. did,'" On Bentham', version of the da .. ical view, f reud .. ems 
plainly 10 have chosen the option which was wOrse for him. But 
thaI is a judgement few of us would join in making, and one 
which he himself would presumably have ,"jecred. less dramatic 
instances <xcur in our ordinary lives whene~r we "hoose be,w.en 
helerogeneous activilies or pursuils. Th, ,,, i. a recogniuble feding 
lone 10 sexual arousal which is quile di fferent from Ihe relid of 
finally completing a long-standing lask or Ih. tranquillity of a 
walk in Ihe woods. If the .. are your oplion, for Ih. nexl hour, 
you might h.,-. a decided preference for one over lhe others Ion 
purely prudentia l grounds). But it would be difficult for you to 

" t!,;d. 8 . 
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locat~ any particular felt 'Iualit}', common 10 allthrte e"pericn~..., 
which )'ou aTC thereby aiming to maximize. 

O! the da"ical utilitarians, Ikntham wa, the m""t d earl)" com· 
mitred to the homogeneit)" of all plca~ures, and all pains. Consid· 
"ed as part of a thwry of wdfare, however, this simple model of 
pleasure and pain has an ironic implica.ion. The great "d~antage 
of a subjective theory is that it makes well-being re~ponsive to an 
indi"idual', nwn schedule of concerns. Suppose, then . that all 
pleasures do share SOme uniform positive feeling tone. which can 
be present to a grcater or lesser <kgrte. A hedonistic theory will 
imply that the best choice for you is alwa)'s the one wh id, maxi­
mizes )"our prrsonal sharo of this feeling , Bm what if this doe. not 
match )'nur nwn ranking of the available options, Whal if, like 
Freud, )"ou prefer (on prudential ground.) an alternative with a 
lower hedonic payoff? The .heory is lhen committed to disregard­
ing your own priorities in determining what is best for you. But 
any resul. of this sort violates alleas. Ihe spirit, and probably also 
the lener. of a subjective theory. 

A theory which stipulates that welfare consistS in some distinc­
tive f""ling, regardless of the place which this feeling is actually 
assigned in the Ii,...,. of refk"Ct;ve subjects, is only dnubtfully sub­
jective, lIS dos"" kin arc thnse obiectiv~ theories which ~nd the 
sour~es of well-being to consist in such personal goods a, know­
ledge or aUlonomy or ...,If-realization, regardle.s of the ."tent 
to which indi,'iduals seck or val"e them. What makes a theory of 
welfare ,ubjecti~e is not whnt it cmmt< as ",dla,.., sources (lnd 
therelore not whether these are them...,1"e. subjective) . but the role 
it assi!;!,' to the subject's cnncern, in identifying thoo;e sources. An 
obje<;tive account does not become more plausible when pleasute, 
understood as a homogeneous ...,nsalion, comes to be substi.uted 
for the more commnn list of perfectinnist goods_ 

As we have seen, howO"er, nO! all of Ihe utililarians accepted 
Bentham's a.,umption of ,he hnmogeneity of all plea.ures (and 
pains) _ Th. atti.ude modd is quite capablc of acknowledging that 
the mental Slates we call pleasures are a mixed bag as ~d.T as their 
phenomenal properties are concerned. What these Sl3tes ha"e in 
common is nO{ something about ,hem-their peculiar f""hng rone, 
or whate\"er-but something about us--the faCt that we like them, 
enjoy them, value th~m, find them satisfying. seek them. wish to 
prolong them, and W "n. Griflin's lim objection to hedonistic 
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theories i. therefore not decisive. A, long as pJeasures are thought 
of as introspectively discriminable feelings, a hodonistic theory of 
wdfare w ill necessarily be a mental statc theory. But it n..,d not 
pre,uppose th. homogeneity of all such feehngs. When confronted 
with the case of Freud, the hedonist can say that he eho .. the 
option which, d.-pite th. greater suffering involnd, he found on 
balance to be th. more satisfying or fulfining. And that ,eems 
roughly right .... 

Aga'insr this fnrm of hedonism, however, Griffin brings a ,econd 
objection: 

Th. troubl. with thi> .dectic a.:count i> that "''' du "'em to <k'it< things 
other th. n "'at<5 uf mind, """ indepcnd<ntly of 'he stat •• of mind ,h.y 
produce .... I prefer, in im""nant ar ••• of my life, bitl .. truth to com­
foo.ble <klu.ion. h.n if I wer •• urrounded by COIISumm .... Clots .ble 
to gi'" m< 'w'" ,imul ..... of I",,, and affertiun , I .hould "refct ,h • 
.. Iativdy binee diet of their . uthentic t<action •. And I.hould "refer it not 

boca...., it would be mor.lly bener, or . ... hctiu lly bert<I, Of more nobl., 
but bee. ",. i, would make /or a better lik for me to liv •. " 

Robert Nozick has made a similar point h)' means of a science­
oction hypothesi, of a machine capable of synthesizing any c~peri ­

enee. we wish, including ,he bclid that ,hey are rea l and no' merrly 
synthetic: 

Superduper n<urop.ychologi .. , <Quid .rimul ... your bmin SO ' hat you 
would think and feci you w<r< wri,ing. gt<"' novel . Or m.\:.in~ a f,;end. 
or reading 10 in"r<"ing book. All the tim< you would be flooting in • 
tank, with d.C1rod ... nached to your brain. Should you plug into ,hi . 
machi"" for lik, "re"ros ... mming your lifo', exr<,i.ncosl" 

Why not, asks No~ic k, if all th.t matter~ '0 us i. how our Jives 
feel from the inside? 

As striking as Nozick', thought e~perim'n! is, it is not dear JUSt 
what I.non w. should draw from il . For one thing. as.unn as.",.., 
sran to think .. al i .. i<;ally aDoUt the scenario he ,krtche. then the 
decision not to plug in '1uickly ~ems overdetermined. Once you 

" Gnffin .. j'> "'" in S"",wd', .,,"""' dn;" "",Ii« ,o. .. ",,,I mrn,. 1 mt'"' 
wf,ich ,,,,,n' ., pt .. , " , .. libid_ .1 . Thi' ,.,,' " P ,h< ,,,mi,;oo '0 hOi Q"" d<~ r< 
,horoty, """" "" ttl",,,,, '0 d .. " "CO ,h<m",l.e. i. dj", .. <ie<I .. >«l" nd..n'_ Bu' 
it i,., ",""" pl ."~i>k tu po;", to ,o. &,,;, "'" ,t.ey m . 11 li k,d '" enjoy"'! '" 
lou.o ", 1 ~II ;ng_ TI", i, nDt ,1>< .. "",., .. ~i"ll ,h .. '""Y'''' d<~"d __ ""","',,.... 
i, I<kntili« ,I>< m,,,' "h, ;"". '"'''''' 10' do.;n"ll ,h<m , 
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Hedonism " have signed nn and are floating in the tank you h.ve relinquisho:<l 
all control over how thin~~ ~ubsequently go for you; you are in no 
position to ch.nge your mind or demand a rdund if the goods are 
not as promised. We immedi.tel)' begin to imagine the many ways 
in which things could go horribly wrong. How do we hep nur 
bodies from atrnphying from disuse? How do We know thar the 
'tehnDIDgy is foolproof? What happens if there is a power failure? 
Suppose the Dperatnrs Df the machine aIr r.aUy sadistic thrill­
seekers, Dr the premi.e. are D"errun hy fundamemalist >'(:aloll? 
In ord.r !O isolar. the philosophical point wh ich the expcrience 
machine is meant tn illustrate, we have to control for boundary 
cnnditinns by supposing that all Iheso; ,i<\,s have somehow been 
neutr alized. But this is "cry difficult to do, sin~ we know that in 
Iral life we cannot diminate aU possible malfunctions and screw­
ups_ For the thnught experiment tn )'ieJd any results at aU we mu<t 
therefDre imagine oursel"es in a wnrld quite alien 10 our own_ 
and whn knoW$ what we would choose in a wnrld lih that? 

We get 10 Nnzick's philosnphical point more readily by hypo_ 
thesizing I<"iS grand illusion., Dnes which could be visito:<l frDm 
'ime tD time without any cnmmitment tn taking up pcnn.nem 
residence. Virtual reali,y, if i, could be =dt convincing ennugh, 
might someda)' offer uS the .ppropriate snn 1'1/ tempomry e",apism. 
Fnr nnw, we are depcndem nn &tiDII3I example$: the machine­
induced vac.tion fantasies in Paul Verhoeven's film Tor~/ Ru,,// 
(which were .lso subitet 10 malfunctiDn) or the hDlodeck in St", 
Trek: The Next Gm""'t;D". We can mnr. easily imagine having 
Ihcse 'e~perience machines' available tn us, , incethey at<: e~trapo­
l.tion. nf technnlogie~ currently on offer (movies . televisinn, viden 
games). Because ,hey seem much less risky than Nnzick's machine, 
we can alsn imagine indulging in them now and .gain. Suppose you 
'pend. couple of hours some evening wired intn a vinual reality 
console, enjoying ,h. machinc-indu""d expcrience nf explnring a 
cave in British Columbia or spending an evening wilh Lennard 
Cnhen. I. this such a bad way !O pass your time? Is it worse than 
watching fWO hou rs of M;S5;n" [mpossible reruns, which you could 
never miStake for reality? Is reality alway. be"" for us, a •• uch, 
lhan illusinn? h .. em, ex"",ssively aust ... !O say roo SUI then how 
are nur lives suppose<! (1'1 gn wnrse (intrinsically, r.ther than cir­
cumstantially) if we ,ometimes chnnse tn plug intn experience 
machines? 
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Nozick asks what maners 10 ". !xsiok$ the inrrosp«:tible features 
of our uperience, and anSwers that we also wam to do certain 
thing. and be a cenain '01'1 of person. This take, II, hack 10 Griffin'. 
point: we care 300m .rale, of the world as well as our own SlatOS 
of mind. Of~",d a choice between bitter trulh and comfortable 
del usion , at I.a,{ sometimes we will opt for truth . Not all the 
time-lhat would bc 100 strong a claim. When wt find ,.alit)· 
hard enough to face, then the comfon afforded by th" appropriate 
delusion may be irre.istibl •. There is, of mil'"", an "pi'fernie prob­
lem h ... : a delu,ion has no power to comfon unle .. it i, accepted 
as real, in which cas. how can we be ... id to prefer it as" delusion? 
After all. the problem is that (rom the ;".ide delu,ion and r. ality 
may be indistinguiohable. However, we do often have an inkling 
that our carefully safeguarded belief StruCture is fragile and collude 
in prot~ting it against damaging counterevi<knce; deception shades 
int(> self-deception, Funhermorc, like Griffin, we Can e~pre!.S a 
standing preference, one way or the other, about specified areas of 
our lives: 'I don't want to know ', 'I would like to be told'. 

Our anitudes toward delusion, deception, and fantasy are more 
complex and ambiguous than the exptrience machine story allow! 
for . However, we will surcIy agree with Griffin in preferring real· 
itf to illusion over some key ~ctors of our lives, And we will 
agr~ that, in those s~to", being in touch with realif)' make, for 
a bener life. Since ,here are many way' in which a life may have 
value. the question remains optn whother, when we get the truth 
we seek, our h,· ... are pr"dent;~lIy better. Griffin claims that he 
prefers truth to delusion 'nol be<:au~ it would be morally beller, 
or aesthetically better, or more noble, but be<:au~ it ,,"'Ould make for 
• bellet lik for me to live'. But a life of ~ater moral or aesthetic 
or ptrfeoioniSI value is al>o, in that resptet, a IxneT life for him 
to Ii" e, so we have not yet succeeded in isolating the prudent;,,1 
que<t;on. Nor can we easily discou", the influence of Ihese other 
ideals , Could OUT judgement not .omelimes be tbal a life filled 
with illusion or deception, while it may be going very nicely for 
its sllbi~l, is none the less on,,"'Orthy of a homan being? If so, tnen 
the I.sson of tbe exptrience macbin. may be, not that mental State 
theories au deficient os accounts of the nature of welf.re, but that 
wella .. tracks only one dimen,ion of the value of • life. 

The internal ,onm,ts possible in this territory are nicely iIIu,· 
".<cd by an episode in A<I~'< Book, a mystery novel by Ruth 
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RendtillBa,bara Vine. The c.m,al character, As'a, keeps a diary . 
She has received a J<1,er infotming her that her ,on has b.en killed 
in ,he war and reassuring her that he died quickly, w;,hout pain. 
She records the comfot! she ha, derind from thi, rea,.urance: 
'You C>n b.ar your children dying. Wha. i. unbearable i! to ,hink 
of them ,uffering, to think of th. t particular perwn, the child you 
carried, bl..,ding and in agony.' Later, she i. vi.ited by the ser' 
geam who found her son On the batdefield and c""ied him back 
to the lines, and who know. the true circum".nc." of hi, death. 
She write. of that encounter: ' I would have given len yeat$ of my 
life to have bron able not to a,k . Bur bargains lih Ihal can 'l be 
made. Either you 're the .ort of person who can hide from things 
or else you ',e not. I'd rather be w unha ppy I want to die, and see 
.he facts and look them in the face, than delude my,elf.' She ask, 
the sergeant to 'ell her Ihe truth, 'So he did. I can't w,ite it. I 
wanted 10 know and J got what J thought J wanted.''' 

A,u's ...,solve '0 fa", the truth Can be snn as rhe choice of a 
personal ideal_b.ing the SOrt of person who does not hide from 
things---evcn al • terrible co" 10 her own well-being. After all , it 
is a commonplace ,hat we Ca"" about, and a"" motivated by, many 
consideration. other than our own inter .. t-consideratiom to 
which We a..., prepared to sacrifice ou, inte,est, if necessary . 
o.,fenders of mental ,'at. theori." can try to hold th. line here, 
arguing that e .. ery choice of biner truth Over comforting delusion 
i. a ca .. of welfare being trumped by some rival dimen.ion of 
value." Upon ...,flection, howe .... , this;~ difficult to ""cept. Asta's 
cho;';e can equally b. .. en a, her way of .. ~king closure nn a 
matter which Cuts right to her he.rr, facing the truth in order to b. 
able to put it behind her. And that seems to bear directly on hnw 
well her life will go, nnf just from any standpoint, but [Dr her. 

If what you have accepted as an important constituent of your 
well-heing_your achievements, "'y, or the feelings of others about 
you-WtflS out to have been an elaborate deception, )·ou are likely 
to fed hun and betrayed. How el .. 10 explain this, except to ",y 
that, in this area at least, wha t mattered to you was not merely 
how things seemed but how they actually were? Your re.ctinn to 

the deception certainly looks, and feel., lih a reas .. ssment, in the 

" v;"" .. 9., ,6j, '7)-', 
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light of your own priori lies , of how weI! )'our life ha~ be<:n going. 
And that "".ms 10 place it squarely within the domain of pruden­
tial value. Since a ~ubject;\'e theory must ~ failhful 10 Ih. full 
range of our concerns, and s;nce [h .... coocems typically extend 
~yond ap~araocc to r.ality, ~uch a throry Cannot make welfa", 
consist merely;n having agreeable experieoc. " even of the eclectic 
variety that the utililarians were prepar<:d to recognize. 

As components of a theory of welfare, the two models of pl.as· 
ure and pain offered hy the dassical hedonim fail for th. same 
reason. Each of them o"cHides the authority of welf.", subjects to 
determine for them""lve, wh ich goods th.y will choo"" to pursue 
in their he" ,he ""nsation mood by stipulating that subjects nlust 
.Iways prefer mo,e pleasurable fed ing tone 10 less , ,h. auilude 
mode! by dictating that ,ubjects mu~, ~ indifkrent betw •• n ve­
ridical .nd illusory ex~ri.nces, OS long as thl")' arc equally enjoy­
able, In the end, the",fo,., it doe. not matter which model ,h. 
dassical hedoni~ts plug into th.ir analysis of welfare. In eith", <.a se 
th. ,esult will fail to p,. serve the individual autonomy which is 
,he mos, artractive feature of a subjective theory, 

0/ Griffin's two objections 10 the dassical view, the """ond is 
much Ihe more telling, ,ince it strike, against any h.:<.Ionistic theory 
which t",alS pleasure and pain simply as m.mal ~Iale,. Any such 
theo ry will email that the impact On our well·being of Some par· 
ticula, ex~,ience is emirely determined by feature~ of the "xperi · 
enc" which are ""il"blc to in,rospecrion_how it leels. how 
agreeable we find it, how much w. wish it to continue, or WMt· 
. Yer. W. may therefo", track how well our lives a", going juS! by 
auending 10 how Ihcy ""em flOm ,he inside, bracketing off all 
questions of their anchoring in the . xterna l world. The lesson of 
the ex~rience machine is thaI any theo,y with this implication i, 
tOO in,.rior and solip<iuic '0 provide a des<:rip,i"e1y ,,<.Iequate 
ac,ount <>1 the nature of welfare. Si nce welfare doe. not consiS! 
merely of StateS of mind, it does not con.ist merely of plca.urable 
stal .. of mind. regardles< of how these are characterized. 

". 3 THE TR UTH I N HE D ONISM 

Is this then ,he end of hedonism as a theO')' of welfare? Re<;a!l that 
t h~ da .. i,,,1 view wa< a ,ompound <>{ thr,," ingredient.: (.) th. 



Hedon;sm " equation of welfare and happin,""" (~ ) an analy.i. of happine .. in 
term, of plcasuro (and the absence of pain), and (3)" mental state 
account of pleasure and pain. Sin" no theory which abandoned 
tn. first two components would any longer be hedonistic, the fatc 
of hedoni.m hangs on whether there is a plausihle mood of picas­
uro and pain available on which they arc not simply mcnta[ stat"" 

We will come at thi. question by a ratber roundabout routc, 
beginning with a closer look at the s"ength, of the classical view: 
the areaS of our h,"! in which it seems to tcll more or less thc 
right story. Its heartland i. Ibe lerritory of physical pleasure and 
pain-and "pccially the laner. One of our most se<;urc convic' 
tion. about wdfar. i. that the quality of our lin. i. seriously 
compromised b)' ntended episodes of physical pain Or suffering. 
Calling (some kind, of) .uffering 'physical" in thi, way does not, 
nf course, cnmmit one 10 thinking thaI pain is a merely physica l, 
or neurological, Slate. Whatever our be.t understanding of the 
nalllre of pain may 111m out to be , the", is dearly something 
",sentially mental about it. Rather, it points to the fa<ttbat.orne 
(but not all) pain or suffering has an organic ba.is or cause, usu­
ally (though not alway-;) SOme threat to tissue integrity. In Ihi. 
sense we can distinguish between pain fell as the result of bodily 
disease or injury and the suffering occasioned by. say. the [oss of 
a loved one or the collapse of an importalll project . 

To fix our frame of rderence, Ie, us focus on pain tnat is both 
intense and extended-the .ort of chronic ,uffering associated with 
,uch debilitating disease, as cancer or such injuries a, serious 
burns. Few among u~ would deny that Ihe pain itself-the fact 
that it huns sO much or makes us fed so bad-is enouJ!.h. to blight 
our lin" whatever else may also be going on in our bodies. If so, 
then pain of this SOrt i. one condition which makes us worse off 
directly or immediatcly, and not through its connections wilh any 
other condition. It may be tempting to dcny thi •. After all, it may 
be said, physical pain i, typically the ,uhjective accompaniment of 
some bodily injury which impairs functioning, and it i, thi, objec­
ti," impairment which is the real intrinsic evil , nol the subjective 
f«ling which signals it. However. sober second thouJ!.h.t will "'ject 
this rather aust .. c view. It is true tha! a seriou, disease ,uch as 
cancer impairs bodily functioning, and i, «<10$ reasonable to treat 
this impairmem as an important part of the devastation which 
cancer can wreak 00 us. But it i. also true that cancer accompanied 
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by ..,vere and intractable pain is much worse ,han ,he organk im­
pairment alone--<>therwi.." why would we try to alleviate or control 
the sufkring of te,minal patients? Furthumore, some ,'arieties of 
very inten. c pain aTe accompanied by no detectable injury wha" 
ever. One of ,h ... , trigeminal n. uralgia or I;~ douloureux, has 
httn described in ,h. following way: 'Thi. is the quint"..,ntial 
painful disorder, for it is marked by nothing other than ,udden 
bums of ..,a ring, agonizing pain, which appear and disappear for 
no apparent rcaSon. There is no persistent alt.,Olion of sensation, 
no injury, no sign. of di..,ase of any type-just pain.''' It would 
require a preny heavy commitment to a ,heo'}' ro deny ,hat ,his 
kind of suffrring makes our li,..,s go badly, jusl in and by itself. 

In the central ca.." of phy,ical pain, then, it appears ,hat at 
least part of what is bad about our condition i, the way it makes 
uS fed. Here there seem to be no problems with a purely mental 
state account , no counterpart to ' he .xperionce machine that co" Id 
bring u~ to ,hink ,hl! we are being deceiyed by mere appearances , 
Classical hedonism thrives on such case. , since they arrc~r to 

invoke no referen~e beyond oursel""., no belief, about fhe world 
which migh t turn out '" be mistaken. If [ am suffering physical 
pain th.n I ~an be quito wrong about the organic cause of my 
affliclion, or even about whether it has one, without Iha, error 
diminishing in the slightest either the reality of my p.:>in or il< 
impact on the quality of my life . Wer~ Ihe instanu of physical 
pain in every respect typical, then Ihcre would be nnthing wrong 
wilh a men,al ,tate ,hffir\' of wdfar • . 

How are ",e 10 understand the nature of rome,hing a, familia, 
as rh~ical p.:>in? ], it just a particular kind of sensation 10 be dis· 
tinguished phenomenologically f,om other sensations--pleasur., 
t.mJk"lure, touch, taste, kinaesthesia, etc,- by the way it feels? 
Is it possible !o like or enjoy pain, or at least not to be a.-erse to 
it' I. it possibl. to seek it , Or a t I."" not to .bun i,? And if '0, 

th . n in s""h CaseS need pa in be bad for us? These questions have 
been sharpened recently by Some veTy intc,,:!,ing dara concerning 
individual responses to pain. Sasirally. Ihere ",em to be 'w" dif· 
feren, ways of controlling or managing pain. Ono i, exemplified 
by analgesia, anaesthesia, and possibly also hypnosis; when Ihese 
melhods are successful, the subject fed, no. or al least less, pain,lJ 
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The other way is exemplified by such psychosurgical techniques as 
lobotomy," In these cases ",hiec" oft~n r~pon that, while they 
still fed the pain, they no longer mind it." Rather mof"(C difficult 
to classify are the well-known inSlancC$, such 3S the tfOa tmen{ of 
battlefield wounds. in which individuals endure, with few visible 
signs ul distI"Css, what would ordinarily ~ agon;";ng pain. Reflec­
tion on the5e cases, and on the lobolomy patients, has led many 
anal)'sts to the condusion that there is an emotional or auit udinal 
dimension 10 the I"'rception of pain, in addition to th. character­
istic pain sensa tion itself." It has e,'en led some to deny that pain 
is a ",nsation al all , giving it instead a purely attitudinal analysis." 

Phenomenologically, it seems possible to identify many of the 
intrinsic properties of pains: their intensity, '" be sure, but also 
many featurC$ which enable us to sort pains into diffore", kinds, 
such as aches, ,tings, twinges, and so on.'" The similarity with our 
lingui,tic resource, for characterizing, say, sensation. of tast. or 
touch lends strong support to the idea that there is at I~ast a 
sen,ory dimension to pain . At the same time, it also seems possible 
to distinguish between all of these properties, including intensity, 
and the extent to which we mind the pain or a re bother.d by iI," 
In addition ro the p<lthological cases mentioned above, there are 
quite commonplace instances of our not being a,'etS( to, or even 
relishing, pain. I can deliberatel y pro~ a 100'" tooth with my 
tong". and find the sharp pang which results quite ddidous. In 
this case I have no difficulty id. ntifying th. feeling as painful; 
indeed, that seems 10 ~ pan of its appeal. In oth.r cases paio 
.rems 10 ~ wrlcomed be",,,,,, of its rontextual meaning. I can 
remember vividly rhe shrieking of my leg mu<des after I first 
completed a marathon in my younger days: since the pain waS th~ 
continuing reminder 01 mI' accomplishment, I would h"'e felt 
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cheOled without il . The samc h~, b.:en ~3id of the ""in of child­
hinh (though! am in no position to verify this), and has also bttn 
advanced as pan of th. explanation of th. stoicism of soldi.~ 
during the (re.!men! "f wounds. For romWn. on the from ~nes. 
what the p •• ;n mcam was nol only thaI h. was still ali,". bUI also 
that h. would shordy be going hom • . 

T~.., phenomena remind us that pain is lypically, though nol 
n,,<,<:ssari ly, "ccompanied b)' (eelings of fear, anxi.,y. anger, indig­
nity, depression, or despair . These emot;onal response., however, 
are nO! dir«'oo to the ph)"sical s<'n".:uion .Ione lassuming that rhi. 
can be isolated from the whole ex"",ience), bur al.o to it. context. 
and it' mcaning in lhat WnreXt. Physical pain generally becomes 
wo,se, or hardor to bear, wh~n il i. experienced as inevilabl. or 
intractabl~, or wb~n it is assoc iat~d with some perm,.nent imjXlir­
ment or irreversible debilitation, Comrariwise, it is .asier to cope 
witb wh~n we f~1 mo," in control of il (or al least Iha, il is und" 
someone', control), o r wben what it promises is healing or r""ov­
"y of function, Th~ impa'" on a person's life of an episode of 
pbysica l suffering cannOt be abstracted from her particula r history 
and circumstances, nor from her outlook and expectations, 

The s~ming lIogical and psychological) S<'parabi lily of pain 
sensa tions themselves from our emotional or attiludinal ,esponses 
10 ,bern forces a choice on us when we are tr)'in g to characteri,. 
the nalUre of pain, One option is to Slick with the sensa tion model, 
however much il may be affectM by irs emotional overlay, ,he 
pain, properly speaking, i. just the characteristic feeling itself." A 
second ro"ibility i. 10 switch OVOl to Ihe anilUde model and 
identify pain with our a"ersive response, SO ,hat il consist! in any 
feeling, or any menta l state, which we dislike fo, its own sake or 
find intrinsicall y di,"gr~able." If we were simply looking for the 
best accOunt of the nature of pain, and if these were the only two 
ava ilable options , then lher. would be much to be said in (,w ou. 
of the fermer, The anitude model can ma ke no Se nS<' at all of the 
testimony of 10OOtomi..,d subjecls wOO say thatlhey cOnlinue to 
fed pa in bUI are no long" averst 10 il. Mor. seriously, it also runs 
foul of lh. perfeCTly obvious faCT ,ha, pain is nOl lb.. on!)' ph ys ical 

" In ('~]i=t R,I,', ,.,Il ,known io.mu].""", " p";n .. . "'",," ;on "f. "",,;,1 
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feeling to which ""c are (normally) avcrsc. Think for a moment 
of the many phY$ical symptoms which , when persistent, can make 
our liv", mi.erable, nau •• a, hiccups, sneezing, dinincs~, disorien­
tation, loss of balance, itching, 'pins and ncedles ' , 're'lless legs' . 
lies, twilching, fatigue, difficulty in breathing, and SO on. Whilc 
none of Ihe$C is quite Ihe .ame a. phy.ical pain, we e xperie~ce 
each as intrin.ically disagreeable. The anitude model simply oblil' 
emles these c.lego.ial boundaries by lrealing .11 these <lal .. indif· 
ferently as pain . Whilc there i. something intuitively righl abom 
this approach (to which we will return), it il hopel.« as a pheno­
tntnologically accurat. piclD,"" of Ihe nalDrr of pain. 

flcfore we leave this issue we should note a third option- , 
hybrid which combines both modds into a complex whole. This 
is the line taken nowadays by many ,",,$Carchers into the psycho­
logy and physiology of pa in. For Mclzack and Wall, for iOltance, 
pain comprise. ·Iho .. subjc.:tiv. experiences which have bolh 
somatoscnsory and neg:otive-affeClive components and that c\icit 
behaviour aimed at Slopping Ih. condilions that produce them'." 
However, if ,hi, ,,,coun, is w avoid ,hc pwblem of over ·brudtb 
then it muS{ somehow dislinguish between pain and oth.r subiee· 
,ive experieuce~ which evoh aversive ,""spo",~'. And how i, il to 
do this, excepl b)' saying that pain compri$Cs those experiences 
which feel painful, or which hUll? And isn't that tantamount to 
conceding lhal the sensa lion model was right all along in idemi!)" 
ing the pain proper by mean. of il' purely phenomenal properti",? 

Refl«tion on these matters has led Eric Cassell to ad"ance an 
inte,""Sling, and influential, distinction ~tweeu pain and .uffer· 
;ng.'·' For Cassell, phy.ical pain i. m~n:ly on. po.sible ~ymptom of 
disease or injury, whose impacl is condiliOlled by its per$Ollal mean· 
iug for the subject . Suffering, on Ih~ oth~r hand, is a respofiSC of 
the whole person, which takes inw account both the subjectiv~ 
experience itself (in Ihe narrOw ..,n$C) "nd its meaning or signifi­
cance. [ t foUows that episodes of pain which are intrinsically in­
distinguishabl. (~ing of the Same kind, having the Mme inten. ;t)·, 
and bOling for the ""tnt duration) may cau .. quile different degrees 
of .uffering to different subjcct., or to th. same subject at different 
time •. It al$O follows that condition. other than pain may cau .. 

U "', [,,, k ."rl w.n '98" 7" d. {(ttl 1911 , ,6. Tr~ 1970 hk<,.;", <mp/l.· 
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suffering. Cassell rdale' ,he ca,. of a 35·year·old sculp,,,, wi,h 
breast CanUT whose symptom. after radiation and chemotherapy 
included severe pain. but much .I .. beside. . As he o!>sen'eo: 

we know "'hy rh. , woman ,ufk ... d. She w .. ~ouseoound .od beJoounJ, 
h« fac< wa, chol\!\<d by <teroid •.• he was nl.>culini,.d by h" , .... "n,.n" 
one brea't Wa' ... ,red, and she h.d . Imos< no h.ir. The d"S'ee uf im­
portanc • • ""hed <0 ,he .. to.<es-<hat as pee, of ,heir perSOn.1 me.ning 
_ i. determined to a g,..,at d<~ hy cul", .. 1 priori.;..,. 

Wi,h thi, in mind. we call .1", ,..Ii ... how much "'rotone devoid of 
phy.i<;.1 pain, e,'en d.,·oid oi ',ymp'om>; m.y ,uifer. People ,uffer frum 
what they have lost of rhem",I,'" io rel.,ion 10 the world of objm •• 
com ... and rel .. ion.hip . ... 

In Cassell'. conceptual framc"Work, suffering results from 'iniuries 
to the intcgrit)' of th. per&on': 

If 'he injury i. ,uflleien •.• he pe".on .ulfe". The unly way.o I •• m who. 
dam.ge i •• ullleien. to Cause .ulferin!;. or whether .uffering i. p ..... n., i, 
to .sk ,he • .,fferer. W •• II r«<>gIli", ern. in iniurie •• h .. almost in • .,i.bly 
call .. .<ufftring: ,he do"," or dist"''' OJ! 10voJ onCS. powerlcsoncso. hdp­
Ies'ne". hopelessn .... to""", , ,he loss 0/. life'. wor •. he'my.!. ph)"i". 1 
.!(Ony, isob.ion, homele"ne .. , memory failure, and le. r. Each i. ooth 
univ« ... ! and individual . Each touch .. feature. common '0 all 01 us, yet 
e. ch contain. koturc •• hot must he d<6ned in term. 01. 'pc<ihc penon 
"' " 'pccillc ,ime." 

For our rurpos<:~, Cassell's dil1inction bet", .. ,n pain and suffer­
ing comaim t"'·o very important features. For on. thing, as the f", .. -
going pas<ages make plain, the range of the latter notion is much 
wider than tha, of ,he former. \'(Ihile we may lor wme,irn.' may 
no,) suffer as the result of Severe or chronic pain, suffering Can be 
brought about by any condition which we apprehend as distre.' ­
ing. The possible SOurCes of suffering thus ex,end "",11 beyond the 
organic to include disappointment •• nd setb."ks whose roots are 
personal or social. Cassell extends Ih. range of suffering by con­
fining that of pain, which is relegatM to the level of phy.ical 
symptom. In effect, therefor~, he accep .. the view ,hat pain is 
merely a .<ensation while reic.:,;ng ,h. rule which the da"ical 
hedonistS assigned to it in their an.ly.is of hppiness or well ­
being. That role is to be: played instead by suffering. 
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We shuuld note hctc that Cassell', purpost in drnwing this di$­
.inc.ion is no. meraphysical bur normative, H. is int. resl.d, no. in 
constructing Ihe d/:scrip.i,·eiy bcSI aC<:Ount of the naTur. of pain, 
bur in the qu.stion: To what should medicin. be .. nsitiv. in .h. 
,rea,men, of pa,;en",? Hi, answer 10 'hi' question is: their sufkr­
ing. This answer, and th. normative validity of th. pain/.ufferirg 
dicho'omy, can bc a'","plOd whil. thinking that Cassrll is mis­
,aken ahout the nature of pain. Cassell', subS'an'ive poinl is that 
it is the elimination or reduction of suffering, constru.d as h. does 
in terms of 'he ;odividual ', ave~iv. reaction 10 her conditions, 
which deserves w be the ","mlal gool of medicine. We can express 
,hi, as follows: it is suffering, in Cassell', sense, .ha. is cenrral to 
an acrount of happiness and well_being (ur, rather, unhappiness 
and ill-being), In saying this, we need take no stand on the iss~e 
of whc.her pain is really, in its nature, a mere sen5.1I ion. On ,h. 
other hand, we have also found no reason for th inking that it is 
more .han ,hi" 

Th;, hrings u' to the serond imponant Irs",n of c..ssell's dis­
tinction, No mere sensation is capabl e of playing the role assigned 
'0 pain in .he dassical hedonists' account of happines$, since sen­
salions wbich are identical in their imernal qualities may evoke 
very different emotional or attitudinal respon..,.. HoW(:ver, whereas 
it i~ (logically and psychologically) possible to be indiffe~nt to 
painful sensa,ions, or even .0 enjoy 'hem, .his is not possible for 
suffering." By iu very nat,!re, sufkring is ~n experience which we 
dislike ur find disagreeable; but it i, jost this kature of ave~i""ne .. 
whkh stem, '0 Ii. suffering for tbe role 'radili00311~ ~ .. igned to 
pain, It is plau~ible to say of suffering, as it is not of p<lin, thaI it1 
pre senc< nec<ssarily compromises our happiness, and ,hereby also 
our well-being, Suffering scems JUSt the SOrt of condition which, 
in itself and apart from any further accumpanimem, make. onr 
li,-os go wurst. 

If We retain Ihe view thaI pain is just. certain kind uf sensation, 
identifi abl e as such by the way il feels, then we will hav. to give 
up Ihinking that it is necessaril y an in1tinsic evil for u,. We will 
al,o ha,'.!O give up thinking that ,lu; magnitu<k of the evil, when 
;, is such, i. a strict fnnction of .he internal qualiti« of the sensation . 

.. H.t< ' 98 ', 9)' '"' wwld be s<lf-c""".d"'k>'Y '" rqx>" ,ufiffi"l: b"t d.im 
,n., Of>< dOd "'" mind i" ,nd """ no mati"" for ,,",:li~ '" ,,",.l ing it, ... n «tim 
p,rib",: 
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Instead, we must look to our attitude or reaction to the pain-the 
extent to which we mind or dio!ike i" or experience it as unpleasant . 
di<ag«<able, discomfiting, ur distressing-in plnuing its negative 
impact on our lives . This affe<:tive response, in turn. will be con­
ditioned by many factor~ other than the ",noory qwtlities of the 
pain itself. factor! which are likely ro indude our e"pe<;tations, 
hopes, fears, values, .elf-image, cuhmal upbringing, and so on. In 
shon: how physical pain feels to us, how much it hurto, is one 
thing; how much it matters to us is another. 

We began ,his excursion 'hrough the heartland of hedonism by 
looking at what appeared to be its core case: physical pain. We 
ha"e now adjusted that initial focus by fa'tening on the difkrent, 
and broader. phenomenon of suffering. We are led through essen­
tially the same dialectic if we SIan instead with phy1ical pleasure.The 
",eking of plea,ure """m, a less urgent mailer for mo,t of uS than 
the avoidance of pain, wh ich is wh)' the negative ,ide of hedoni,m 
ha, alway1 been th. more convincing. However, only aseeti"" would 
deny that bodily pleasures make SUm. positive contribution to the 
quality of our lives, whatever their relative priority in comparioon 
to <>ther good., 

There i. a core of ph)'sical pleasures which are the counterpartS 
in every re'l'«t of phy,ical pains: they have a purel)' organic ba,is, 
they are often localized in one par! of the body, they Can have a 
quite ~pttifk durntion. they vary in intensity, and we employ a 
similar vocabulary for describing the wa)" the)' fed. The paradigm 
inSlanc~s are the pleasures cau .. d by stimuli such as scratching an 
itch, being ma .. aged, raking a hot bath. quenching a thirst. using 
a reueational drug, urinating, defec3ling, and ",xual arousal and 
orgasm. What these ,en,ations have in common. in virtue of which 
we distinguish cllem from physical pain, is ju>! lhe fact that they 
feel good. When asked to characterize the pecUIiM f:cling lone of 
sensury pleasure (or pain) we find, like Bentham, that we have 
liltle to say. You .ither recogni.., wballhe intense rush of sexual 
release ha, in common wi,h Ihe warm glow induced by. bad<rub, 
and whal differenti.t", them both from backache or neuralgia, or 
you do not. 

The fee~ng tone of pleasure is one whi~h we typically lih for 
its own sake. But just as "'e need not mind pain, we need n<>1 
welcome or enjoy ph)"sical pleasu ,e. Too much of it Can Saturate 
or j.d. us; while th is rna)" r,,"ult in a more muted sen"'tion from 
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the Sanle stimulus, it can also lead us to care less about new 
episodes of undiminished intensity. We can also lind the experi­
ence of embodimen t occasioned by physical pleasure uncomfort­
able or un..,ttling; we can even "'gard the accompanying organic 
fun~tions as vulgar o r unclean. The asretk i, the opposire of the 
masochist: in"ead of enjoying pa in, he shuns and reje<;t!l pleasure. 
Quite apart from the pathological case, the extent to which we 
pri>-e plea,ure it",lf, considered as an isolated ..,nsation, will be 
partly a funclion of its emotional context: an orgasm induced by 
masturbation may actually be mor. inten.., and focused than onc 
with a long·term romantic partner, but that is nOt to say that it 
is p",fuable . (lb. r. is mo", to sex than the physical ..,nsations it 
~ngende~.) Besides its stricdy phenomenal propenie<, a ..,n<ory 
pleasun: can have a meaning or significance which profoundly 
affeers our attitude toward it, and its altracti"ene .. for us . There 
is nu linear dose· response ",Iat;onship for pleasures, just as there 
is none for pains. 

It is our abilit)' In distinguish physical pieasu",s from our emo­
tional responses to them which forces a ' choice between the two 
models of the namre of pleasure: shall we identify ;t with the 
sensation itself or with our anitude of liking or enjoyment? The", 
is mo", to be said for the lamr option in th. case of pleasure than 
in that of p"in, which is why most philosophe", have abandoned 
the view that pl.asu", is a particular kind of sensation, identified 
by its pttuliar f.:eling tone, in favour of <In attount a~cording to 
which it i. any experience liked or enjoyed for its own sake." 
What chiefly explains this tendency i. the fact that our verMcular 
notion of pleasure CO'·e'" a bro..der range of experiences than our 
notion of pain. While it is commonplace to speak of the pleasure 
of listening 10 music or reading, where no particular phy,ical sen­
sation is in question, we strain to exteod the notion of p"in to all 
disagr""able experience,. 

All things considered, however, the attitude model is nOl much 
mo", satisfactory for plca,u", than for pain . For one thing, it con­
ceals the imponam differences between the special case of physical 
plea,ure. and a1l other SOUfCes of enjoyment or satisfaction. 
Wherea~ th~ former are liked just for their phenomenal qua li ties, 

" s.:.. I.,. '""'DC<", !lyk [9. 9. 107"i1: [9", en. <: = Ii"ll 1969. mi. , . 00 
[e; [J",,,d, [ 9 79' Norick 198 9. IOJ - • . 
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rhe lauer depend on our anirudes toword stare, of the world. The 
diffcrcncc is between <csponding p<>si(ivei)' to the inrrin'ic plta~· 

urableness o f "n .xperi."". and finding the experien~e pleas-1nt 
because you a!tach a prior value to its object (walking with your 
lover, " ... t<:h ing horror movies. Or Wnate'·cr, . [n the one case you 
like it bocau,e it feel, good; in the other it feels good because you 
like it. By labelling .11 enjo)·abl. experien<:e, indiscriminately a, 
pleasures the attitude model efases this boundary betw.en the 
intrinsically and extrinsically pleasant . [n so doing, it ]""'s sight of 
the Icature, peculiar to Strictly ph)·si •• 1 plea, ures; indeed , it is in 
danger of forgelfing that there are such things . (This amnesia may 
not be accidental; most analytic philosophers prefer not to dwell 
on 10f in? ) the body. ) On {Op 01 this, the att;tude modd ca n make 
no sen,. of being indifferent, or " 'en anrse, to" phys ical pleasure. 
But this phenomenon scems not only. logical and psychological 
pos.si!tility, but a common occurren<: •. 

[f we are ,eeking the model of pleasure which be" fits our 
ordinary experience, then we will probably do be.t {O ~y in the 
face of curren' philosophical /a<h ion by adopt ing the sen"'tion 
model and restricting it {O the Core Ca,,,,, of physical plea.ures. 
This open' up the rossibility of drawing a distinction between 
pleil5"'~ and e"iuymml, which will parolld Cassell' . distinction 
between pain and suffering. l ike suffering, enjoyment will consist 
in a response to a situa,;on as a whole, to whi~h a subject brings 
h.r entire hierar~hy of val" .. a nd COnCernS. Picasure, in the ""ict 
senS(', ,hen """ornes one thing among others wh ich we are capabl. 
of enjoying (though we need notl, ,he difference boing that in this 
"se the objecl of our enjoyment is JU St a particuiJr kind of feel ­
ing . The sOuICes of en jo)'ment .,'aibbl. to us will extend well 
beyond su~h feelings, so as to include ,he objecti," conditions of 
Our li,,:s. 

[f w. distinguish in ,hi. way betw,,,,n pleasure and enjoyment, 
,hen it qui~kly be.om<1 dear thot what matters for our well -being 
is the [aner rather than the former. Just as suffering seem, the sort 
of th ing which ma kes our li"" go worse, enjoyment "",ms the sort 
of thing which makes ,hem go better, just in itself and apart from 
any extrinsic connect;on •. While the sensation model tells ,he right 
,tory .bout the nature of both plcasure and pain , what it show. 
uS is that these phenomena ha." no pri"iieged place in an accounr of 
happiness or wclfare. (They arc sources of well -be ing, or ill-being. 
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not iny~di.nts in its natu'"') On tbe otber hand, whil~ tb~ attitude 
model tells tr.. wrong Story about pleasu", and pain, th. pbenoITl<na 
to which it properly applies enjoyment and suffering-seem mucb 
more appropriate candidates for tbis rol •. 

Consider now rhe question rai~ at tbe beginning of this sec­
tioo. Dn h.donism be reconstituted so as to be no longer a mental 
state th.ory of welfare? Do we bave a conception of pleasu," and 
pain available to U$ on whicb they are Oot merely mental States! 
Tb. straightforward answers to lbese question, now appear to 
be negative. On the descriptivdy most adequate account of the 
nature of plea,ure and pain they arc (classe, of) sensations, and 
sensations a re paradigmatic memal sta tes. However, tbis ans~r is 
botb overly simple and ov~rly negative. To Ott why, let u. return 
br ieRy to the classical hcdonim. 

In .nt~rtaining both models of tbe nature of plea,ure and pain, 
the u'ilitarians nevcr intended them to apply solely to tbe cor. 
physical case •. They construed pleasure broadly so as to compre­
hend aU kinds of enjoyment, gratification, reward, satisfaction, 
fulfilment, etc., and pain likewise to includo every variety of suf­
fering, dist'"ss, discomfort , discon,ent, and ,be like. Th-ey differed 
in tbeir analysis of this diver", range of phenomena. Btntham 
bdievcd tbat tbe ",nsation modd wuld be gencraliud from tlte 
ca"", of phy.ical plu$u", and pain w as to fit .11 tb .. e rxperi­
ence~; in every C3"' , he hold, we can nnd an agreeable or disa~c­
able sensation wb",e purely pbenomenal qualities will provide an 
index of ,he (positive Of negative) impact of tbe experience on our 
happi"" ... In this, as w~ now think, be was mistaken. In favouring 
tbe attitude model, on the o,her hand, Sidgwick and J. S. Mill had 
a mu~h more promising account of tb~ ph~nomen.a, and thu. of 
wbat matters for our well-b.ing, bu' ,bey pack-ged it in a mis­
leading way b)' continuing '0 use tn. labels 'pleasure' and ·pain' . 
What ,hey ca lled pleasure and pain W~ now prefer to call enjoy_ 
ment and suff~ring. Perbaps thi, i. a rca, on for abandoning the 
lahd 'bedonism', SO as to avoid the unfortunate a.sociation witb 
(physical) plea.ure and pain . But it is not by i,,,,,1f a rea,on for 
abandoning tbe kind of tbeory which ,be ela«i"al ,heori., . we", 
struggling to articulate. 

So far, tben, it looks as though it might b. po«ible to rebuild 
hedonism (or nco-hedonism, or quasi-hedonism) around tbe na­
rions of enjoyment and ."ffering. However, we still lack a ,olution 
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to tile most scriool~ difficulty thrut~ning any $llCh enlerplisc--the 
problem of solipsism. On tIM: ~niN<k model, as .1Ie urilil3 .ians 
inlcrp«ltd 0', enjo)'ment and sulknng a~ !itill men tal .tatO. Or 
a~ ther? "'run i. odd M~ i. Ih:1I both of the unlitanan.' official 
Slories aboul pleuurdenjoYlllent seem inadeq""Te .0 rhtor own 
implkit un<k .... anding of il. ~idc:s tM dominant mcn.al Stale 
lheme;, is possibk 10 diiUm a quite difle""'l m(>!.f. J. S. Mill, for 
~,would have reje<.TCd the idea of a life spent passively plugged 
into an ~):perience machine just . s ""omf"Uy as Nozick or Griffin. 
The mode of living whKh Mill consi!lcntl)· (om mended for hu· 
man beings was one which develops their power! and e ~ercises 
Ih.ir capacili es-above all, their intell" tual powers and capaci· 
,;" • .101 When Mill .poke of pleasures. Ihe~fore. especially 'higher' 
ple .. ures, wha. he chiefly had in mind wu Ihe enjoyment of cer­
lain kind. of activit;" or pUfSuiB." Any such plusure he SCtmed 
10 Ihink of as a comp!." whot. cons~in, of Ih. activity in qun· 
, ion plUIi 1M agmt'. mjoymenl of il." He wu !"IO' rekrring to a 
mental •• a.e which was detachable from its :ocrompany;ng activity 
and ""hich could tlu:refor<:, al 1.~'1 in principle, be induced by 
amlku,1 means in Ihe absenee of Ihat activity. fir never !Ittffi. 10 

ha"" occurred to him Ihat 1M nperien.:.: might be symh«itt\l 
WilhuUT ;15 usual SOlIree; Ihu. does the advall<:<' of t«:hnology 
inAuence the philosophical agend •. 1 At this working level, Ihe.e­
fure, Mill's vi,,,," about happiness (.nd welbre) art not ,'uln. r­
able fu the charge of solipoism. Th. problcm i~ Ihat neither he nor 
any of Ihe other dassKa l Iheori~ts ever ... "<:m~ to hav. developed 
a thwry of the n.l",e of pleasurcJ.njoymem whkh was adequale 
10 th.ir own unders.anding of iI, and thei r .ic:w of in plac. in our 
lives. 

Sine. pleas"", and l'3in (slrictly Jpe.king ) are best COrLSIr ... d as 
.. nsalioo~, they a", be<1 construed u mental.ll.leI. Ho"·"""r. it 
is !"IO' clear Ihat the ... me is ..... of enjoymen. and luflering. Both 
n(>!ion. require immtional objecr. for tile" completion: ooe en­
joys. Of suffers f.om, .his condition or thu. Thete obietts unainly 

• s... M,II ',no ell . J. 
" Thll p.M"t ;. """oed .. IInok ' .... . 7. If. IInIIk J,. ... ~ ,h< «>rICluoioo tI"" 
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include (chough they are nOC conlined to) stales of the world. One 
option available 10 the hedonist, which seems to haye bttn implicitly 
taken up by MiU. is to read enjoyment and suffering extensionally, 
!;O ,hat I am not enjoying, or ,uffering from, some intenrional 
objecc unless that obj.ct ""tually existS. On ,hi. interpretation, in 
ordor to be enjoying a game of rennis [ muSt actually be playing 
,enni, land not floating in a tankl. and in order co be suffering 
from th. loss of my job J mu,t actua ll y have loS! my joh. Con­
strued extensionally in thi, way, enjoyment and suffering arc no 
longer merely mental ,cate'; instead , they are complexes consisting 
of mental States plus their objects (which will u,ually, though not 
always, be states of the world). The same pIa)' is available in the 
notion of exptrience, which also ne<:d not be read purely inten­
tionally . We can ,ay chat I ha'.., not had experiener of Rome until 
1 have be<:n to Rome; the mere illusion of ha"ing gone there will 
not suflier. 

[f a mitably extensional interprotation of enjoyment and suf­
fering could be developed, and if it were incorporated into the 
hedonist's framework, the resnlcing theory of welfare might be 
immune to expuience machine obj.ctions. On the other hand, it 
might also be too immune, having commined itself to th . view 
that an experience has prudential value only when it is reality­
based. That conclusion, a, we saw earher, seems objectionably 
puritanical_ure!y a good fantasy can contribute something to 

a lifo. [n any ~asc, s"bjcctivists ,ho"ld want to lu,'c rOOm for in­
dividuals to work out their own rates of substitution between il­
lusion and ",ality. Mill's option. therefore, may be too simple and 
extreme. However, it is not inconceivable that some other theory 
working with the ma,erials of enjoyment and suffering might do 
bener at fending off th. traditional counterarguments_ If so, then 
the hedonistic project, or something recognizably similar to iI, 
cannot be entirely discounted at ,his 'tage: of the inq~iry. What 
Can be discounted is only the classical version of the thoory which 
treat, enjoyment, and therefore also welfare, as a mental Slate (or 
a collection of such ~ra,cs) _ 

The pro'p .. ,,,t of reviving a hedonist;'; theory of welfare i, inter_ 
."ing for more than antiquarian reason •. The idea that wolfar. is 
identical 10, o r consists in . happiness should be attractin to any 
,ubj.ccivist . And a revised account of the nature of enjoyment . one 
which doe. not reduce i, !O a mere mental ,tate, might ma!.:t a 
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(noa-)hedonistic accnunt of happin~" more appeahng. Addition­
ally, there are important lts~m. to he learned from hedonism, 
insights which are embodied in even the da.,ical form of th. 
theory and which muS! be pre,erved in any account of th. nalU", 
of wdhre. For one thing, as we noted earlier, even un""·i,,,d hedo­
ni,m ",ems to ten the right story for the importaOf case, of phy,· 
i<:al pleasure and pain . Here i, is no ddect to Ireat rhe wurce, of 
our well · and ill·being as mental states. which we (rypi<:ally) \ike 
or di,like just because of the way they feel. Any .ucces,ful thoary 
musl somehow be able to iru:orporate the hedonist's treatment of 
the.., phenomena, which are abwlutdy central to our welfare. 

More importantiy, however, hedonism underlines a truth which 
applies 10 all goods and ill" whether they consist merely in our 
feelin~ or include ,tate, of th. world . Thi, truth i, tha t nothing 
can make our lives go better or worse unless it ,omehow affects 
the quality of our experience. Whether an adequate theory of 
welfare will have anything Id, of hedonism in il remain, yet 10 be 
..,.,n. But whether hedonistic or nOI, il will 11 .. ·0 to be c:<perienlial: 
il will have to connect our well·being in wme way or other with 
our c:<perience of the wnditions of our live •. The implication. of 
,his les~on are best appreciated by turning attemion to a form of 
theory which ha, not fully absorbed il. 
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The Desire Theory 

EVER\" subje<;{;vr Ihooty makes welfare depend, atleas{ in part, 
on the !Ubjffl' . attitudes toward the conditions of h., lif •. What 
all attitudes share is Ihal the)' are ways of being for or against 
things, ways of favouring or disf.vouring them. Ikyond this CQlI\­

moo defining ch",cleristic, however, attitude. divide into ,ignifi ­
cantly di{fuem categorie, . Hedonists ~ize on one such .atrgory, 
which they call pleasur. and pain, but wdfare Can also be thought 
10 consist o f the satisfaction of wants or prof. , . ",es. The ~!l. ric 
formula of a desire theory is thaI 3 condition or state of affairs 
make, me benet off by vir,,,,, of s.alisfying some d.,iet on my part, 
tnat my life is going wdl 10 th. exlem lhal I am ,ucc..,ding in 
sening what I want. The role played by de,ir. in this formula 
ensure. that the th.ory will ~ .ubjecti"", while the requirement 
that ,he drsire ~ StI'islied (thus that il$ object "ctually exist or 
come about) en.mrs that it will ~ a .tat.-ol-Ihe-world Ihrory. 

o.,.ire Ihrori.,. have come 10 dominate the welfare landscape in 
thi' century in Ihe way Ihat hedonism dominated its own time. 
However, again li ke hedonism, th.~ throries come io a vatiet)" of 
forms, some much mote promi.ing than others. We ~gitl with the 
least plausible version 01 a desire-<lr prdrreoce-acrount. We 
then address the theory in its strongest lorm. 

j.I REVEALED PREFERENCE 

Th. account we are now going to examine is so unpromising that 
some background is nc<:cssary in order to explain its popularity. 
A. we noted in ,h~ pt""eding chap''', the da"ical utilita rian! 
"",re ethical wdlarists: they held Ihal wdfare i. the only thing 
valuable as an end, thus the .ole founda tional good for an ethical 
theory. At the Same time, welfare was .",igned a kry explanatory 
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role by tb. urilimrian ,""onom;,IS, the ,enrral a~l~mptjon of ",hoI;<: 
,heor)' of demanJ wal ,h.,;o their market choices consumer.,;e"k 
10 maximize their own utility.' In both of these """s, of course, the 
oliliTarians inTerpreted welfare in hedoni.tic terms. Although Ihis 
interpretation is now firmly oot of favour among philosophers, it 
remained at least respectable in their circles long .flff it had bttn 
d",i,;vdy rejected by econom;,Ts. By th. end of th. ninetteenth cen­
tury th. resinanc. of plea'm. and pain to reliable, public meaSure" 
ment was becoming an embarrassmenT 10 those who wished to set 
«,nnomies on the Sur. path of a sci.", •. Their remedy was t<> di,­
so["e th. association between wdfarc and private ex~rj.nc •. 

At this point our story divides imo two Jistinct but intercon­
nected narrative ~nes. The first is the invention and subsequent 
career of 'economic wdlare'. The origins of ,hi., notion were 
humble, even quaint. In the early decades of the present century, 
the utilitarian economist A. C. ('igou >lilI dung to the dassical 
orthodoxy tnat 'the elementS of wdfare are stat .. of consciousness 
and, perhaps . their ,dation,'.' Howev .. , he also sha red the emerg' 
ing consens"s that economic ",ience n«:ded something rather more 
qnantifiable to get its teeth inro. ·The one obvious inSlrumenr of 
measuremenl available in social life is money. Hence, ,he range of 
our inquiry becomes reslricted 10 Ihat parI of social welfare lhat can 
Ix brought directly or indirectly imo relalion wilh the meuuring­
rod of money. This parI of welfare may be called economic welfa,e." 

BUI if welfare is a matter of felt salisfaction how can any part 
of it Ix brought int<> rdation with the monetary me,rie? Pig<lll'. 
answer to Ihi. question unfolded in two stag ... In Ihe first, inlen­
sily of desire was accepted as a surrogate for satisfaction: how 
much I want 10mething is an inde~ of how satisfied 1 w;]l Ix if I 
gel it. Then, in the second stage, income expendilure waS accepted 
as a surrogale for intensi,y of desire : how much I am willing ro 
pay for s:>mething is an index of how much I want it.' When ,hese 
sreps are combined we gcr the result that on individual', mark~, 

• St" ior in",n«, J,""", • 9~J, '0 If.; f.dg< ... ",," • ~~" 'J-. 6: .\1",J,,1I •• 6" 
!IooI: I, <h . •. 

, !'igo<o ' ~J'_ ' 0. ' Ihod . • •. 
• In'''''' .. ;~,, both of P;tnu' • .norte"" w<'" .n,;<;I"'oO by II<nth ... n. Til< 

<0""",,;,", kt",~'n pl'''"l< ""d de,;,. ",.s .. ion,.,", fo< both II<mh.m.o.:I M;U, 
~,for ,x.ampl<, il<n!ium '9 70, <It. 10, Mill '969, <h. ,. In • num""r of pl .... 
II<n'hom .1,., '«_",0 ,I>< M6<ul,;", ; " v,~;·,d;n ~".nt ;ty;ns pb,"", ,nJ 1""0, 
,nd '<>gg<>t<o "';1 1; oS"'" '" P" '" ""'Sh 'UITOS"'''' (Ikn,h,m ,i<). ;. jOj-<i. 
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choices provide a meaSure of her economic wdfare, The extra­
polatinn 10 Ihe macro-level is then Slraightforward. Whal Pigou 
called The naTiona l dividend . and whaT we nowadays call national 
product or inwnle, is ,he sum tDlal of a oociety 's annua l OUlput 
of goods and ser"ices ex pressed in term, of their monctdry value. 
II was this which Pigou regarded as the ·ohjecti". coumrrpart of 
economic wella,..,·. 

JuS! •• c<onomic wdlar. is rh.r pan of loul ",df. re which , . n be hrou!;.h' 
dircctly or indirectly into rd.,ion with a mOlley mea,ure. '" the nalion.1 
dividend ;' that p.n of the objreriv< in,,,,,,,, of ,be communi,y . .. which 
can be "", •• orM io money. Th. two concept>, C<OIIomic "",11. .. and the 
o .. io",,1 divid.nd, an: 'hill co·ordinate, in mch wi .. that any d< .. ription 
of the cOII'.nt 01 on. of ,hem imp];'" corresponding de",rip, ion of the 
conrent of ,he other. ' 

We have thu, been led, by a series of simple steps, from lhe 
ela,,;e.1 conception of Ih. wdfare of an individual 10 a macro­
economic measo,.., of lone part of) the welbre of a societ)·. Pigou 
waS fully aware that the assumpTion, behind these "arious steps 
were al best rough approx imalions of ,he troth . Thus, where in· 
dividuals are concerned, h. explicitly admowkdged Ihal economic 
wdfa,.., is bUI one part of overall wdfare, ,hal an increase in the 
pan may nol entail an incr~a'" in Ihe whole, th31 intensity of 
desir~ is onl~ a crude indie,lIor of dogr<:t of 8ati,f.ction, and th~t 
the budgeting of income is an index of intensity of d .. ir~ al be" 
in Ihe special ca", of markel goods.' Many of his successor;, 
however, have h«n somewha t I ... cir<:umspeet, which brings u. 
10 our second narrali"e line. 

In Ihe 'new welfa re economics', ulility, and therefore also " .. I· 
fare, simpl)' ~ame to be redefined in lerms of preference, as re­
vealed in choice . The abandonment of Ihe classieal ~on<:tption of 
utility in favo~r of revealtd pref.:<cn<:e, and the adopTion o f a 

iii. <>S- )O. i •. H Q- I, >ii. S6S, ix. 'i- 'S; d. Gold",onh 19791. Th. ,..,n, ,""rot 
w" "1'<"'" by >OOl< of til< <9th·"",. tifil" • ..;." ''''''<lomi ,,,, I« P'''' , ,61. 'J; 
\b" h. 1I ' 96" I\ook I: ch. ',". ' - 1. 

, Pigou '~J" p . 
• lIcn,ium w • •• 1", . Ii, ... to ,h, li",,,. ,,oo , 01 <OOtO<nfli< mu,u,,,, <>1 .. ·.11."" .. , 

8.",h.om ,8 ." ;. J7' fl. I" p.rt",ul .. , h< w •• """ of th< fin, to ocknowledg< tha t 
mon,y. lih .11 ".h", .. "'«<>. m. k., . di.,'ni"U"l! m,,~in.1 comd .... ioo!Q w,lI. 
l>e'n~ IBe".h.om II, ! , i. )OJ''-;, iii ... 8-9, i •. ,.0-1, ix. " - ' }; Gold,....,!> '979 1. 
Cf. jm,,,. 196) , ch. ! ; Mlt>hall '96" Il<,.,k I, ,h. " , . <. 



,,' The Desire Theory 

suitably idea1i>.oo mudd 0/ the market, cffcaivel)' converted Pigou', 
rough approximation. inTO """ ... ,ary truth •• with the result that 
market behaviour c."'" to be t,eated OOf as a measure of o"e part 
of individual welfare but as rouslinaing the whok 01 ;1 _ The t>\-U 
essemial moves were ,he ones made by Pigou: intensity of desi'" 
was first taken to be a surrogate for foil satisfaction and then 
income expenditure was IOken to be a .urrogate for imr",ity of 
desiTe, The Tesult waS 1h(' view that the contributiun a thing makos 
to my wen-bring is " funnion of the amount I am willing 10 pay 
10 get (or keep) it. For Pigou, of course, ,hi, beh,viourol measu"" 
was only an indicator of well·being; he continued to believe that 
in il' nature wdfa .. is a matter of felt ",{i,faction. Bm it was .oon 
rorogni,ed that this n:sidue of he<!onism was uuerly unncc",sary, 
al least for the purely explanatory theory of consumers' f><,hav­
iour.' All of the cemral results of general equilibrium theory are 
derivable as long as Ihe market choices of consumer. are assumed 
tn manif"" certain basic forms of consistency; it is not necessary 
to .uppose ,hat in these choices con.umeN are seeking In maxi­
m;ze fdl salisf.ction, or any oth .. experiential magnitude.' 

The Teconceptualization of utility in terms of reveale<! prrf .. -
ence also seented 10 .uit the more normative ConCerns of wdfa~ 
econumic •. Since choice is a matter of overt f><,haviour ralher than 
indfable feding, it was thought that undor Ihis revised conception 
individual gains and loss", would be suitably ,-erifiable and quan­
ti".ble. The resulting dependence of utility on indi" idual choice 
p~..,med a formidable obstad. to comparing th. utilities of diff.r_ 
ent porsons. However, despile Ihis liability, or perhaps because of 
it, the new behavioural notion of utility quickly cam. to dominate 
the formal theory of rational choice, both individual and sociaL 

Now al this point the conclusion could h,," bttn drawn that 
the conap' of welfa re, on any account of it!; nature . is irrelevant 
to e<on"mic<-<lr at lea" to po';tive economic theory. As long as 
cun<lImers' choices display the consistency required 10 generale 
utility functions, who car •• what they an: motivated by? The as­
sumption of egoisrn ,,,,,ms to do no ustlul work here.' Th .. e may 

, 1'11< ,,01"'000 0; modem "'i ii,.,. 'Orory" the h,nc, 0/ ",,,nom''', .. , .. d'n,d 
;" Link '917. ch "I. 

I s« S.m""I"," '9)8; '~" 7. ch . I; , ... 8 . 
o A w<. k" .. , umpt''''', tho, uI "",,_,ui.m , m.y " """"''1'. ,in« it <",U'e> ,"" 

'ndop<D<i<n« nl: "t,I,t> fuoct."". So. W"'k .... d '9)) ••. 17..-8, ; G.",hiu '916. s, . 
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lor may notl b. imoresting empirical conncclions bot"'een markel 
choic~. and wdfJ."", bur the two a"" logically distinct." If utility 
is given a Icchni~al definition as Ihal which is maximi~d in con· 
.i, len\ choice," Ihen Ihe classical ulililarian equal ion of u,ili,y and 
w.!fare has b.en effectivol}' abandoned. In Iha' case il is utility 
which is indispensable 10 demand th~ory, nol wdfare. 

This i" no doubl, ,h. condusion that , hou ld have been drawn, 
as • resul, of which the concepl of welfa", would have been 
.xpdl.d ahoge.her from pos itive econ{)m;C$." Bu. that is not what 
harp'nW. [ns'e.d, the metric of individual wel fa re gains and losses 
was retained, in locurions soch .. 'Pa"'to im prm'ement' and 'Pa relO 
optimality'. These wdbrist nmions ar., striCTly speaking, unne­
cessa ry 10 ,h. purely formal resul ts of gen~ral equilibrium Ihwry. 
They appear inSl~ad ill Ih. inurpretalion of these r.sull1i--for 
in<lance, when i, is said thaI nn de r conditions of perfect compe­
,ition no On e can bo mad. bellt< off without someone el"" b.ing 
mad. wor", off. Strictly speaking, all that 'makes A bener/ ..... or'" 
nff' can mean here is 'moves A to a higher/lowu poi'" in A', 
preference ranking', but the temptalion ' 0 equate utility and wel­
fa"" i, ,..,mingly irmis!ible." Sy no means, thordore, h .. the 
con~.pt of welfa "" ceased to play an important rhetorical rol. ;n 
pmilive economic .heory. Its continuing presence in normalive 
theory, ()n ,he other hand, is attested to by Ihe vuy lahe! 'wdlan: 
~~onomics'. It must be emphasized thaI none of ,he (~lIeged) wel­
farist r .. olts in eith .. domain depends 011 any assumed empirical 

" A. ~ >ugg<>'od in liltk '~J7, .,/1. 
" 'W, .,"' .... that indj.iJ ... 1s ""nop! 'u " .. " imi", " 'ility, and <kfin, " , ;I Lty., 
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" 5otn<tim<s. " ""''''. ,hi, OOII<lu,i,,,, i, ""ins d",wn ... ",h<n P, ,, I $.am",1soo 
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.nd Ln m,ny lormul" i"", uodouht<.!ly i._ Oft'n _hing mon: ", ,,,1«1 'h," til< 
ron<iu"on ,h., !'<opk b<hu<" ,b<. ""h.vo • • ,hoor<m ... hoch h .. 00 ,mpi,,,.1 
implk .. ioo ... in«" <"" .. Ln. no hypOlh< ..... ".! ;, '''''';'''"t w;t h .U <oocdv.bk 
o.h •• ;.,,-. " hi!< ttI",.bk by 0<:H"0<' l",m""l"", '~H. ~'-'; d , Lucr . nd Raiffa 
I~S7. 50), 
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correlation between utility lehoice) and wdfa,.., . In<t~ad, these 
millIS, arleaS! on lb.iT standard interpretation, presuppose a logical 
~onne(;tion bcr,".'" the [wo." But in tha t case ,""onom;' i' or< 
(implicitly or explicitly) offering uS an account of ,he nature of 
welfare . o ne which tak .. it 10 be constituted by ·prefer."" ••• 
revealed in choice ', 

I! is this theo ry that " ... wish 10 assess. In order 10 mah ,he 
,heory determinate, Ie, us assume that it lake, the following form: 
x makes me bclter "ff than y just in ca •• I choose r in a market 
in which y is a],o available. As we noted earlier in reading Piga", 
this result i, reached in twO steps: (I) x ma kes me bertrr off than 
y just in caSe 1 want x more than y, and (1) I wan, x more than 
y ju.t in case J ,hoo"" x when I could have chosen y instead. The 
fim Slep links wdfare and desire, whi le the <"",ond links desire 
and choice . Because some ,·. "ion or o,h.r of ,h. firs! link is 
CommOn to all desi re ,heories, we will leave i, unexaminro her. in 
ordu '0 focu, on the •• cond link . which i. th. distinaive mark of 
revealro preference thenri ... 

The basic idea bohind th e revealed preference approach ;, Ihal 
' the individual guiuea·pig, by his mark .. boh.viour, """ea l, his 
p refereno:e pattern'." Are our preference, revealed by our market 
ehoic .. ? h '~ms dear Ihal they are not revealed only b)' our 
;ncome expcndituros. Even if p rderence is infallibl)' manifested in 
choice, ,here can bo no justification for excluding non-market 
choices from a general aC~Ount of welfare . For ooe thing, some 
goods which we all value, such a5 10)'alty and friendship, predude 
a market by their very nature; any commodi ties for sale unde r 
th.". ]abo), moSt be: counterfei,. But even in ,he case of market­
ahle goods, whether there is any actual market for ,hem io our 
vicin ity is a contingen' matter. h is difficult to bdieve ,hat educa­
t;on or ",nita tion or health Care become less important to us when 
,hey are allocated by .ome non ·marker mechan ism. If there is 10 

" TI>< p".t ul.tiOrt of ,h " <oo .. ,rioo .. d .. t ly dri,,'" by <>pl' """' l or no' .... • 
~ .. J<m.nd,. Sine< ,I>< ,,, .. ,,1,0 pre;,,,,,,,, 'h<"'f" hOfl<I<><.Iy ;".J'Qu", .. . n 
~n' of our ord;n. ry """"P' at "'<1;',,,. "'" h"" n,,,, • 01,,, ,,« of ,h. 
domin,,,,,, oi ,hoor"i ... 1 {,xpl.".,,"l' .ndl,,, "<xnU,;,.t{ 0'''' ,k"rip';vc <",M •. 
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be any interesting ~onncction between choice and proference, and 
,herefore between choice and wdfa .. , the ,estriction to math t 
choices cannot be maintained. Dropping the restriction will, of 
course, have unfortunate con"'quences for the measurement of 
wei far. , since d""isions about the expenditure of income haY<' 
(literally) a common currency which is lacking when we bring in 
$och non-marker choices a, whom to marry or how long 10 en­
gage in sexual fantasies. Butth. needs of a thwry, even an import­
ant theory. cannot be allowed to dictate an account of the nature 
of welfare. 

DroppinS the restriction to market choice, leave, uS with the 
view that I want x more than y just in ca", I choo.e x when y i. 
al~ available. This formula ,till restrict. u, to our aetual (marht 
and non-markrt) choices, a limitalion which is imposed by the 
behaviourism of revealed preference theory: revealed prefereoce, 
by definition. is preference as actually rn<ealed in choi",. But this 
resuietion musl also be dropped. [f my preference structure is 
thought of as an ordere<l 50t of dispositioll5 to make cenain kinds 
of choices, then it ... ms deat lhal Ihis will be revealed only very 
impufecrly by my actual choices. After all, I am able to reveal my 
dispositional preferen.;,:s only if [ am pre..,med with the appropri­
au occasions for choice, hut wh.,her these occasion, come along 
is again a comingent matter (I know that 1 would rather have one 
greal ",a~n as a major league pilCher than .pend a lifetime as a 
suc",,,ful n~ur",urgeon, but neither will ever be an option for 
me ). Although making an actual choi~e of one alr .. na,;ve over 
another presupposc5 tne availability of botn, h.ving a prelt"""e 
between them does nOl. If my prde,ences are to connect in .ome 
import~m wa)· wilh my welfare, then il seems reasonable to think 
thaI all of them snould coum, not just those [ have had the oppor­
tunity to re,'eal in choice. 

Dropping this restriction wi)) involve expanding lhe accoum so 
as to indude hypothetical choices." At this point it ",ases to be 
a theory of revealed prefe",nce, since it abandons Ihe bohaviouri<t 
dogma Iha. prderence. are ,·etifiable, and measurable. only if they 
come to be expres50d in overt deci.ions. In order for me to a""rlain 

" A. i. cion< in 'h< ,,'n Ncum,,,,, - M<><&<"", m tecl\niquo /or d<ri>I!Ig' cordi­
n, 1 u,;lity l unctioo, w~O;h ;n'o1-.. . >Io:i<13 ;nd;,iOu,l. t<> m. k< h,·po<h«ic.a l <i>OOO<S 
. moot .. riou, p'".,bl< I,_ri<. 0",,' "nk," t"',d,. So< >On N<um. "n ,nd 
.\t"'ll,"",m ' 9j) . <h. J. 
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your hypothetical cho~~ it will nm suffice for me merely 10 "bseTYC 
your hehaviour; at the vcry least I muSt also take . eriously what 
)"OU tell me you would choose und" s~j6.d conditions." Bur if 
the result of Ihis expansion is not a revcalro prdrrence theory it 
is none the less a near rdation. since it s{ill attempts to explicote 
wdf.rc in termS of (actual or hypothetical) choice. It does so, 
furthermore, by employing ,he same basic stralrgy of first linking 
choke 10 preference and then linking preference to welfare. But i, 
choi .. a reli able indicator of preference, Will even the fulieSI set 
of data concerning my actual and hypothetical choices reveal my 
pre/erence. ? 

It may seem so, since if ! choose x m",T y then surely r must 
have preferred it and, comra riw; •• , if I prefer x to y then ,urdy 
I would choo,~ it if I could. However, a hnle reflection ~how, that 
both of tht$e $e~mingly necessary cO"''''OiOO5 trade on an ambi­
guity in the vernacular notion of prd~renc~." That notion looks 
simultaneously in two direction,: to mr ",t;1"de$ 00 the one hand 
and to my choice. on the other. In the fi rst .. n .. , what [ 
(anitudinally) prd~r is what llih best (for it, own .... k.) or find 
mOSt agreeabJe. Th is is the interp retation needed by a subjective 
theory of wdfa"" since in this sen .. it is arguable that the uti,· 
faction of my preferences neces .... rily makes me better off. In the 
second sen"" what I (behaviourally) prd~r is just what I choose 
(for whatever reason). This is the: interpretation uf preference n«dod 
in order to connect it ana[ytically to choice. 

Once this amhiguity is re.:ognized, then a choice theory of welfare 
faces a dilemma. It is unly in the attitudinal ""I'" thaI preference 
can be plausibly connected with wdfa"" but in thi. "'lS~ th .. e is 
no tight connection benv"n prdetcnce and choice. The fact that 
I choose x rather than y (or wo,,[d chIlO .. it if I could) doe, not 
,how that I ex~ct a high~r personal payoff from it. since my 
~hoi~e may be morivated by orher considerations, such a. altr,,;sm 
Or a sense of obliga';on. Likewise, if I can be motivated by faero," 
other than my intrinsic likes and dislikes, then the fact that I 
prefer x to y (would rather have it for its own sake) does not ,how 
that I would chIlO .. it jf confront. d by Ihese alto rnativ .... It On til. 

" .\., Sen 'fl!U" 'n J~ h. ~. , J- L. 
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attimdinal interpretation. ~ountcr·pref<:tcntial ehoiC<' " nOl only 
possible but common. It i~ only in the behavioural sons. that 
pref.un"" alway. (tri vially) run. with choiC<'. But this is nOl the 
notion of rreference relevanlto a thwry of welfare ; il i. not even 
a notion on which we can make sense of pref<:renC<'~ being oati.· 
fiN!. Only by ~uivocating on puf .. ence, thorefore, can a choice 
thwry use it as Ihe middle term between choice and welfare. 

There is a parallel ambiguity in our vernacular n<>lion of want· 
ing." Wanting to do something, in the behavioural smse, is just 
having some reason or other for doing it, with no ustriction 
whate"er placed on th. range of possible reasons. In this sense, 
Iherdore, it is a necewlry truth tha t as long as I am acting vol­
untarily I a lways do what I moSI ..... ant. In the attitudinal sense, by 
contrast. wanting to do something tequite. finding the pro.pect of 
i, pleasing or agrttable, or welcoming the opportunity to do ii , or 
looking forward to it with guSto or enthusiasm. If I have this sort 
of attitude toward some prospeeri"e action then I have one par· 
ticular SOrt of reawn 10 do it-a teaS(>D which i, capable of con· 
mCling wi,h o thers, .uch as a feeling of obligation or the fear of 
disappro"a!. [n this sense. therefote, not doing what one most 
want. to do is depressingly familiar. (The behavioural notion is 
the one we use when we oar, 'Well, he must have wanted to go. 
,in~e he went.' We switch to the attitudinal notion when we ask 
ourseJns, after the fact, ' Is that what I really wanted to do?') 

Like preference, wanting ~an be linked either with choice or 
with wdf3te: the behavioural sen,e with th. former and th. 
attitudinal senSe with the laller. BUI il canno" except by ~ui"o­

cation, be linked wilh both at onCe. Thus it too cannot serve a~ 
the middle lelm berw..,n choi"" and welfate . For all we yet know, 
our well-being may consi" in getting what we want, but nor on 
the interpretation which equate, our de.ire~ with the full range of 
our teason, for action. Whik getting what we reli,h may make ,,. 
berter off, doing what we £«1 we ought or mu" cannot be counted 
on to delinr the same payoff. 

Economisu have lended to trade on the ambiguity blenl in Ihe 

.n."" 0 .. ' whi.th w< h.", p"I,,,,.,.. ,t< not !'O"iblt """'". of <hoi.:< lot .,. 
Think 0/ 'och itttn< •• whrth« til< ' u" will <it;n< lot rout pkni<:. w .... "', roor 
.. loved will ,eciprocm your 10,'<. wh"h« yO"' f, voori", b,,,,b.1I dub wi ll wi. 
,'" I'<nn, ... «0. 
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nOlion of prd~renc~, using Ih~ behavinural sense in their ~ ~pla",, ­
tion of consumer behaviour and the" shifting (0 Ihe anitudinal 
sense in their daims aboutlhe wrlfa .. implications of Ih~ marht. 
Despile its many and obvious deficiencie •. Ih. revealed prefetmc. 
theory of wdbr. has retained 3 cenain superficial plausibility by 
exploiting th e same ambiguity. Once Ihe equivocation has been 
exposed, th~ theory can safely be di<earded. There is simply no 
interesting constitutive connection between welfare and choice. 
We are left then with the attitudinal norions o f preference and 
desi ... Do Ihey pro,·id. ,h. materials for a theory nf wdbrd 

5.~ INFORMED DESIRE 

The basic <ehema for thi, kind o f account is that sormthing bene· 
fits a person (directly or intrinsically ) by satisfying some desire on 
that person's pan. Versions of the desire theory now define the 
onhooo~ view of the nature of wdlare, al least in the Anglo· 
American philosophical world. In the theory of rational choice the 
equation of wen·being with utility (prefetenee·satisfactionl has 
achieved the status of an unquestioned a~iom, while in ethics its 
more prominent .. cent defende .. have included Brian Barry, John 
Rawl., R. M. Hare, James Griffin, and Joseph R3~." 

It is nor difficult to .. e why the desir. th eory is so al1ractive to 
subjeclivists. It seems a very plausible idea that my life is going 
well for me when I am in the way nf achieving my aims or goal,. 
It also Seem! a plausible hypothesis that th e subj..:tive point of 
view, from which my wdfare is to be a"".sed, i, given by the 5eI 

of my preferences, and th", Ihe relative impot1an~ 01 the many 
goods which enrich my life is determined by their position in the 
hierarchical "ruelure of the .. preferences. Th. drsire Iheory i. 
also well placed to satisfy Our demand for a unified accoun, of the 
nature of welfare, while allowing for ,he multipli~ity and variety 
of its $Ources. Sinc. it can readily acknm"ledge the imporunce 
of idiosync ratic t.stes and interes", the thwry ha, no difficulty 
exp laining why you who love th rills find th. quality of your life 
enhanced by sky-diving, while I who value tranquillity reali,. the 

" 5e< 1I.l", '9~ 5. ch •. ' 0 "oJ, q Row], '9 7' , ch. 1; I-\.a", I9 ! I. ch. s ; Gfif"" 
19'~. ,h~ J , oJ ' ; I!. .. J91~, clI. H . 
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sa~ gains by ,..,ading quietly under a trtt. At tM ... "'" Ii"..,. 
however, if 1M'" are 5t:Ites of affain for which enryonc Slri,"<$. 
or which a", tht indisPfclWblc ""'ans for th. achieY~nl of any 
ainu, Ihm lhese wiU count a. (tilher intrinsic: or insrrumtnlal) 
common goods. 

The desi..., throry also circumscril:>eJ the du. of wtlfart 5ubjtcu 
in an intuitively plau.ible w~y. To ha..., a point of view on this 
SO rt of aCCOunt is 10 haVt a structure of dcsiret or prtftronets. Tho 
da" of primary wrlfa,.., subjects will therefor. inelude all and 
on ly ,hOM: bti ngs with the capacity to form and order de.ires . 
Although the boundaries of this class are indistinct. they dearly 
include most human beings along with many orher animals. They 
equaUy clearly exclude plants and inonima,. objects. Morrovo" 
,he desire tl>rory Can also e~pla;n how many wtlfare notioll'l rome 
to be applied in an ext.ndtd or analogical M:nM: to such eutities 
u J.imple organisms. artriaas, gfQUPS, organization!, and s""h­
all of wbom, whilt I.tclcing desires, Can be """rdod as tdrological 
Iystems requiring ""min "andud conditions in order to fun.crion 
weU Or properly. In this way tltt theory can draw a principled, 
thOtlgh /uuy. boundary bnwttn tM cla.~ of prim;rry and St.'C­

OOldary welb", su bje-clS. 
In addition to th<$<' vc:ry considerllble merits, the desire theory 

also s«ms in tune with the liberal spirit of the mCKkrn age, which 
tonds 10 M:. human agents ~s punutrll of .U!onomuusly chosen 
proj«lS. lI Unliko objective theori .... on which rhe sourc .. of our 
well·being U t dictated by unalrernblt aspects o f our nature, ,he 
desire Ihrory offen uS tho more Hamring pictull' of oundves •• 
• hapers of our Owu destinies. determinen of our own good. In this 
way it in~mal;leI within a conception of wdlar. t"" paHdi&malic­
aUy ',boral vin,," of sclf-dir«rion and iotlf-dtterminarion. Onee 
thts link has bee-n established il to • s imple- matler to coo.cruet a 
welfari,t ddt'nCe of political libeny. h is link caUl<" for wooder, 
thudore, thaI aU of 1M princip'" uant odv~fes of the desire 
theory have also been poliric.al liborals. 

hs eaM: of fit within the framtW(ltk o f libe ... li,m may _U (OUnt 

,oward Ihe norm.ni..., adequ.1C)" o f .he deJ.irt theory. BUI is il des­
criptively adeqU31tl [n order to begin an.wering Ihi, question _ 
must make the abnract formula of the theory more d .... nninat •• 

c righted mcm 
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Remomber that within the broad da .. of what we 3ro ~alling 
a!titudos w. are looking for ,he particular subclass which is cen­
tral to a subjective theory of wolfaro, Whon wo are IOld that this 
subclass consim of desir ... or wants or pre/ere",es, we are entitlod 
10 ask what distinguishe, th .... particubr attitudes from others, 
such as liking or enjoying. This is not the place to try 10 construct 
3 full account of the nature of desire. However, any such accoun, 
will need to incorporate two essential features of wants or d ... ire" 
they are imentional and they arc prosp~Cliv~. 

To say lhat desir ... are imemional is to say that they are di­
r""lOd upon objects wh"", existence they do not logically guaran­
tee. That desir ... have objects is, of course, Kateol}' news; this 
much is ensured by the fact that every desire is (o, something or 
other. In the surface grammar of desire, these objeen are often 
literally things, as when [ want thi s book or that cat. Sometimes, 
however, they are activities II want to go 10 France) or states of 
affairs (I want the weather to be good for our wedding). It is a 
simpl. trick to homogeni .. all th..., ",t.nsibly di fferent kinds of 
obi'"'t into states of affairs: to wam the book is to want to own 
it or read it , and to want to do something is to want tho stair of 
affairs which consists of your doing it . It is then a further simple 
trick to turn these states of affairs into propositio ns: to wam tn. 
sta,c of affairs which consists of my owning the book is to want 
{h~ proposition <1 own thi s book· to be truc. By this prOttss of 
tran,formation, .very desire comes to take ""me proposition a, irs 
intentional obiect. And of course the fact tha, I want a proposition 
to be truc does not guaran!"" it'S truth. 

What these transformations highbght is ,he ,imilarity he",,«n 
d",ires and belicfs. Like beliefs, desires can be construed as ani­
tudes whose intontional objects are states of affairs or proposi­
tions. JuS[ as beliefs Can be verified or falsified, drsirt:s can be 
satisfied or frustrated. A \x:licf is verified hy ,he occurrenCe of the 
state of affairs lor the truth of ,he proposition! which constitute, 
it, intentional objoct. Likewise, a desire i. sati.fied by the <XCur­
renee of the state of affairs lor the truth of the propo,ition! which 
constitutes irs int.ntiona! object." Again lih \x:li. fs, desires can 
uk. as their obi'"'ts states of the world which are spatiaHy or 

" C,;flh> ofl<" . d;ff.r<n', bll! <Q"Uy 'p' • • n.IoJsy:·1I .... ;r< j . "fulfill«" ;n 
,n. .. ,"" "' whkk • cl,u .. in • <o,m.." j, iuUi ll<d, n.,,,dr. wh" ..... , '&focd 
Id"ired) <om« . bout' 1C,;!fin 1986. '4 1. 
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tcmp()Tally remOte from their holders. This implies th31 my desi" 
for :;omething can ~ satis~ed without my knowing il (juSt as 
my belief about something can be true without m)' knowing it), 
All Ihal i, requirM in order for my desire to be sati,fied i. that 
whatever I want actually exist or happen , Ott! Sagan wanlS uS to 
establish contact with extraterrestrial beings, Suppose that twenty 
thousand years from now. :;orne intelligent alien civilization en· 
counten one of our probes in deep spae<: and decipher. the mes­
,ages which it carries. Sagan's desire will then haveli«n satisfied, 
Ihough he will know nOlhing of il. By contrast, [ cannot be 
(occurrently) liking or enjoying something without being aware of 
Ihis fact. My enjoyments must therefore enter into my experience 
in a way that ne<:d not be rrue of lhe sati,faction of my desires. 

For a theory of welfare. the intentionality of desire or preference 
i, a very awkward fearure." According 10 the desi", theory, some­
thing makes me bener off when it satisfies some: desire on my part. 
Sin"" my des;",. can range over spatially and temporally ",more 
stateS of affairs. il follows that the satisfaction of many of them 
will occur at times or places 100 distant from me ro have any 
dis<:ernible eff~ on me. [n such caS(s it is difficult to see how 
having my desire satisfied could possibly makr my life go bemr. 

Sometimes Ihe absene<: of feedback into m)' [if. is due 10 con­
tingent circumstances. Suppose that my brother suffers from some 
debilitating diS(a§.t which [ very much want to ~ CurM. Having 
unsuccessfully soughl medical "e3,ment a, home, he mOves ro 
Papua New Guioea wher~ a promising new !reatmem is available. 
Afler his arrival he breaks off conlact wilh me, and I re.;eive no 
further newS of hi. fate. Two years later the treatmem succeeds 
and his disord.r is completely cured. A, this lime my d .. i,. ,hat 
he be cured (which I cominue to hold) has been satisfied. Because 
I care deeply about his weJJ-~ing, if I knew of this I would ~ 
~atly ch .. ",d. Siner [ never know of it, how can ,he cu"" make 
me berter off? 

All of us h.ve m.ny desires which, un~knoWllSl 10 us, will 
come 10 be satisfied during our lifetime. Like Dri Sagan, we also 

.. Fur . th,,,,y 01 wdfm, it i, . 1",." .,.-k .. ·"d b,"".,f <koi", ,h .. i, h" no 
n<p';" 00"""<1"". IAI'm,,,,, is .... opf>O<i" no< 01 w'n',ns bo, oIlikiog. l 0.0,,, ,,,,mo., lo, k. th< pooi,i" /rq.>';I" poJ.o' ;ry so <h. ,."",;,,", of ",01 .. ", This i, 
"'" of ,I>< ,e .. "o. fu< ",.tilll! ,I>< <koi", 'heory in ,I>< compar,li •• 1.1_, of 
pn:1<<<""". 
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hav~ many dtsires whicb will be jatisfied, if ever, only after wc a .. 
dead .nd gone_ Sometimes tbe poSihumou .... tisfaction of a desi,e 
is itself due to contingent circum".n,,,,, a, wben [wan, my daug!'­
lOr eventually to attend universit)' but die before she is able to do 
so. In thi' use it is juSt unlucky for me that my de,i .. is ,ati,fied 
only aflor my demise. [n other cases thi, oulcome is en,med by the 
temporal localion of the desired state of affairs. Nearl)' everyone 
now living wants the ecosystem of the planet to be in a heahhy 
Slate two centuries from now, bUI no one now hving will be living 
,hen. [n still other cases, such .s )'our wish to be remembered by 
your lover after your demise, if the d.sire i, ever ,atisfied then ,hi. 
mu,t (logically ) occur posthumously, [n any of these c.ses, if the 
desired Stale of affairs eventually comes about doc, il make our 
lik go bener? If '0, when doc, it go bener? When our desire is 
.atisfied? But how can the quality of our life be improved after it 
has ended? Retroactivdy , al the time we held the desire? But how 
can what happens th~n affl:<."1 uS for bener or worse now? 

Sometime. it can ..,.,m to. James Griffin give, th. following 
example: 

It would not haw ""'n at all absurd lor B<rtrand Ru ... llto ha". thought 
that il hi' work /or node.r di",rm.TII<nt had, after hi' death , actually 
"du«d the ri'k 01 nudear war, hi. [a" years would h •• e ""'n mme 
wonhwhi[e, and his IiI<: altogether mOle ,,[uahl<:, than il i, all prOVM 
lutile. Tm., il Ru.«11 had indeed ,u.",_",ded, hi, Iii. clearl), would have 
""en more valua b[e to o,he". But Ru.",11 <Quid abo have ,on,id<red i, 
mort v.luab[. ftom ,,,," point of vicw of hi. own scll-in .. "." 

Howeve r, when we look closely claim. of posthumous benefits 
always seem to rest on conllating different modes of value . If 
Russell', wnrk had turned Out to contribure to e,,<ntual nuekar 
disarmament then this would of course have shown, retrospec· 
tive[y, that hi, [ife had enormous instrumental value; bur this, .s 
Grill;n recognizes, is nol ,he question at i,,,,e. Somewhat dos<r to 
the mark, if achievement i. a perfeclionist value, as it might well 
be , then posthumous 'uoxess could make a life a belter specimen 
of its kind. Perfectionist value seem. dearly capable of retroactive 
improvement, and Ru.sell mighl well have con'idered hi.lif. more 
valuable from ,hat point of view, BUI from ,he standpoint of hi. 
own self-int.rest? Tha, certainly doe. nOt follow, and $rems much 
Ie .. plausible. It also seem, an unhkel)' in!<rprrm,ion of Ru.sell', 
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own (iltttlgined) evaluation. He can Ihin k that a mOte successfullik 
is a bemr life, withom thinking that he is mad. bemr off by il . 

The issue of whether posthumously satisfied <.lesim Can benefit 
their er,twhile holde .. is a hotly d.baled one. Some people find il 
JUSt obvious Ihat 1M dead can be neither benefited nor harmed, 
while olhers find it equally obvious Ihat lives are capable of ",Iro­
aclive prudential improvement." I conk"" ,hat I belong 10 Ihe 
former camp, Dying ha, precious few consolation" but surely one 
of them is tha t h.yond thaI threshold ~ are safe from any funher 
misfortunes. Whalever may befall the living after our demi.." nOlh­
ing can ever again go badly (or, ala" well) for us, That death is 
the end, prudentially speaking, has always h.en the principal at­
traction of suicide for those whose lives appur to have gone inlo 
ir'f',ttiib1e de<:line. Where might we seek our comfon if adversity 
could pursue us e'..,n h.yond the grave? 

Given the divi<ion of opinion on this qut,Tion, the fact thaI a 
theory of welfare entail, the po"ibiJity of posthumous harm, and 
benefits is not sufficient by itself 10 establi,h its descriptive inad­
equacy. However, the posthumous case, are merely the mOSt dra· 
matic instance, in which the fulfilment of a desire fail, 10 benefil 
us becaus. it ha, no impact, dire<:1 or indirecl, on our experience. 
The obvious remedy i. to impose On t he desire theory what Griffin 
has called an e:cperie"ce requiremml. u Such a condilion would 
Stipulate th., a ,I:lle of .ffairs Can make me better off only if, in 
one way or another. it enters or affects my experience. A version 
of the de, ire thoory which incorporaled such a requirement might 
look like Ihis: x mah, me betre' off (dirtttly or intrinsically) just 
in case (I) I desire x, (1) x occurs, and (j) I am alieasl aware of 
x', occur",nce." 

As hi' handling of Ih. Russ<;ll example .uggest •• Griffin himself 
rejectS any form of exper;.n", requirement." His rea,on for doing 

" Err><>, r.""';dg< ,tde"';, tl>< 1\", ,icw IP'''MIj< 19811, j<><1 f<Ut~ ,I>< 
",«,"J IFo;"I><'l; .. 8 •• RJ .... I. W;tf, hi. ,h.racter;"i< iudicio",,,, ... Ali"o'" 
"gO<t I.otf, ~dc. of th< ~1><'tion INkomou ••• n Elbia .. 10_" ), fuuny ><trl;"!; 
h .. ,,,,= ,,,,,,10,;,,, th". wh; le ~,hurno". ,,,",, can ,If= .. lot k"" '" W"'''', 
til< ,I""" .. , ... 10,;,01)· m;n,,.. Gnffin h" . 1>" kIt til< pun of bo<h.id<!; ... 1986. 
)'1-19"· 

,. Griffin 1916. I). 
" N",d r .1", k .war< ,h .. ~'. 00<""''''''' •• rl,1i<> "" de",,,/ N«<ll ,,;11 "',;..: 

x when ;1 ""'"'" 11><>< .rc lIl .. k, wrinki<. I", • d,,;,.. th<oty '0 wo<k ou'. 
~ Griffin '9S6. 'J-'" ' .... w. 
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so is the same as his reason fo, rejeaing any version of • Slale· 
of-mind theory: we desire things other th." stat ... of our own ex­
prrience, But Ihis Ittm, a confusion. A S!Ole-nl-mind theOf)' ''''atS 
veridical and illusory experiences which are phenomenologi~aUy 
indistinguishable as equally ,-aluable. Adding an experience require­
ment 10 the desire theory has no such implication. Any version of 
a desire theory is a state-of-the-world theory, since the aCTUal 
occurrence of the desired state of .ffain is one necessary condition 
in the analys;s. An experience requirement mak ... awareness of 
this oceuno"'. a further necessary condition. In doing SO it does 
not, and cannot, com'err the IMory into a mental Slale theory.'> 

A theory of welfare can be de1criptively adequate only if it 
incorporate. som~ form of experience roquirementj rlti. was tlte 
importanr insigltt in dassicalltedonism. Only in ,lti, way will a 
de.ire or prderence tneory be insulated against highly counter­
intuit;,·. result. flowing from tlte inl<ntionality of desire, and espe­
cially from iTS upacity to settle on SPltially or temporally distant 
objects .'" When de,i re theorist. re.ist .uch • requirement, tnis is 
probably lxcause they suspect that, if au exp",iential condition i. 
ono;( admined into th eir theory, it will even tually make the de-.<ir.­
.atisfaction condition redundant. They must therefore hold the 
line, I.st a desire theory with an experiential component mutate 
into ao experiential tlteory with no desire component. This suspi­
cion i, well grounded, a. we s~ when we turn from intentionality 
to the second essential feature of desire, namely its prospectivity. 

In explicating this feature, the analogy between desire and belief 
will again be instructive, Suppose I now believe that it will ,now 
next Christmas. My belief has two temporal indices, on. for the 
time at which t hold the belief Inow) and the other for th~ inten­
tional object of the belief (next Chri<rmas) . Wh",. belief, are 
concerned, these two indices Can be ordered in any way whatever: 
I can hold btliefs at a particular time about earli"" contempora­
neous, or later time •. likewi,., ."..,ry desiro i, both held at .ome 
particular dme and directed upon a .. mporally indexed ,talr of 

" Cootra .. the 'x!,<~<"" "qui".".n, impo>o:d in H.,ktt ,~ !>O. wh;,h h .. 
pceoi .. ly ,hi • • ffoc '. For H"ktt 'h, only J";,,,, w";'h wunt." tho .. wh;.h take 
",pe~en<"" •• ,}",;, ob;«t. . 

.. 0. H"lott ' 9'10, 10-' F".. <On'" '''' .i" .. , ..,. E""",,,,,,, '990, ch . • . II 
nk<ly b. ia tIC.d " .. ,m",' of ,}", i .. .,.. . , .uk, }",,, co n be found in K'l!>n ' 99'. 
,io-7· 
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.ffairs. However, in the Case of a desir<: the twO indius must 
observe a panicul .. order: I can desi", now only rhat something 
occur later. Desires are aiway. dir«tN o!lthe future, ne.'er on the 
pasl or present." (I can, of course, want event. or activities which 
I am presently enjoying 10 continue; bur rheir conlinualion is "ill 
a fulU'" state. ) In bring fmure·directcd in this wa y, wanting Once 
again contrasts with liking or enjoying. I can (occurrendy) enjoy 
only what I alr<:ady have, while I can want nnly what I ha.'e nOl 
yet got. 

&cau<e a d~ir. is always for some fulUu state of affairs, at 
beSt it represents our ex <lute expectation that the Stare will benefit 
us. But this expectation may be disappointed by our n: prut ex· 
perience of the state. Suppuse that I lind myself at " c,,,.er cross­
road, when I am in colleg • . On the one hand, I .m a Star pilcher 
on the ba""ban team, counN by scouts who assure me Ihat I have 
an excellent chance of making it ro the majo. leagues. On the 
other hand, I also h .. -e a brilliant record in philosophy, with the 
prospect of a career in university teaching. Up 10 now th."" two 
career paths have been compatible. but nOw th. former would 
lead me 10 Ihe minor leagues while the laner would tah me 10 

graduate school. Because I reali~e thar choosing either optiun will 
effectively 100odo<e the other, I im'estigal' both a, thoroughly 
a" I can befor<: deciding in favour of the long-range s«urity of a 
teaching car..,r. I go to graduate school, eam my doctorate, aud 
land a job in a good philosophy department. There' find the 
demands 01 teaching and writing to be pretty well as I anticipated. 
Indeed, as the years pa.s everything goes mOre Or less as expected, 
ncept for the growing r.alization that this life is JUS! not for me. 
My dissatis!aClion at firs! maniksrs iudf only in a free-Aoa,ing 
irritability, but after a while it deepens into ap.1thy and depre.­
.ion. After staying with the academic lif. long enough 10 give it a 
fair t,ial , I linally r~;gn, feeling disillusioned and dis<:ouraged. 
&cause I am Ihen '00 010.1 III begin a career in baseball, I becume 
a copy .dilllr at a publishing firm. 

In thi' case I have done what I mosl wanted 10 do, r<:aii>.ed my 

" 1 con . ,,( "''''''', ",i;h ,lut P'" <von,> h.d .. en <>Ih,,,,,,,«, 1 con .1", h''''' 
hop<_.bout . ""h "'-'n", if 1 do no< kno", h"", ,hing. '"m," ""'. Th< fi", ,im< 
1 ",.J H"" ... 1 hop«! th< T ruj .... ",,,,Id win : "nw I ..-i.h t)",r h,d. Bot wish<> 
01 ,hi, """ ",,"no< be .. , i';;oo • • Dd I . m ... lUtIing th" • dt .... tr..ory of w,lf .. , 
"'; 11 ,n..:;h 1)" "',ight '0 hope, .boo, ,I>< 1"". 
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overriding ~rsonaJ ambition, but I ha'.., nO! benefited from doing 
so. The problem i~ not that the stale whieh ",ri.lied my dt$ire 
failed to enter into my np"rien"", bur that m)' .xp"ti.n~. of it 
fUmed out to bot negative. Things have nOt gone as [expected, and 
yet I a,hieved m)' aim. Th. problem here is the pro'~t;VilY of 
desire. My desire to teach philosophy "pre$(:oted my ex anle 
cx!",crarion that [ would find this carttl fulfilling . But in this I was 
misuken. Since our des;rr. always represent nur ex a"t~ expecla­
tions, there is alway, room for these expectations to bt mistahn. 
But in tha, ,as. the .atis/action of our desires do<:, not guarant"" 
that our lives will go well; only our ex post experience will do 
that. 

Sinee it is ,h. prospectivity of desire which ereate, this problem, 
il is tempting to try to put mall~rs right by dO$ing Ihe gap be­
tw..,n th. way things are cxpttlcd to go and the way th.y actually 
tum Out _ Thus it is CommOn for d<sir~ accounts to stipulate th.t 
the only desir ... that count a"" Iho~ which arc $ufficiently rational 
or consid .. rd or informed, Of otrn:rwise 'corre<:ted'." Th. stand· 
aId of rationality appeal. d to may be eilh .. minimal, requiring no 
mor~ th,n consis .. nC)' within one's o"OIa11 set of prefer.n~s, or 
ralher mor. sTring. m, requiring that one's d ... ires be capable of 
surviving 'coplitivc ps)"chotherapy'." Informationa l d~mands like· 
wise may vary, depending on wl-oar is COUnted as relevant informa_ 
tion, and on how much of ,hi, is reckoned 10 be suffu;i~n1.'" 
Whatever lh. ide.lizing conditions adopt. d, !h~ir dfre! will be to 

.<:re~n out som~ of our actual desires." Onl)· the satisfactiun uf 

,. X<. ('" ;n,,,"<,<. It.wl, I~1'. <h. 1; Griffin 1936. <h~ '"",," , 
,. F", t"" I,tt« "~"'''m ... '' "'" 1Ir,..o, '979. <0. 6, G'"'"L<r .mploy> _ w .. k" 

".nJ"d ,n .,36. ,h, l._ It shoold b<.-<I. oow.ver, ","" ",i,,,",r S .. "J, nO< 
Gau,h;." idontili<> ",dl,,, .,i,h ,I.. ,.,iof"" ;",, of ,,,ioo.1 oJ"i" , 

~ Griffin', «q" imD<fl ' i, th" ,,,", <I<.i" b< 'fornt<d by an . ppropti.", appt<­
ei,,,,,,, of th, n""" 01 it> obj<a-' 119~ J. 1 H; d. ,~ g6, J"-' S n.; '99 '. ' 9). A 
"'n'pic"' .... I, )" gh 'n/onn,,;.,.,,1 ,"00"" i, "" b>- 1-/,,1 .. , '~9'0. 1'- 4. 

" C""W 'M, .1", iW«P in <k"", w< do nn. ",u,lI, h.y<, hot would h,v< ,I 
,II< corul""",, ".,t< ,.,iifi<J' It. .. t.., 'PI"'. I '0 h,p<><hetical ekoic, ""m, <0 """~ 
'hi>: 'In l>ri<f, 00' good i. <I<t"mi .. d b)' ,II< pt." of lif< ,h" \0< "·",,IJ adopt w"h 
full oldib<w i"" , .. iooo l'" if ,I>< f"""" ~'''' """,,,,1, for'''''n .n" ,.kq ... " ly 
",,11m! in th< Im~n. ';on . . _. I-/"' ;t" \O.",h "'''';f\.i ,h" . " ,;on.1 pi .. .. one 
!hot ,,·ould b< ,,!crud il ",n.m coodi,;"", W'r< fulJiJl<d. Tit< c';",,;.,., of ,I>< g<>Od 
""H'.~h«",,1 '" , ... ). ~m'l., '0 ,he "'"'''''' of ju" i,,' IIt.wl, 1971, " t>. 
(""'ffin. ,o. ,he ",1.., """d. ""lui,,, .h", , <lMi« hc ...",,1 when .. ,i,1i«l (1986. 
III. h i, "'" de.,. how" ·.,,.. how ,h" I.,,,, rcq"irnn<n' ,. "''''~'''"t w" h h" 
inclusioo of _,"u",,,,,,ly ,,,i<fi<d <1M,,,,,. 
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the ~urvi,ing subset of desires will coum as enhancing our well­
being. 

We need not con""rn om",I"", wi th Ihe preci .. lonnuialion of 
the", idealizing condilions, since, however they are formola"d, 
tn.ir role within a desire theorr is inheremly puzzling. Consider 
,he re<juit<:ment that a desire be approprialeir informed. This 
condition is impo",d in order to eiimin",e mistakes about the 
objects of our desit<:s. But it appears Ihal the condition is either 
redundan, within a de,ire theory or inconsisten' wilh it. Suppose 
that the .. tis faction 01 one of my de,ires has left me worse off. 
There "",m to Ix two possihle explanations of how thi, could 
have COme about. One i, that sati./}"ing the desire made me to 
thai extent Ix"er off, but it also frustrated other, more imporrant 
desires, . 0 thaI on balance 1 ended up WOrse off. 1 take an eagerly 
anticipaled vacation in the Cariblxan and find mrseJf in the pa th 
of a hurricane; had I known of the d:>nger in advance I would 
ha"" gone .omewhero else instead. My des ire not 10 encounter 
a hurricane is stronger than my de";re to vacation at just ,hat 
t<:oo,,; in .atis/ying th.c latter J f"'Strate the rormer and so end up 
worse off on the whole than if 1 had ,tared home. The desi", 
theory is perfectly capable of expbining all this without the re­
quirement that my p",ferences Ix informed. All it neMs to do is 
bring into play the /ull .tru~ture of those prcieren",," including 
my priorities among them. In the light of all my actual desires I 
lIa .. suffered a net Ie>!' •. Whenever this is the appw priate expla­
nation of my plight. therefore. an informalion requirement will Ix 
",dundant. 

Bu' ,here are, in addition, Case, in which no further desires are 
in,·oh..,d and 1 am still wor", off. My choice of philosophy over 
baseball was such a , ase. Here "'.., cannOt appeal to anr additional 
desires in order to explain how things have gone badly for me. 
Furrhern,ore, the preference on which I acted waS as rational, 
considered. and informed a. 1 could make it. All of the informa­
tion 1 ~olle.:ted in advan"" about philosophr teaching lurned out 
to Ix correcl; I made no mistake •• except in expecting that J would 
find a .. aching Ca=r fulfilling. That mistake resulted from the 
gap between my tx ante expectation and mr ex po.t experience. 
That gap exists by virtue of the prospectivity of desire: my prefer­
ences about the future alway. repre",nt nty view now of how 
Ihings will go then. Becaust Ihe gap results from the ,·ery nature 
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of d ... ire, i, ~anno, be dosed merely hy req~iring ,hat de,ire$ be 
rational or considered or informed. 

The gap could be dosed by stipulating that a d .. ire does not 
coun, a~ informed---cand thu~ its <ati~faction does nor COunt a. 
ma king me bett.r off-whenever the desired state of affairs turns 
out upon lat .. toXp<1"ience to be disappointing or untewarding. How· 
e'·.,r, to take thi' ~tep would be to confirm the desire thwrist's 
suspicion that. once our experientt of Sl,te, of the world is admined 
as rdevant, then whether Of not these ltateS satisfy ante~edent 

desires on our part is on the way 10 l>e<:oming irrelevant. For it 
W<)uld be tant •• mount to conttding that what mauerJ, So far as 
our well-being is conttrncd. is our satisfaction and not me,ely the 
sati~faction of our desir~. [f an information requirement ruts any 
genuine work to do within a desire thcory. therefo"" il win be 
inconsistent with the basic rationale of the theory. 

The argument to this poin. has focu~d on two ... sent ial prop· 
erTies of desires-their intentionality and their prospectivity......,",h 
of which opens up a logical gap betw"",n d ... ire-satisiaction and 
well·being. All of the difficuhi.~ for th. desire thcory which we 
have SO far canvassed have a common logical form . Desire, whose 
objec" pro"e disappointing in the actual experience of them and 
d",i,.,,~ whose nhjee .. never enter our experience at all- these are 
ooth caseS in which Ihe sati,faction of our de, i,.", ap""ars insuf­
ficient to make u, bener off. What {hey demonst,ate i. that when 
a desi re is ... tisfied if is a logically open question whether the 
wdfa .. o f its hold.r has thereby been enhanced. However, lhey do 
nof ."haus< thc prohlem, which the desire theory encounters . If 
desire-satisfaction is not logically sufficicnt for well· being, it is nor 
10gicalJ)' n"" ... ,ary eithe,. Once again, the root of the problem lie, 
in the very nature of de.ire. As we ha.e a lready noted . l>e<:ause 
d",ire. are fumIr ·directed, a t be .. they represent the anticipenion 
of benefit. But just as we can be disappointed when we gel what 
we expect or have ai"...d for, so we can be pleasantly surprised 
when we get wha, wc do nOl expect and have not a imed for. 

There i. a diSlrauing ,ide i,sue here which need, to be di'po<rd 
of. As we have seen, the e ~pan,ivene<s <>f de.ire, itS capacity to be 
di,ected on a vir!!!.lly limi,!",s range of (fu!!!" ) ~t"e, of the 
world, c.use. problems for the desi .. th . "ry.1t i$ remp,ing, ,h"c­
fore, 10 narrow Ih. theory by focus ing e~dusi""ly on those desires 
which are also aims, by vitluc of being incorporated imu sorne 
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hierarchy of intention:" If this re!triction i. introduce<:! th~n Ih~ 
J esi'e thcOTY e$S'ntiarry equate, wdfa .. with succesS in achieving 
our aims or goals. But it is obvious that Jny !uch nc~oun' would 
exduJc too much ." B'o~dly spenkin&. the qualily of our Ih·es is 
enhance<:! both by what we do and by what happens to U$. The 
bCt fhat some benefits w~ enjoy ar~ th~ resuit of good fonune 
rather than achie,·ement on our part does nol make Ihem any less 
wO'lhwhil~. 

Plc~lant surprises would be a panicularly acute problem for any 
version of the desire theor)· which ~o~finoJ ancn,ion 10 ,he achiev~­
ment of antecedent aims. But they remain a problem for lesl re­
$tricti,.e vcriions as well. The difficulty stem. ftom the /aCI Ihat 
the welf"e payoff of bo,h achievementS and windfall. oft~n ex· 
ceed. an}· anw,,,dent expectations on om part. Th. mOS, Itrik ing 
~ases arC those in which our expectations a,e either non-exi$lent 
or n~gali'·e. Having never heard bluegrass. I chance on a b;\nJ 
playing in Ihe pMk .nd find Iha, I like il. Having nursed a long­
standing suspicion of the Medilerranean, I am persuaJcJ again\! 
my ,,",lie, judgemen, to holiday the,e and have a wonderful lime. 
In noithe, caSe did I have an amC(;edent Jesire for ,he St3te of 
affairs which, as ilIum. OUI, ~nhances m)· well-being. But Ih.n, 
jusl .. satisfying a desire on my pan is nO, logic..lly sufficient for 
some,hing to benelil me, il is not logically nece<>ary either." 

These ptoblems for the J"ire theory have all stemmed from 
{two features of) Ihe nalm. of de,;re. Bm Ihe theoty faces anolher 

.. Thi' .... m' d .. d y '" h. wh .. R.>w~" .. ", . ,iM wll<n h •• puk, of .x«u,jns 
• ,.,,,,,,,1 plo. 01 lik In hi, ""'''''"' of w,U.b<iog. J_ph R ... 1,., I"""",, 00 til< 
J'U"" ;' <>1 3",1<, ,h", un ,i>< .""""" , .. {.i l"", of. 1,1< IR,n 1916 •• 81-991 . It 
,,"ould be """'<I, "'-,w,,,,. ,h .. w<U.bt"'t: i, ",~ ,h, "hoi, ""'Y 10< K.Z; ~·h" I>< 
"U, ~I· i "'<=>, ;,. m,tter ,I ,he ..,ri,l,a;on 01 ·hi<.>lOS""Uy detmni".J r.«J • 
• 00 <1<""" .. 

" A, Griffi n rcwgn;= 1 '9~6. '-' I. An <.du, i", I""", '''' pm;"" P""";' ,1", 
"" m, ,,, m,n;I"" m,,,,, I;n< hi". It ' 1'1'1;., "n l, w"h V<" ""in", do" 1><'. 
>00.1 « 1" '00>1>,.,.. ,,,,0 .. Ir>eoo,oip .nd 10'·'. 

~ In ' «<>gn;t;"" of ,I>< ... [H<>Il\em .. G,;f" n "Y' 'h" II< i; working w;,h .n 
·<xl<n<l<d ><n", of <I<,i,,·, "Til< «h,n' ",n of <I<,i ... """ 00< ii,,,,, to Il< hold 
.nt«<dro ,ly ' 0 ,n lulfi l""", I. hum," <>n , "joy ........ hinS. ""n' '" h,,,,";, <on · 
,jml< or ",,",n. ,hat "" ... vet k .. w II< woo," <fI1"Y. '" ,,·,n k", .. <xi,,«1,· 11986, 
} ' J n. ). Pru<p<<t;,;,y. hu" .... «. ;, on< of "'" I,,,oro wh"h tl''' '''JI0;'iI<. ,...n' i ,,~ 
I""" 00", posi' i" ",i,udt" .",h os '" i",ing. U ,hi. I<"u,", i, d"'l'P"J . so 0< to 
",dud< <njoy ; n~. ,hro 'w.n"llI<· ,ff.«i.<!v b<oom<, <'Xx"n,;" wi,h ·h,,;ng , 
po~';" "",tHk ,ow,rd'. I'", ;n ,hot c.", , iI< <k~" ,broty i. <0<>""'; " ""h til< 
gen'",' ""'gory 01 '01:>;«",·, tkeo<>e, .• nd ;, nn< , p.orticu l". ok",,,,,;n,'" in".ne< 
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""rl of difficulty as well, which has • quil~ diff",~1l! ""urce. AI­
rhough !lome of our desires may be basic, mos, ha . e ground •. The 
ground of a desire i, the rea,on one has for ..... aming its object­
whatever it i~ abou' ,he objecl tru.t makes it desirable. The grounds 
of our desires a re to be found in what [ am generically calling our 
concerns: our tastes, inrer'5U, ideals, commitments, and '0 on. 
Although these COnCernS will vary from person to per""n, rhere 
are SOme conltants. One item that man"n; to all of uS is our own 
welfa re; .. If-interest , therdore, is one possible ground of de. ire. A 
de, ire has this ground wherlevcr its object is wanted or valued 
because of ""me anticipated payoff for oneself. Call any .uch 
desire interested. It seems plausible to think thatth. sa tisfaction of 
Our interested desir .. will , tandardly benefi, us;" after all, io the .. 
ca,es ,he e"'pectation of beneht is the ground of the desire. How­
ever, not all of our d. sires are interested in this way. For decade, 
I wanted a democratic, non-racial gO"emment to be installed in 
South Africa. nor because I expected to gain from it myself but 
because it was just. Such a government has no"" emerged during 
my lifetime. While I expect South African blacks 10 be better off 
for this turn of events, I su no reason to thin k that it will bendit 
me, despite ~tisfying m)' de.ire."" The rea""n for this is obvious: 
my desire was disinterested. The de, ire theory tells uS that the 
5ati51action of any (rational, considered, informed) desire makes 
one better off, regardle .. of it, ground. Bur this i, not plausihle in 
,he CaS' of disinterested desi, ••. 

Ind.ed, the very existen"" of disinterested de, ires i. awkward 
for the de,ire theory, The ,heory teU, uS that if 1 do what I mo,t 
want to do (in the attitudinal ",nsel then I necessaril y do what is 
best for me. This is a weaker version of psychological egoism. It 
does not hold that I always choose to do what I think is best for 
me, since [ may not choose to do whar [ most wan, to do. But it 
does hold tha, whenever [ do ,h,""e what [ mo,t want then I ne­
ce .... rily maximiZ<' my own self-in,e ... !. Thi' result, however, threat­
ens '0 render the "ery notion of a disint"ested desire incoherent." 

" Only ,,,,nd.,dlr, .nd "'" o«<s", ily, lin« , ... io.<m<n""".J 1,.pc. 1 g>p$ . 11 
'ptlr to th< 'r«w co>< of ,""",,,«1 d,li,,,. 

Thi, ;, no< bt<,"", of , i,h<t 1~i<>.1 j\'P ,hu, I .. Hi<n,ifi<d, th, .It<.i ... d .... " 
;. _nown '0 m< ",11m it 0«"" .nd in .. try "'r«' I,v .. Up!O my exr«'""oo, 
/« it . 

., f"'.n <x"ndtd .ow"",nt to <hi, «melu,ion, 0« 0",,,,,,," ,~,.,,_ Son m •• ", 
• ,imila, point ",-11<" "" '«uo« ,h. ",-"kd p"k,,,,,,,, ace,,,,"' ,,/ ·<k!in;ti.no.t 
<got.m· ( )98,. ch .• 1. 
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To wanl to do something (on the attitudinal conception) is to find 
Ihe prrupttt of doing it posit;,-dy anractive (in its own right) . 
Si n"" we air not p"}'Chologi<:a1 elloim, w. are capabl. of finding 
enjoyment or satisbaion in doing good to oo:lu:rs. Attitudinal drsirrs 
therefore need not ~ .. If-interested; their satisfaaion can be sought 
or considerable ~rsonal sac.ific<. It is Ihis po .. ibiliry which the 
desire theory threatens 10 era ... No maner how altruistic my aim, 
no matt. r how grea t a persoruol SJcrifio;e 1 am willing to make in 
order to achieve it, if 1 am <ucrrssful then I will have made no 
sacrifice at all, sino;e I win have got what [ mOSt wamed. I can 
repre..,nt the desire to myself a, disinterested, therefore, only if I 
do not subscribe to the desire theory of wdhre. Acceptance of the 
theory undercuts the very distinction between self-interested and 
disinterested desires. 

Once again a logical gap 0~!lS between desire-satisfaction and 
well·being, this time in the oa .. of disinte .. sted desires. Th. only 
way to cla<e ,he gap ap~ars 10 ~ 10 exclude this dass of desires. 
The desire theory would then hold Ihat a slalO 01 affairs benefits 
me whenever it sati,fies some self-inte...,steJ <ksi..., on my pan. But 
any such qualification of th. theory would be patently circular. 
Our unde.,tanding of the nature of prudential value is not ad­
vanced by being told that it consists in the satisfaction of just 
those desires whose ground is prudential. 

The desire theory therefore seems simuilOoeously too brood and 
100 nMrOw: too broad becaus. it admits desires whose ,atisfaction 
prod""" no benefits, 100 narrow because it exducieo benefits which 
are not produo;ed by the sa li,faction of any antecedent desires . 
This is nOl, of course, a proof of the inadequacy of the theory. Thc 
problems of s<:o~ can be regarded as invitations to qualify the 
theorr so as to contour desire·satisfaction better to well-being.," 
and I can see no way of demonstrating;n advance ,he fruitlessness 
of ,his enterpris.. Furthermore, since the desire theory is still by 
far the best-developed account of th. nature of welbre, il may 
well ~ premature to gi"e up on it withoutlrying out a few pos· 
sible remedies. 

However, I am ~.,uaded Ihal the Iheory suffe., from more 
tban a problem of scope. It also operates al th. wrong level for an 
adequate theory of welfa...,. Among the crilOria of adequacy devel ­
oped in section 1.1 was th. r"'luirement tha' the narure of WelfaTC 

. , Which ;' ,)", "" r Gtiffin ' 'l!"d. th<m; "" .?! 6, ''''''j_ 
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not k cnnfused with irs SOur~es. l be sources of our well-bting 
(meon ing still those state. or conditions which knellt u. immedi_ 
atdy or directly) can be ordered into categories with difrerent 
levds of generality. Suppose that one of my aim. is to pur.ue a .uc· 
cessful eo,.er teaching philosophy. lbe achievement of that gioNI 
aim requi..." a numkr of more local successes: finding a pormanent 
job, getling something published , getting tenure, etc. In the case of 
each of these latter Slate, o f affairs, their wdfare payoff for me 
depond, (in part at least ) on their bting pam of the lorge, whole 
which is suCCess in the profession. They are good. for me bt<:ause 
they are alJ collected together under the rubric of this more inclusive 
good. Tho! good in turn represen" only one of my aims and is 
therefore a part of the Jarger good which is ,uceess or achievement 
in my life. We therefore have the ordered seqnence: finding 0 job is 
a good thing for me bt<:ause it ad,-ances my career, and adnncing 
my career is a good thing because it ad"an~es my overall plan of lif •. 

All of this, so far, th e desire theory is abl. to take into account. 
Indeed, il insists on th. structure or hierarchy of our de,i,es or 
aim" and find. welf.", to consist entirely in their salisfaction or 
achit'Vement. The problem. of scope which il encounters, how­
ever, casl douht on Ihis. When the achievement of an aim leaves 
me feeling hollow or empt)", however considered or informed the 
aim may have bttn in advance, this suggest, that there is more 10 
wen-b.ing than gening what I waO{. When I .!Umble onto previ­
ously un.uspo<.:ted delight< and find m)'<df relishing them, this sug­
gests the same thing. From this wider perspo<.:rive, desire-sarisfact;on 
itself comes 10 look likr one (nry abstract and general) sou,""" of 
our well-being: something which standardly, but not n"""",rily, 
makes u. better off. Furthermore, it .. emS not to be the only such 
source; Ihings that happen to us, or that we grow into, or Ihat we 
only <Iowl)" COme to appn:ci.t<: all maner too. The distinctive 
move of the de.ire theory is to {",at de,i,e· ... tisfaction not as one 
welfare source among others. but as the condition which anything 
must sati.fy in order to count as .uch a .ou",,,. Thus it purports 
to b. a formal theory abom the n.lUre of ",..,lfa ..., and not just " 
(very short) list of its sources." But if getting whal """ want is 

., 5« obi.!. J 1_, . C/. G, ,!fin 199)' 'o.~", f"Hil"",", ... ,0, to II>< 0." s.,," "'" 
" • ,. " """,, •• 1",. bo, ... f",m.1 ""'''''' of wh" il ;, lot """".nins to .. 
"",donli, lIy .. 1",,0Ie, i, i, 10. il 10 b< InO'l , " ' i" ly Invi. lly l Ih, o¥' "I. ,.1· 
6.:itnllr ,.,<It onlmm«l J.,i",· {'HI . 



Tbe D~.;re Tbeory '" merdy One way in whicb ollr good Can be ad'"anced then, despite 
this daim of formality, the de'ire theory i, operating at the wrong 
logical I.,". !. 

[t i. thi. problem of level which has plagued all of tbe principal 
theo,ies whi~h w. have 00 far considered. Each of th ese theo ries 
pi<:ks out one important res!'«t in which ollr live. ,an be going 
well: for the teleological theory ;t i, adequate functioning, for 
classical hedonism it i, the having of enjoyable experiences, for the 
d.,ire theory it is getting what we want. Each i. therdore able to 
gi,"e a perspicuous account of its favoured >ector of ollr lives, 
while being able to make little .ense of the >ecTors covered by its 
rival •. The mistake made by aU the.e theories is the same: They all 
anempt to build an account of the nature of welfar. arollnd one 
of it. standard generic sources. The symptom of the mistake is 
aim the same in each case: whatever the favoured rource may be, 
in possession is logicalJy neither ne<:ess.ary nor sufficient for our 
well-being. The logical gaps which have opened up for all these 
theories can be c1<.>$td only by a formallh.ory capable of . xplain­
ing what il i. about alJ these goods which makes them cardinal 
ingredients of our welfare. 
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Welfare and Happiness 

WELFARE is subjective, but neither of the historically dominant 
v.,,;oru; of subjectivism is adequate to ii, na",,,,,. Whrte do We go 
from here? We know Ihal there is nO regressing 10 objectivism. 
since .'-en the best objective theory i, aoout something olh" than 
wdfare. Can either of the principal subjective thwritS provide u' 
with Ihe materials for • more plausible accoum? The two rejected 
theories au mirror images of one another, Ih. strongth of each 
corr<sponding to th. weakn .. s of the other. What hedonism lacks 
is • reference 10 the world outside the subject', mental ,rates, 
while the desire ,hrory, in cor=!ing this problem, lose, all mo­
nCClioo wilh the subiect', .xperience of the wndition. of his lifo. 
Of th. two accounts, the la!ler ,,,,,m! th. Ie" promi'ing starting 
point for building a new and bener theory, ~ince the addition of 
any form of .x~rienc. requirement i. likely to displace d •• ire 
altogether a~ ,he subjective notion central '0 an understanding of 
welfare. If we are '0 wo.k from th. established views . • horeforc, 
we must ",tum '0 hedoni.m. 

The dassical version of hedonism subscribcsto ,hrcc ,he .. s: ITI 
the equation of welfare and happiness, (1) the reduction of hap­
piness to pleasure land Ih. absence of pain), and 13) a mental state 
accoum of Ihe nature of pleasure land pain). Sin(X the best Iheory 
about the oature of pleasure and pa in treats them as sensations, 
(3) is unexce ptionable. Howeve',;t;, the purely mentalistic nature 
of pleasure and pain which rend. rs classical hedonism vulne.able 
to objection, irom delusion or deceplion; ",melhing muSt Ihere· 
iore be amiss wi,h either I r ) o. 11). The idea lhal 'here is an inter­
esting; conn«tion betwe"" well -being and happiness has al leUI 
",me initial plausibili.y_ much more plausibility than any account 
of happiness in terms of plusurable feeling;" A, a new •• an, thete_ 
fOf' , il S'em, WOfthwhile seeking a be"' r (and I.ss heJoni$lic ) 
theory aboulthe nature of happine's. 



Welfare and Happiness '" By shifting ollr foclls from pleasure or desire to happine .. we 
may also succeed in 1000ening ,he grip of the mainline subjective 
theories. Although there i. a si.eable pbilosophical literature on 
tbe nalure of happiness, both traditio031 and contemporary, few 
belie" , thai it consists either in pleasure and the abS"",e of pain 
or in the ,atisfaction of informed desire. Indeed , no simple theory 
aboul the uature of happiness enjoy. much ,upport among philo­
sophers; lhere is not even agrtt""'nt lhat such a theory is possible. 
About the only thing everyone agree. on is that happin ... is a com­
pic" and multi-faceted nmion, one not easily ,..,du~d to a lotmula 
or ,logan. Thi, rath.r messy surface lextur. will be frustrating for 
anyone looking for an equally straightforward counterpart to 
h.edonism and the de,ire theory. BUI for those opl'n to fresh idea, 
aud willing to tolerate a certain degree of philosophical d isorder, 
it is very fertil. ground indeed. 

Each of the three previous chapters has been devor.d to exam­
ining a theoty of wellare which has be~ wen developl'd and arti­
culated in Ihe literalure. Our task now is different, . ince we will 
be engaged in COnstructing a theory which d~ not already enjoy 
a high profile. [n working through the atgmnent of thi, chapter, 
it may help ro have some ,ense of its de.rination. Th. Iheory [ 
,hall defend does nO{ simply identify well-being with happine .. ; 
additionali)', it requires that a ,ubject's endor<ement of the condi­
tions 01 h~r life. or her eXpI'rieno:c of them as satisfying or fulfi ll ing, 
be authentic . The condition. for authenticity, in turn, ore twofold, 
information and autonomy. Welbre therefore cons;sts;n authentic 
happin.ss. This theory i, subjective, since if makes a subject's wel­
fare depend on her attitudes, and ,ince the function of th~ auth. n­
ticity requ irement is lO enSure that these attitudes are genuinely 
hers. If satisfies the experience requirement, .j",. a subject's hap­
piness is a maner of her eXpI'ri.nce of th. conditions of her life. 
H,m'ever, it is not a mental state Iheory ,ince authenlicity i, a 
relation between the subject and the world. The happiness theory 
thus "",diates betw.en hedoni,m and the desire theory, exploiting 
the strength, of each while avoiding th.ir " .. aknesses. 

That is where " .. are headed. To get thcre we need to navigate 
through SOme difficult terrain. The first ncp is to get a better fix 
on the nature of happin ... ,. 



Welfare and Happin~s. 

6.1 LIFE SATISFACTION 

Happ;nes~, like welfan:, is subjective. There is . however. this differ­
enCe between th. two notions: whorus the subj~tiv;ty of welfare 
i. di~putod and need, to he argued for, the subjectivity of happi­
neSs is obvious on the face of it. No obj~tivo theory about our 
ordinar}' concept of happine~, has the slight.st plausibility; .",h 
theories are taken seriou.ly by pl1ilosophers only hecause of the 
common, and misleading, translation of e"daimonj,j in Ar;stotlc's 
Niwma,hean Ethics. A, we saw urlicr, we make m""h hener sense 
of Aristotle's views by rendering c"daimoni" into English as 'wen­
heing'. Obj~tivi,m has at lust a .uperfieial plau,ibili,y a, a ,heory 
of welfare; an argument i. roquired to show why it is mistaken. [t 
is completely unintelligible as a "iew about the nature of happinrss. ' 

Class;cal hedonism. the h;stor;cally dominant suhi~t;ve theory, 
roduces happiness to plcasure (and the abs.nce of pain). The ini­
rial plausibility of this view depends on tho model of pleasure and 
pain which it presupposes. In Chapter 4 we diSTinguished two .ueh 
models. On the narrower conception pkasure and pain are parti· 
cular kinds of sensation, distingui'hed by ,heir peculiar (po';';"e 
or negative) feeling tone. Thi, model tIeot, the characteristics of 
organic ple.sures and paios as paradigmatic : ' hey ar~ usualJ¥ 
Ithough not ne<:essarily) localized in a particular part of the body. 
they can have a quit. delinite duration, and they can be compared 
in !ermS of imeosity. !I.·I(>$/ importantly, sen,a/;oM are identified 
as pleasurable or painful simply by the way they feci, and are typic· 
ally (though not necessarily) liked or disliked for thi. feeling qual· 
ity. Because , ... ", can distinguish beeween the intr;o~ic phenomenal 
properties of pleasure and pa in, on th e one hand, and our attitudes 
toward them, un the other, it is possible for Us to he indifferent 
'0 e;th~r, or even 10 dislike Ihe former and like th e latter. 

, Rioh • ...! Kn", h • • Jolrodrd ,h, u,u,1 ".",Iui,,,, 01 <uda;mMi4, .~d tM 
intdl ;gibi lity 01 ,n ,"*"""" 'heorr "I h'pp;n"" in K"u' ' 979. Ho-..<r. his 
Iqu i,. i""ili<d) i".i"""" thot thtr< i • • «lb.""tj,, iu ut .. ".1« """"...,n Ad"",k 
,n" modrtn ·d.y '"bit"'i.i"" i. b<"<r , oppo<t«l by th. ' Oppooi!lOfl that II .. ,wo 
~<k, hold ,on'''''''' ,.;.w, .000, ,I>< n"o" 01 "~I I' '''',,,g . H .. own ." ... ,mon' "f 
,I>< ""rit> oI ... bi,"i" . nd oo"" i ... ;.w, . 1", m..ok", """ ,"<nK "."", ".d ,Iu, 
"'y. Ou. o.din • ..,. «""opt ~I •• ppi"'" i, 'oo th<>tou&>ly ,uOjo«;" '0 "" '"""p. 
,i"" '" . n "bi..,i.i>l ;n"'l''''''iun. h" ,II< , .. ,'" .... ""', D"jd Blink', """"0000 
IBrin k 19\1 ' ) to," Mill h<M ' " ohi«"'" ,O"«ptK.> of h,ppi",,, ;, .. " un<l<ntood 
. , . d. ,m .boo, ~hll', o<coo n, 01 " "<Ifm . 



W~lfare dl1d Happiness '. ' 
When pleasure: and pain are understood in .his way, .heir 

connection wi.h happines, become. very distant and tenuouS. As 
phy~i,al ~nsations, pleasure< are discr.' e episodes in our Ii ..... 
which are certainly capable 0/ contributing to our happiness. A li/e 
totally devoid of pleasure "' difficuh even to imagine; if oonceiv· 
able, then it seems a great WaSte of the opportunities availahle .0 
us as embodied beings. But there is no ground for the dogmatic 
claim that the as"",ic life cannot be a happy one. There are o.he, 
'ourcell of reward besides the body, and who is to say that they 
cannot add up to a life which is experienced a, rewarding or jul· 
filling? At th. opposite extreme, it sec:ms possible for a life devoted 
principally (or even udusive\y) to sensory pleasure ro be a happy 
one (this may be the happi .. t life available to most animalsl . But 
again the outcome is nOt guaranteed-these pleasures have a way 
0/ doying when we ar. gluned, and we may long for deeper or 
mor. meaningful sources of satisfaction. In .hort, the proper place 
for physical pleasure within a li/e CannOt be dictated by a theory. 
but needs instead to be fixed by the subj.,t's own priorities . Which 
is to say tha, it is not ,he phenomenal properties of the sensation 
itsel f which determine just how much a particular pleasur. will 
contribute to our happiness, but ra.her .he meaning or significance 
which we anach to it. 

With some qualifications, the same holds for physical pain. A 
life totally devoid of pain is a"ailable only to those cOnltitution­
ally incapable of feeling i., and th~ lives of ,uch people are fillN 
with injury and constantly threatened by death.' When we accept 
that our li" es cannot , must not. be, painless, relatively brief epi­
sodes eveD of relatively inlen.., pain n,""d not greatly compromise 
our happiness. While excruciating in the ex~rience of them, once 
past they fade rapidly from our memory (are we programmed that 
wayn If a,ked .0 enumerate the experienctll which compromise 
our happiness, we are unlikely to assign an important place to 
sprained ankles or trips .0 the demiSI; ther. are far worse evils for 
us to confront. In mOSt instance. of physical pain, we Can detach 
the sensation itself (in all of its phenomenal dimensions) from its 
meaning for us; the impact of the p"in on our happiness i. a 
function of the latter rather than the former. The important excep­
tion 10 this rule is chronic pain, .. peciaUy if it is intense but also 
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al !.~d, which would be easily bearable for ,homr intervals. In 
rhesc ca,es indifferenc. 10 thc pain, or assimilation of it into the 
normal course of our lives . btcomes no more than a bau logical 
possibility. Intense chronic pain js absorbing, nnau,ring, debil­
it.ring, and depressing. II does nol ""'rely hep our Jives from 
bting happ)', il makes ,hem mi.erable. 

It is ohion. rhal if ple •• ure and pain a re interpreted as particu­
lar feelings or sen"'tions then tht"}' are ill finod 10 playa consti­
lutive role in a theOf)' about Ih. nalll,. of happiness. They belong 
instead ;n Our inventory of thc (typical Or standard) SOurces of 
happiness or miS(:T)', and they are nOl1h. only items;n Ihal inven­
tory, nof n«es.arily Ihe mOSt important . For th. mOSt pan, Ihe 
classical hedonists agreed with Ihis pi<:rure. Wilh Ih~ exception of 
Bemham (a nd po .. ibly alw Jame~ Mill), they tended to favour the 
bmadcr con~eption of pleasure (~ nd pain) which compr(Chends 
any and all experienc<:s which we like (dislike) or find .greeable 
(disag=able) for their own felt quahties. The .. is much gr(C;uer 
initial pl.usibility to an analy.is of happiness which connects it 
with the having of agreeable experiences land the absen"" of d is­
agreeable on~.) . But ;t is mi~l eading to ~ontinue to use th. Iobels 
'pleasur(C' and 'pain' to identify the", positive and negative ani­
tudes toward the conditions of our lives, espe.::iaJly when our coo­
cepmal repertory off." us ready alternatives. We can instead call 
them enjoyment and .uffering, and then rai", the questi on of the 
relationship between ,hes. phenomena and happin",s. 

At least .t first glance, that rdationship apl"'ars to be a clo'" 
one. To say that we enjoy a particular experience, whether this be 
an activity in which we participate or something that happen~ to 
us. i. not to say that the experience cause, uS a sensation which 
we identify, from ito intrinsic sensory properties, as ple.surable. 
Ph)·.ical sensations do not furnish uS wilh a model which we can 
generalile to ."perien,"s like reading a IxK,k, Or hiking through 
the mounllins, or spending time with ou r ch ildren. Instead, the 
enjoyrn~nt of these e"pe.ien,·'" is a matter of •• (Civing or respond­
ing to them in a particular (posili,·.) w.y: liking Ihem as they are 
happening, finding them rewarding or salisfying, welcoming them, 
engaging in them with enthusiasm or gusto, and won. Likewise, 
to ouffer from oem. condition or event (a disappointment of our 
e~pecralion\, a setback to nor plans, the los. of a treasured object 
or pe"'on) is to ",act to it negati vely- by finding it diSlr(Cs,ing 



Wdf~re and Happiness . ., 
or disagn",able, or regretting it, Or enduring ;t with reluctance Or 
re~ntment. 

Enjoymem and suffering ar~ plausib le ~andi dates for a ~onstitu­
t;ve role ;n a theory of happiness preci~ly because they are (posi­
tive and nes:nive) attitudes or responses fO the experiences which 
make up our lives . It • .,.,m, roughly right to say that w~ are happy 
when we have a (preponderantly) affirmative attitude fOward the 
conditions of our lives. and unhappy when our attitude tends 
towud th~ negative. And, in<kffi, thi, is roughly right. Slit only 
roughly. The appearance of a tight conceptual connection between 
en joyment/suffering and happiness/unhappiness is fostered in part 
by a systematic ambiguity in Ih.", latter notions . 

This is not th. occasion to attemp' an exhaustive inventory of ,he 
many way1 in which we use the termS 'happy' and 'unhappy' (the 
results would in any case be of limited philosophical int.rest). How­
ever, four kinds or dimensions of happiness are wonh distinguishing:' 

Being happy with or ilbuut something. A distinctive fearure of 
this kind of happiness is thai it requires completion by an inten· 
tional object: there nlUst be something with or about which you 
are happy (Ihe recent political developments in Europe. Ihe achieve· 
ments 0/ a friend, your new compllter, elc.). Altemativeiy, w~ may 
complete your sta,e of mind with a propo~ilional object: you are 
happy Ih~llhe Blue Jays won Ihe World Series. that your daughter 
is gradualing from university, that the solid wa"e disposal prob· 
lem is being tackled, etc. As these e><ample< make dut, the objecll 
of your happiness. in Ihis sense, are nol confined 10 your own 
experiences. or 10 th. conditions of your life. In pr;n~iple, an}' 
<1ale of Ihe world can Ser"e as such an objecl, as long as you han 
• positive altilUde toward il. or regard it f~vou,"bly, or like or 
approv~ of it . Having such an attitude is, indeed, prellY well all 
that being happy aboul someth ing comes 10; no affect or occur­
rent feeling on your part is implied (feding happy about some­
thing is th. same as being happ)' abou, ill. The favourable 
asses.me", invoh·ed need not be a strong one. Being happy wilh 
.omcthing is roughly eq uivalem to being sati,fied or content wi,h 

, n., d;,,;n<t""'" wnw;h fo llow >'< <OIJlmoo .,.... in ,.,. .-.oem phHooopnic.1 
Ii", .. ,u", on h..pP;",,". In "n< Ionn 0< ,ooth,,,. t hey <.n he foonJ in Moot'S"" 
'966-7; Au,tin •• 61; l~".d Thom .. '963 ; il<od;tt ' .7~ : T ""ki<wic. 1976. <h. 
I ; K,,", '979; T,II", '9 80, en .• , M,F.1I ' 989. ,h . >; No,id, '989. <h. '0. 



Welfare and Happiness 

iI, i.e. finding Ihal it measur~ up 'eason~bly well to some stand· 
ard . The degree of endor",mem in question faUs wdl shoTl of 
enthusiasm or ddight. Contrariwise, being unbappy with some· 
Ibing means regarding it in an unfavourable light, though not as 
an absolute disaster. 

Fuling happy. This contraSts with the fin' kind of happine.s in 
twO prin~ipal rtspe<;lS' it involves an oa;urrent f.ding and re­
quires no intemional object. Not quite grand enough to count as 
an emotion, it is rather a mood of optimism or cheer which col­
oun your outlook on your life and On the world in general, con· 
,entrnting attention on e'-crything that is posilive and upbeat. The 
feeling in question Can range from mere contentment to a state of 
intense joy or euphoria ae<;ompanying the unshakeable conviction 
that the condition of your life is just ptrfect, that things could not 
be going better: the sky is blue, the birds arc singing, you whistle 
as you walk down the street . everyone smiles at you. and aU is 
right with the world. Perhaps the mOit .rriking feature of this 
euphoria is its ",me of completen ... , righl here, right nOw you 
have it all- nothing is lacking, nothing remains 10 be striven for, 
you are utterly at ptace. There may be nothing in particular you 
fed happy about (ex..,pt ptrhaps your lile in general); you just fed 
happy. As an oa;urrent feeling, it tends 10 be short·lived I.spe<;iall )· 
at Ihele,-e! of bliss or rapture). Feelings of happiness are episodes 
(moments, huun, days) in our lives, as fragile as they are wonderful. 

The negative count.rpaTlto thi, mood is feeling unhappy, down, 
dejt<'rcd, or depre,,,,d . In the grip of depression nothing seemS to 
be going right : your friends all hate you, )'our job is going no· 
where , your cloth es are boring. and it rains every time you go Out. 
The depr~sion may be fr",·floating, impos,ible to connecl with an)' 
spe<;ific object or stimulus; things just g<cnerally look black .nd 
hopeless. Li k. joy or euphoria , bouts of seven: depression may be 
transitory, though ,hey also have an unfortunate way of oventaying 
their ",...,kome, and when ptrsi"em may need to be add ressed as 
a dinkal condition. 

Elation and depres,ion are ,he opposite poles of a continuum 
which .dmit! of many intermediate "o~_you may be up but not 
euphoric, down but not suicidal. As long as your mood is positive 
we may say that you kel happy, when it is negative you k<.J un­
happy. Whatever its degree . the mood is compo1ed in part of a 
urtain characteristic feding: energ)-, vitality, and buoyancy of spirit 



W"lfar~ and Happi"esii ." 
In th. one """", lethargy and sickne<~ of Ih~ $Oul in the o ther. The 
f.eling eomponen\ of Itbis kind of) happiness and unhappin~ss 
mean, that we can find the,e moods as well in other animal,. 
When I play with th. dog next door be bounds in circles, his lail 
wagging and his oyes bright: h. i, th. very picture of joy. On the 
orher hand, when our cat is sick sh. displays all the sign. of 
dejection: she mopes, curls up in a romer, .efuses to eat. and cries 
piteously. In human beings, with thei' grea.,r cognitive capacities, 
feelings of happiness and unhappiness may also have" judgemental 
dimension, an aSSessment of our lives as going well or badly. But 
even this "",,,mom tend. to be tied to the here and now: 3t this 
momen. everylhing """InS just t"rrifid.wlul. Feelings of happiness 
and unhappiness are frames of mind subject to fluctuation from 
day 10 day, ra lher than settled iudg¢ment. about the quality of our 
live •. 

Ha.·;nl: a happy d;.po.;tiottfpe"mUJ/;'y, While f.ding happy i. 
an occurrenl episode in your life. you may have a ,enled tendency 
toward .uch positive moods. If ,0, ,hen we ma y say Ihal you have 
a happy (,unny. cheerful, buoyant, upbeat) disposition, or Iha. you 
are a hasically happy per$On. This is Ihe ""n"" in which an imals 
or infams can be happy, despite Ix ing incapable of sizing up their 
li ves as a whol •. The opposite, of cours • . is a per$Onality which 
tends toward the gloomy, melancholy, grouchy. or misanthropic . 

Being happylhavi"E a happy life. We come now to the nOlion 
of happines. wilh which we will be principaJJy concerned, tha t in 
which you are (have bc.:n) happy or YOUf life is (has bun) a happ)' 
one. Being happy in thi, sense means having" certain kind of 
positive an;rudc toward your lif.:, which in its fullesl form has 
both a cognitive and an affoctiv. component. Tile cognitive aspect 
of happines, eonsi,ts in a posilive ~va lualion of Ih. conditions of 
your life. a judgement that, al least Of) balance, it measures up 
favourably against your standards or expectation,. This evalua­
tion may be glohal, coveriog all of Ibe important sectors of your 
life, or it may focus on one in particular (your work, say, or your 
familYI. In "ilh" use il l""Presents an affirmation or endo .... ment 
of (<om~ or all of) tbe condition, or circumstances of your lifo, a 
judgemem tha., on balance and ,"king everything into account, 
your life is going wen for you. 

Clea rly this SOft of prudenti.l stocktaking i. possibl. only for 
CrearureS capable of assessing their lives as wholes. eithe r at a tin>(: 
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or ov~r rome n t.oded period of time, The cogoitive ~omponem 
of happiness is therefor. btyond the range of many subjects-ol-a­
lik such as ,mall children and non-human animals. Howe,'er, 
the,. is mot. in,-o),'ed in bting happy than bring di.p<:>«d 10 think 
that YUUf lif. i. going (or has gooel well. The affective ,ide of hap­
pin ... con,ists in what we commonly call a ~nS<c of well -bting: 
finding your lif" enriching or rtwatding, o' feding satisfied or ful· 
filled by it,' Because it is Ie .. rognitively demanding than a judge· 
mem about how on.', life is going as a whoJe. it is what we h.,-. 
in mind when we say that a chi ld Or an animal is happy, or is Icad· 
ing a happy life. 

The further features of (this kind of) happiness can best be 
elicited by comparing i, with the other three dimemions. S.cause 
of th~ wid. range of obje<:rs wirh or about which you can be 
happy, ther. is no linear relationship between these attitudes and 
happiness tout wu,l. You may award failing mark, to a good 
man)' Ifate;; of affair$ (the condu(1 of politicians, ,he state of ,he 
environment. higher taxes) whil. still leading a happy life. and you 
may ~rsist in being unhappy despite thinking that the world in 
general is nOt guing '00 badly. The on ly in,er.,ting uverlap be· 
tween the two dimensions occurs when what yon are happy with 
is yonr IiI<: as a whule (or some significant pMt of it). But even 
lI.,e more is invoked in being happy than the bare positive evaln· 
ation ; ruu muSt alsu operien'. yuur life as satisfying Or fulfilling. 

There is also no straightforward rda tionship bern'een happi" ess 
and feelings of joy or bliss. The Jan" are related to the former as 
it!l contingcm Source. or ingrediems: they will tend to make a life 
a happier one, but they are nO! necessary for happiness. Nor is a 
clieerful or ebullien, personalit)·; ,hose of a more stoic or spanan 
disposition can still affirm the conditions of their lives and find 
them rewarding. The connec tions are perhaps stronger when we 
nJ rn to unhappiness . It is hard to be happy if enough periods of 
one 's life are filled with depr.ssion or suffering, or if one is pr .... 
dispo<ed to be gloomy and sour. Bu, even here the occurrent 
feelings w ntribute toward making uS unhapp)", and Ihcy mny be 
count. rbala"".d by other factors, such as " sense of hope or 
purpose . 

, I\tlllg . , .... ppy" tl><r<fu< • • m",,", ""'" 01 , ,,,Iu'''ng fOU' hf, lor "'In<" p'" 
"I;t! "'P-,;vdr. " 1, ;1;"8 to ..... ' .. ",r , .. .d.nI, Iu. ;' •• nJ "I "pe';"oc;ncg ;'" 
u",,,;,I.;,,,; '" unlu lfil l ;"~ . 
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What being happy sbarcs with fttling happy is its aft«live 

component- the ex~ri"n"" of something (in Ihi, ca •• your life as 
a whole Or Some important sector of it) as worthwhi le or reward­
ing. There i. no sharp distinction belw~n them. Feelings of bap­
pin •• ~ lespttially io,ense one.) art generally .hon-lived, but Ihey 
are capable (at least in principle) of enduring for SOme time, at 
which point th~ become difficult 10 di,tinguish from a setded 
,ense of satishction with the conditions of one' , life. 

Our question before we embarked on these distinctions roncemed 
the relationship Mtween enjoyment/suffering and happ;ne,sJ 
unhappiness. [t should now be dear Ihal the an, wer wi!! depend 
on which dimension 0/ happin ... we have in mind. Th. relation­
ship belWttn enjoying something and being happy with/about it i~ 

remorc . To enjoy something is to find il agre. able or rewarding 
for its own sake. Since this i$ possible only for your own experi­
ences, the range of things .bout which you can be happ)' is much 
broad .. thau those you can enjoy. Enjoyment also has an .ffective 
mmponen' which may be entirdy absen, from this fir~t kind of 
happin~s. If you are enjoying something then ir follows thar you 
a,"" happy with it, but the conveNe does not hold. 

Feeling happy, on the orher hand, is much more closely relared 
to enjoyment la. feeling unhappy is to suffering). Like onjoyment, 
3 feeling of happine1S is an occurrent (attitudinal and affective) 
response ro (what you perceive as) the mnditions of your life­
one which is generally episoo;., with a fairly definite duration . Bur 
th .. e "r. differences. Whe",as enjo)'mem and ,uffering always 
require intentional objects, fNlings of happiness and unhappiM .. 
can be non-ref .. "nti. !. (Though perhaps when you 3re feeling 
happy it is always rrue that you are enjoying yourself.) Funher­
more, while the notion of enjoyment may be adeqnate for c.plllr ­
ing many happy fedings, it seems much too repid for the heights 
01 rapture or bl iss. Likewise, only the most extreme cases of f.el­
ing unhappy (s uch as s~.re bout. of dep,"".sion) would quali/)' as 
genuine suffering. 

Since ,he ,hird kind <>1 (dispo1itinnall happiness reduc .. to the 
second, we nNd nOt dwell On it. If you are a cneerful or optimisti<: 
kind of person rhen you will be di'J'OS"d to find your lif. ~xperi· 
enceS ~nioy"blt . while if you .r~ given to negativity 3nd gloom 
then they will tend to seem wear;som~ or biner . A much more 



interesting qu~stion concern. the relatiooship between enjoyment 
and the leading of a happy life. This is the prudentiall y important 
..,n", of happiness, the ",n", in which th. da .. ical hedonist< i<kn­
lifled il wilh well·~ing . They thought that a happy life waS 'an 
existence as .xempt as far as po .. ibl. from [suffering], and as rich 
as possible in enjoyments'.' Were they right? 

Enjoyment and suffering are certainly more imimaldy tied up 
with happines, than are pleasure and pain, Once we confine the 
lan.r to certain kinds of sensalions. identified by their character­
istic feeling tone, rhen there is nO future in the idea that II happ)' 
lif. mnst contain a maximum of pleasur. or a minimum of pain, 
Or even II balance of th, fonner over th,latter. But enjoyment and 
suffering are still too episodic. too tied to experiences of specific 
activilies or conditions, to j,.., identifiable with happiness and 
unhappiness. It is cenainly true that, ceteris paribus, having more 
things you enjoy and fewer you suffer from will make you hap­
pi". But ,here is no algorithm lor computing your leyd of hap­
piness from the intensity or duration of you r particular enjoyment< 
or suffering •. (It was the root mistake of the dassieal hedonists to 
j,..,h-.e there could be such an algorithm.) Like pleasures and pains, 
enjoyments and sufferings are typical sourceS of happiness and 
unhappines~. But they are not the only ,,,,,h ",,,,ees: .uec.", or 
failure in the pursuit of your aims count as well. The desire ,heory 
wen, wrong by treating desire·.ati,faction nOf as one imponam 
lOurce of well-being but a. cons';tuent of its nature. Hedonism, 
even tn. in'proved version which take. enjoyment and suffering as 
;ts cenlul no,ion., lihwise confuses an important "'lItee of hap­
piness with its nature, 

The notions of enjoyment and happiness come closest to con­
verging when the ohject of the former i. one's life a, a whole, 
eith.r at a given I;me or ove r an extended . treteh. It make. per­
fectly good sen .. to ask whether you are currently enjoying yo ur 
life, or wbether you enjoyed some particular parI of it. And tbar 
is nearly ,he same thing as a,k ing whether you are, or were, happy 
at that time. Bur nor quite . For one thing, enjoyment understates 
the judgemental component of being happy, th. ",n", of your life 
measuring up well against your prudenti.l Standards for it. But it 
even fails to captu,e the full range of ,he aff""'ive dimension of 



happin~s, which Can extend from bare C<.>oreotment to d""p ful­
filment, Enio~ment i •• imply tnn mild to cover the more intense 
region. of thi, scale. (The opposite is true for ,uffering, which 
overstatc' the blander fedin~ of di<eontent or cntmi: 'I certainly 
wouldn 't say that I waS suffering at thar Stage of my life; I ju.t 
wasn't vrry happy:) We will do boner at locating th. attitude. we 
arc seeking here if we ,hil! from the nmion of enjoyment to ""me, 
thing like sMisf(Jction Or fulfilme"t . The desire theory, of course , 
uses Ihese terms in iI, own wa y' a desire or preference is satisfied 
juST in case its object com .. 10 exi. !, However, a. we saw in Ihe 
previous chaPl~r thcre i$ a logical gap botween ,he fulfilmen' of 
any of your desire, and your fulfilment, a g.1P whic], is fatal to the 
desire theory . W. are now .""king this !anrr nOlion, nO{ desire­
satisfaction bUI person41 or life 5<Jtisf(Jc/ion, 

This identification of happiness wilh life salisfaclion is a theme 
running Ihrough mnch of the recent philosophical litoralllre on 
happiness." h i. also Ihe accepted presupposition of mo" empiri­
cal srudies carried out by social psychologisls, which attempt TO 
correlate !evd, of happine .. with factors ,ueh as age, gender, 
work conditions, mar;tal 'tatus, and So On. Indeed, over the pasl 
three dc<oades or so a flour ishing social-scientific industry has grown 
up which i. dedicated to ,he measuremen, of happj ne~~ especially 
on a social ",ale, and which ConStrues happiness a~ life satisfac­
tion. In order to understand Ihe motivation bohind the emergence 
of this indu<!ry, we must revisit ,he notion of e.;onomic welfare, 
whose history we traced bridly in section .\.1. As we there flotcd, 
this notion led economists to equato the welfare of a ,ociety wi,h 
Ihe ' um total of iI, goods and servie~, as measured by oalional 
accounts such as per capita product o r income. 

It i. probably fair to oay that this equation of ""'ial productivity 
and social welfare functioned rather more as an implicit wod'ing 
assumption, .hared by Ihe va,1 majority of economi51s, planners, 
and politician" than as an explicit theoretic",l commitment. It, 
most important, and m(lS' evident, manife.ta'ion was the growth 
ethic: Ihe COnviClion tha t in the economic 'phere more musl be 
better. After all, .ince oneial welfare is a malter of th. nalional pro· 
dUel, and since economic growth entailed increased productivity, 

• X< Au,,;. '~6S, Jor6o: I"'ndin [974_ ij fl.; T.,,,~i,,,,icz '976, cb. "T<ll« 
' 980, <h. ': McF,1I ' 9~9, ' j ff.: r-;",d , .~, " 0--' •. 
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growth could not fail to increa'e M>o:;ia l welfare, This optimIstic 
attd began to be subjected {o s.,ious challenge in the 1~7OS.' 

What unired the various sceptics about the growth "hie was the 
developing suspicion that ,he quarter-century of continuall y rising 
producti,it}' which the developed capitalist societies of the West 
had . " !'Clieneed sinee the Second World War had fa iled to yield 
a comparable increa .. in social wdbr •. The main result of their 
challenge was to remind economists of SOme basic truth.: (I) for 
both individuals and soc ieties, economic welfare is not a distine· 
ti,-. kind of welfare but thaI part of overall welfare which depends 
on economic activity; ( ~) personal income or ",..,alth is not con­
stitutive of individual welfare, nor is it a reliable indicator of it; 
(3) national income or product is nO! constitu. i,'e of social wdfare, 
nor is i, a reliable indicat'" of it! 

li the economic growth debate managed to expose the implau­
oibilit)· of merely identify ing wdfa re with income, it did nO! point 
to any unique correct;ve. Social sciemists who were cOIKerned to 
devi,e indice, 01 ,ocial welfa..., differed in {he extent (o wh ich ,hey 
were prepared!O deviate from ,be previou' orthodo~y . T he small­
est adjustmem in"oived moving to a more sophisticated set of 
national economic account" perhaps by incorporating ,ome meas· 
ure of the dimibution of income or allowing for rhe role of ex­
ternal amenit; .. and disamenitie, .' In principle, the anal)'si, of the 
econom;~ wdfare of entire societies, patrieular social stram. and 
even individuals, could become very subtle indeed. But as a profile 
of social welfare such an analysi, continues to bt ~onstrained by 
its employmen' of a monetary metric. Any <our~e of well-being 
which ~annot be brought into relation with th. measuring-rod of 
money falls through it, nft , 

For departure. from ,he trad ition of economic accounting we 
mUlt look to what has come to be known as the 'social indi~ators 
movement'." Broadly speaking. a social indicator is any piece 
of statistical evidence which can bt reliably correla ted with the 

, [,,,1, doobu "'m .okcd in Galb ... ,," I~\ g. Th",.II<,. ,be crirk. included 
Midwl 1~67 .11d 1~77. h"" lin I~" , Sdro"k, 1 ~76, Hi"," 1 ~77, and Abr.mo­
.~, '~7~· 

, Cf $tn., '';'Oqu< 01 "'" oomm""'t~ a«OU"' in ~ H_ . 1:><,,,,, 
• s"" h , ,,.mpl., M<"i.m ,,6!.nd s..tnm ' 961 , 
" u .. lul . ",1"" . "d ru,~,,-",>.I 0"'''''''''' """ boo foood ," G.d<r 198, .00 

Ni, .. 1 , ~8.; "', . 1,., Soa.!I InJ"",,,,,, R""",,),. the mo',,,,,,"' " ""din!; d« i, ,,,-J 
jou",.I , 
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wdbre of those to whum it applies, Like ",dbr<c itself, indicators 
can b. either .ubjecti,-e or objective , tbe former if tbey measure 
people's p""eplions of the quality of th eir lives, the laner if they 
map ex'ernal social conditions whi<:h s",ndardly affect that qual· 
ity for b.ner or wOrse, Since economk indicators are themselves 
objective. Some continuity with the old tradition is pr<cserved if 
they ar<c merely supplememe<! by other objective indicators not 
them,elves measurable in moneta!)' terms. This expanded system 
of nation.1 accounts, both ..:ooomi<: and ooo .. ,onomic. '.n then 
be used to chart the n3lure and extem of social change ," 

Programmes of ..-.cia! accounting employing a wide atra)' of 
objeuive indicators have been launched by a nnmher of national 
governments and international organizations, Ll Bll! all of these 
progr:lmmes .uffcr from th. same fundamemal weaknen: what­
ever the indicators used, they will corr<clate only weakly wilh in­
di"iduals' per<:eptions ()f the quality ()f their lives. A. Richard 
Easterlin put it, in an in/luemi.1 di scussion: 

0"" may >!'empt to u,.. ·ohjecri,'" inoex., ,,,,,h as con,umption. nun;· 
nnn, 0< ]if. expectancy '0 ;nfer happiness, Or one may ... k to gauge weU­
being from ,'ariou, beh.vioral indi<.,ors, 1m u omplr. me.,u"', 01 the 
p«"aknce uf '<>Cial dioorga ni, .. ion (ddinquenq', .ui<idc, .od r.o fnrthl. 
Ultima",ly. however. the ",kvance 01 .uch me • • u,,,, "'st. on an . ssumed 
con",,<rion between extern.l manife,Uliom and inurn.! ".t .. of mind_ 
in <fiCCf, un 1 modd of hom.n p.ychology. And if it i, feeling. th .. count. 
th<rc i. 1 real po .. ibility that ,objecti," reporro m.oy contr.diet , be 'ob_ 
j<etivc' evidcru:e. To .""ial ";"nri.,,, ood •• ]>CCi. l1~ oronomi"', Ihi, can 
be f'o"wing." 

Some social sciemi", h,"'e roped with Ihis frUSITation by mak _ 
ing a vin~e of necessity, If objecl;ve indicators correlate poorly 
with peop le's s~bjeclive r.ports of their own well-being (which 
they do). th. n we n""d better technique, for collecting and quan­
tifying such «ports. Enter the survey researchers, with their eXp<'nisc 

n Th" ~ ,I>< .im 0/ ,1>< C""ttittu,"",. '" Sheld.... • ..3 M,,,,,, ,.68. 
" s.., Ie.- '''mple, 0Wniu'io" fo.- r,,""onDc ~ ... 'i"" .Dd Pc.dopmrn, 

'.n . '9h. '986: .... "" ",,,vkw of 'Il< OECD l'fOI.'a"""" m.y b< 10<10><1 in 
N;.,. I ,.ii. For ;" 1>''', ,ho: Un ited N.,i"". h •• deYi«<l. Hwn.n ll<>',lopmtnt 
Jnde" (HDI) f", ;1> m,,,,,bt, «om";'" whk h ..... g<. 'h ,,, <0"'1""'<"' i ""~ 
""'''ur;"", life "'I"""""', , du, .. i')n, . nd ;""""". F .... h ~f 'h<", lOOk<>. io 'om, 
coo tok< int<> 1«OUO, , nomb<-< of "' .... Ot 'od"'t"", 

" r.."",1in '974, " 7. 
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in administering qurst;onnai,"~ and conducting interview<." The 
subjective indic~to[s of well-being are th. responses which Can be 
elicited by the.., technique •. The indicators are ,ubj"'li • • boca",. 
whar they mea,,,,, .,.., nO! ,h. ex!ornal circumstances of ~ople" 
lives but th.ir own perceptions of how ..... ell those live, ate going­
th.ir 'pe,n;ved well-being' or '<'".,sed quality of li~' or what we 
are calling th.ir life $<lt;,faction. As Angus Campbdl pUIS it: 

When individual. ,hem",lv .. ovalo att ,h. ir """II -being, ,hey , .. depend on 
the quality 0/ their own experience, ,h.i, fed ing of being happy and 
.""tent<d, their ",no< of well_being. In 'hi< definition well-being is cnrirdy 
, ubj«1ivr, known dIrectly to the individual penon and known !O oth." 
only du-ough ,hat penon'. behavior or vetba l report. " 

To the ~;aJ scienli.« who is in,u~sl~d in quantifying weliar~, 
whether individual or social. the ,ubjetliv;ty of Ihe resulting dala 
may be a nuisance: 

People or •• bk!O de>ctib< ,he quality of t .... ir own live •. no' ' J preci""ly 
or ""h •• gre •• a degree of in,erpe<sonai comparability •• one might lik<, 
bu. wilh a kind of di=, validi,y .har more objec."·' measure. do not 
h.'O. Subjecti" .~ pe,;'nc .. con only b< mea.u .. d .ubjecti,·.Jy, anJ we 
will have '0 a=pt ,h. deg ... of impreci>i()J1 this .. qui .. ment impl;"." 

Ir is tha, 'di=r validity' which mah. the nuis.anee worth tolerati ng: 

w. cannot noJ.rO!and the psychologic. 1 qualit)· of a perSon', lik 'imply 
from. knowledge of the cirmm".nC<:' in which 'hot person Ii,· ... Th ... 
• r< many good rea,or .. for In.-ing the conre", of people'. !iveo-th<;r 
<nvironment.1 condition. their e.:onomic 'Ia,us., ,heir work life-hut none 
of this inform.tion gi'O. u. more ,h,n • parti.1 e"pl.nation of why ,ome 
propl. find their live. enjoyable ,nd ""',fying anJ ."me do not." 

In on. "'ptet Ih. evidential base furnished by subje<:live indi­
Ca lo," is mar kedly narrower ,han that of Ihe objective social aC­
counts, ,ince it relie, entirely on ,urvey resulrs. BUI in another 
,espect it is, at leas' potentially, much richer. At lire simplesl level. 
,ubjects can b. asked fOT a global self-aS$essmenr (' How do YO lt 

,. Soon< 0/ ,lot prindp. l ad"",."" 0/ 'ubJecoi, .... indoe. ",.. '" C. mp bdl . nd 
Com.,.. ' 97>, Suump<1 [97 • • nd [976. APd""" . nd Wid><)" ' 97". C ... mpbdl 
"aI. [976 •• nd C.mvbrll 193>. (}!.oem ... , '" [hi< w i n~ '" tI,,, ooci.I l iPd,,,,,.,... 
mo ... ,,,,"' m. y t... foond in C,,1.y '9h. H if., . "d H.nk;;, '9! ). Fur.n .<cto· 

. ihl< in,,,,doc'ion '" ,h<: bu,i""" of "'s."«o;'" IYppul<R. >« M)'''' '99'· 
" Comphdl " ! ' . '.. .. Ibid. ,.. " Ihid. I. 
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feol about your life as a whole?'), the available answers being 
arrayed on a scale which runs from highly pn<itive rDelighted') to 
ntremrl y ~tive ('Tetrible')." Rut su rvey questions can al~o be 
directed a, particular seeton; or domains of the , .. pondent's life 
(,How do you ~eI about your homtlmarriagelfamilylneighbour· 
hood/work . etc.'). Subjects can be allowed to determine for th. m· 
""lves which domains of their lives are most important to them. 
based on their own schedule of concerns; th .. e ,hen figure as ,h. 
princip<ll sources or ingrediems ~f thei r wen·being. Since their 
~rsonal priorities need not renret the demands of public policy, 
survey results Can land t)'pically do) cover a much broader range 
than even the most generous set of ohjretiv. indicators. Further­
more, th. priorities reported by a subject can be o~rationally 
tested by determining which of th. subjre!'. domain a,sessments 
actually have the greatest innuenct: on her global assessment of her 
wen·being. 

The shift from objecti"e to subjective indieaton;, as a mean< of 
a«essing well-being nr quality of life, rdiec" a number of assump­
tions, implici, or explicit: (.) th" welfare is subjretive. (L ) that it 
is either ident;';al with or at least closely related to happiness, (,) 
that happine .. consists in life ~tisfaction, and (4) that ~ople 's 

self-a,sessments provide the most reliable measure of how satisfied 
they are with their I;v,,~, Or with panicular ,,,,,tors of their lives. 
We have by now ample rea.on to accept (I), and the carli .. pan of 
this section has made a case for (3) . What about (4)? All: ~ople 
generally reliable informanTS about their Own le""ls of happiness 
or Iif. satisfaction? 

h is CaS)' to think of circurn~,an~es in which subjecti ve repoIts 
cal1not be trusted , For one thing, if subjrets misconstrue what i. 
being a.ked of them then their self-evaluations may be itule~anl. 
Subjects are being invited ,0 reporl how n.'ppy they are, or how 
well Ihey feel their he. are going for them-in other words, to 
as",,, the prudemial value of their lives. As we know (from sec· 
rion 1.3), lives can be evaluated along a numbor of different di­
rn~nsion" prudential. to be >ure, but also ae;;,he1ie Or ~rfectionist 
or ethical. Subjects are nol being asked for ",If·assessments along 
any of th= other dimensions n:cept in $0 fM ~$ thry affect their 
level of life $~Iisf~~tion. They are ,hell:lore nol being a,ked wheth .. 
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,hey think Ihey a,.., leading gwd /ive., as measured b)' aes,hetic. 
perfmioni.!, Or ethi,al standard. (or any other non-prudential 
standards, for rhat matter). 

Thue is no fixed lewl of cnrroJa!ion among ,h",. varion. evalu­
ative dimensions, .. '~n when ,hey are all assessed by the subject 
him,elf. Someone may, for instance, think that hi. life has only a 
middling value on .orne or all non-prudential seal ... , but none the 
b, be highly satisfi ed with it, perhaps becau,. he '.ro' little 
about leading a good life, or brcause hi, exp«'.tions for his own 
performance nre modes!, or because h. kds h. is duing the lx:SI 
he can under unpropitious circums'ances. Contrariwise, a subject 
may rate himself highly in .orne or all of th.,. non-prudential 
term, but nOt 1'«1 pa rticularly harp)' with his lift, pcrhap~ because 
his solf-imposed standard, for living a good life a ro too demand­
ing. For ,"ost of us, our dtg= of Idt "'tisfa~tioo with our Jives 
will reA«I, to some exlern and along wilh man)' orher Things, how 
ani,tic or seJf-realiuJ or virtuou, we considu o ursd,'o, 10 be. 
Whe" asked to rate their kvel of life saTisiaction $ubjects are nOt 
expccted 10 abstract from these furthu possible dimen,ions 01 

,.If-assessment; on the contrary, they are im·jted 10 tak. anything 
into ,""counl which bears on their happiness . BUI they are ex ­
pecled 10 report how well they led their li"e, are going {or them 
and nol from sorne external ilandpoint." 

Even when a subjeet ha, got Ihe qnesTion righI, hi, report may 
fail to rdleet hil Ime sfate of mind because it is ;~.;"ure . He may, 
lor instance, be influenced by a (con..:ioul Or unconscious, desire 
to measure up 10 some ",If-imposed standard or Some (perceived) 
expectations on the jXI,t of orhers, as a result of which he ,dJs us 
nol how h.ppy he a'IuaUy is bUI how happy he thinh (0' he 
think, we think! he ought to be. There is considerable exper imen ' 
1.1 evidence which ,ugges{' Ihal subjecrs systematically overstate 
Iheir level, 01 life satisfaction, so as 10 represent Ihemselves to 
others (and perhaps al,o 10 them,elve.) as happier Ihan Ihey aC­

tually arc.'" To the extent thaI Ihis phenomenon is uniform it need 

" h' p,,«ic<. lI'''inII '"bi«u 10 ""","""nd 'Oe qv<!tioo •• n<! ,hu, ""doo ;ng 
;"' .... ot , .. """ .... , 00.. no< «<no "" "" of. probkm. \non 'u","" oro .,k,d 
!>ow lOeY f",1 'Ow' ,Oe,r 1;=., .... hol, I'~ >Om, 'p''';& r!om..r ;n rl>",,;n), .oJ 
.,Oe" they ,ro ,,If,<<<I p<,.~h" "'1""'''' "h;e" ""I\< from 'D<l;gh"d' to ' r .. ,;, 
b!.' , t"<y .",,,. 10 h."" no drffi<ulry in d,,,,,rn ;ng ~'h" wou ld"" . pprup,;.« hy 
w'r of • • df·" ........ ,,'. , s... Mat i;" ,nd Stang 'US. ,h, . ~ ' nd ' 0. 
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cauSe few problem>, since the scale on whic h levels of happiness 
are measurN can ~ adiu"ed 10 coml"'no;are for exaggeration. BUI 
it is unlikely to be uniform: some subjects wi\! be more candid 
in their ,df..,vaJuat;ons than others , However this may 1><, ..,If· 
assessmenu will be reliable indicarors of happiness only when fh ey 
are frank and honeST. 

Finally , !",ople's subjective upon. about IMir life satisfaction 
can be (olou,ed by their transitory moods. Recall the di.tincrion 
drawn earlier in this section between (.,.,ling happy and being 
happy: Ihe former is an occurrent epioock in a life while th. iauer 
is a relatively >I"ble response 10 the conditions of that life. When 
you feel happy everything looks rosy, including your life as a 
whole; comra.iwi .. , when you f.d despondent or depressed then 
nothing seems to be going tight. Clearly an a.se.sment of your 
happiness will look very differem depending 011 the stair of mind 
in which it is undertakon . The solmion to Ihis possibk distortion 
by passing mO<."><! is to s,""k $elf·as~s,ment' which a re considered 
or reflective-that is, ron,i'lem over lime and representing your 
settled view of yonr levd of life satisfaction." 

Tn ShOft, people's s..1f-asses.mems tend to be rrliable when Ihey 
arr relevant, ,irn;"rr, and con,idered. Of course, it is never possi· 
ble to eliminate all sources of bi .. or dislortion in self-reporting. 
Bm il i. also wonh heping in mind thaI in determining how 
happy people arc we aN: nOl solely dependent on what Iht")' say. 
We can also refer to behavioural .igns Ihappy people lend to act 
happyl as well as second-person assessmentS by knowledgeable 
others (happy people tend to look happy to their friends and 
rela lions). In the case of ,·.ry young children, as well as non· 
human animals. we have norhing but this non·verbal information 
on which to rdy. Despite all of the foregoing cpistemic probkms, 
by and large we have a reasonably high 1 .. ·e1 of confiden"" in our 
ability 10 determine how happy (or unhappy) subjects are. There 
is no reason of principle to think lhallhis confide""e i. misplaced, 
any more than our similar confidence in our ability to determine 
what subjects want or believe on th. basi. of whal they say and 
do. The real philosophical problems lie elsewhere, nol in reliance 

" So""'r """"<h<,, t '}" 10 OO<T«I f,,, ,hi, '<inJ of di"""",,, br . .... ing .... bjt< .. 
ro. "'If· ....... ""m" " .... ,QU.ly .p<t«<I i ","fV'~. \Ii"h" they""" loon<! i, tho, 
,ubi=iv< ",pon. " od 10 ,ho .... hi{l;h !no! " I <"m illen<)" om I,,,,,, (0« .I,j~ 
19"\11, >91. 
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on subject. as authoritative 'oureel concerning their own happ;· 
n~ •• bUl in ,he bearing of fhi, information on an a,""ssme", of 
their w"lI·being. Th"". who have taken the subject;,," turn in the 
.ocial indicalOrs movement think that their d;\f' meaSUn- not mcroly 
the harrine" or life satisfaction of their ,ubject, bll! their welfare 
M well (see assumption (~), abo,·e). W. must now ask whether 
they a", right. 

6.1 AUTHENTICITY AND AUTONOMY 

So far we know thaI happine .. , or life satisfaction, is a po.itive 
rognit;"elaffective re<pons<: on the part or a . ubj",,! to (some or all 
of) the conditions or ~ircum"anc., of her lif •. What remains to be 
decided is what all of this has to do with wcll-being, The simplest 
rdationship between happines, and welfare would , of course, be 
identity-which is the operational assumption of the '.ubjcct iv~ 
indicators' ... hoo!. However, there are two se rious impediments in 
the way of accepting this a,sumption. 

The Jim impediment is ,he possibility of mistake. However 
relev~nt, sincere, and considered a .ubject· , ,00f-asse"ment, it may 
still be based on a faetual error. Happiness lOT unhappinessl is a 
....spon.., by a .ubject to her life condition, ~s .he see. them , It is 
J matter of whether she is finding the peruived condition, of her 
life satisfying or fulfilling. Bu, what if her perceptio" of important 
sectors of her life is a mi'perceptio,,? \'(I),at if ,he is deceived Iby 
others or by he .. elf) about them? Sup"",e, for instance, that her 
happiness depeods in part on the loyalty and afftction of a pmner 
who in fact is merel)' using her for hi, own purpo"'s. When she 
discovers the truth she will, of cours<:, be miseTable, But what aTe 
we to say of those months or years dUTing which ,he was deluded? 
She wa, certainly happy then, but was her hie going wdl for her? 

We hve returned here to the state-of-mindlstate-of-the-world 
issue for .ubjective theories which we explored in "'etion ~ . ~. If 
..... e identify wdl-being with happin'S. , and if we !tea, happiness 
solely as a function of a .ubi""'·' n:pe,;e>lU "f her life, then tho 
",.ult will be • mtntal <tate theory of welfare. "" It wi!! not be a 

" "'»um;og ,h" "" io'"""" '<xp<ri<nct· 1>< .. in ..... ''''''' Uy ml><r ,h"" 
<><"o".", .. lIy: ,.:< •. •. J. 



IVelf"'" ~~d Happiness 'F 
version of hedonism, in the strict sense of that term, since we have 
resisted a reduction of happines<lunhappine .. to pleasur~pain. 
Howevu, it will encounter the Same ohiections as hedonism, sinc. 
it will still ass""s a subject's well-hcing entirrly ' from the inside' 
with no reference to the actual condition, of hcr life. If those ob­
jections are decisive, as we earlier decided they are, then this .imple 
identificatinn of welfare with happiness--<>f wrll-being with 'per­
ceived well·being·-musl be r.j.cteJ. 

For those who Ihink thaI Ihere is some interesting connection 
""tween welfare and happiness, there are tWO wa~, to go from 
here. One is to modify the foregoing account of happiness in such 
a way as to enmre that it is not a mental state acrount. This rould 
be done b~ adding the rondition that a peTSon's positive e>-alua­
lion of her life will count as lreal or trod happiness onl~ if it is 
based on beliefs abom .he world which are true lor a. least jus­
tifiedl. Given the implausibility of any such rondition, as pan of 
an analysis of happine .. , the number of philosoph .. s who have 
defended il is rather surprising." Consider the woman who for 
months or years has believed in . and relied on. the dev(I{ion of a 
faithle .. and self-serving partner. Her bdief concerning a crucial 
condition of her life-a Slale 0/ the world-was false. Whether it 
was also unjustified depends on the evidence of the deception 
which waS available to h.r, whether or not she chose to tah it on 
board. But let us assume, for the .ak~ of the exampl~, ,ha, th",.., 
were sufficienl cues lur her 10 pick up, had she not been blinded 
by love. If you ask her during this ~riod whether she is happy, 
slte will say that she is; if you a<k her whether her lif~ i~ going well 
for her ~he will say that il is . If you ask her how she sees the ,arne 
period after the delusion has bttn exposed, she will probably "'y 
that it now «<ms to h .. a cruel h""x and a waste of thai pan of 
her life. Clearly she "OW thinks that her life was not going well 
then; she has retros~livdy re-evaluated her well-being during 
that period. But will she now deny Ihat she was happy then? To 
do so would Seem a mistake, a rewriting of a piece of her ~rsonal 
history . She may resent ,he fact that her happiness waJ boughc at 
the price of an elaborate deception, but h:lppy she waS all ,he 
same. Wasn't she? 

" 5«. I", imw,.". T. " ", .. ",;.,. 19 76, <h. L; McfoU 1~89. <h •. l. .. J J ; 
l'",kl< 1939. <h . 1<>. 
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For Ixu", or wor.<. happines~ docs "'ern to be a menTal sTlfe, 

dependent on how w~ se~ ou, lives and nO! (ne, ... arily) on how 
they ,cally arc, Where our """,npriom ahom th" cond itions of 
our he< fUrn OUf 10 be m; s~kcll, therefore. happine .. and w ell­

!x-ing may part romp.my. Why then would philosophers be templed, 
counlcrimuiri,'ely. to add a tru.h 1m justificat ion ) condition to 

their co",-"prion of happin •• ,? Here is one line of thought which 
c"uld lead them to do so. Begin by !>ting a welfarist-one who 
thinks thar well-being is all that u[, ;maldy m,'ltcrs for clhic"S. 

Thon take the furth .r step of thinking that well -being consist. in 
happine ... You mighllhe" be dis""",d 10 ,hink rhal an)' pOlar;.'. 
happine .. which is hased On delusion ,annOt be ,he !;cn uinc arti. 
de, since it is not worth ,,',"!ling_ Real or /."e happiness muSt 
therdore involve not just a positive assessmem of on.', hf •• but 
also a well-grounded one." 

Subscribing to a !tate-of·the-world analysis of happiness ju,t in 
order to preserve the identity with welfare is a des~rale and ill­
fated meaSure_ Th. bener way 10 go is 10 accepl that happiness is 
a slat. of mind and gi"e up th. simple identit)·. Whate'-.. further. 
epi!temi •• onditions are appropriate will then be parr of our con­
ception of welf. re, rather than our conception of happiness. Bm 
which epis,emi. conditions M e appropriate? The strongest candi ­
date would be a truth or reality req"irement, whi.h would stipu, 
late that happiness counts as well·being only when it is ba",d on 
a ,-icw of the conditions of our lives which is fr.., from factual 
error. As we Saw earlier [sections 4.~ and 4.3). this stipulation 
would be unreasonably puritanical. W. do not invariably reass." 
earlier ~riods of happiness in this au"ere manner once we realize 
the extent 10 which they d.~nded on false belief, about states of 
the world: the in tentions of a lover, th. inlegril}' of a public figur • . 
the pr<>8p<:ct8 of success at a new enterprise. or whatever. We 
always have the alternative available of ",ccpting the good times 
we enjoyed with little or no "'gret and then moving On with Our 
lives. In my younger days I derived much comfort from Ihe con· 
viction that th. courst of my hf •• and of th. world as a whole, 
waS being directed by a benevolent deity. When I could no longer 
sustain lhi. illu<ion r did not disavow the earlier comfort I deriv~d 
from it; it got m. through" difficult period of JUt-life , When we 
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reassess our lives in retrospect, and from a superior ~pistemic 

vant3gtc point, Ihere is no righl atlSwer to the question of what OU r 
reaction ,hould be--<hat is .urely up to us, &.:auSl: a rtlliry rNJuir~· 
ment stipulates a right answer-any happine .. based on illusion 
can make no intrinsi~ contribution to our well -heing-it mu.t be 
rejected as presllnlpruously dogrnati~. It SCem~ even mOrc dogmati~ 
from a third-perWll <tandpoint: who are w~ to dictate thot th e 
so1a~. someone el~e finds in a comforting fantasy should count for 
nothing? 

A iu.tifiabi/ity requiremml would be weakrr than a reality re­
quirement, sin~. it would not discount the meaning brought to 
our live. by assumption, which, Ihough fal .. , wore at least reason· 
ahle under the ~irCl.Om\tanc.s. As.uming that w. can agree on 
standards of reasonable belief. a justifiability requirement would 
ha.'e the mild advantage of moving doser to the subject's point of 
vi.,..,· concerning thc conditions of hcr life, but in reserviog well­
being ~xdusivcly for Ih. rational it is not much less arrogant than 
Ihe "ronger demand for truth. Once again it presumes 10 dictate 
ro individuals how much ,heir deviation, from an ideal epis •• mie 
standpoint should matter to them. But that is for them to decide. 

We can take a wmewhat different dite<:lion with this i«ue if we 
recall a lesson learned from our earlier trealment of the desire 
theory («<:tion S.~l. In ord~r 10 bring desire-satisfaction mote 
dosel)' into line with welfate, desire theoristS ~ommonl)' ~tipulate 

that our preference. mllsl bo informed. w~ had difficulty locating 
the f3tionale for thi~ requirement within th~ eont.xl of the desire 
Iheory. It is imposed in order to eliminale mistakes about the 
object~ of our desires, thus to avoid outeo"",s in which getling 
what I want make~ me worse off (or at least fail, to make me 
bolter off), Whenever Ihis happens, however, il appears that we 
could just as well say that salisfring the de,ire in question ma<k 
m~ 10 Ih.1l ~Xle"t octter off, but it al,o frustr:>ted other, more 
imporrant de.ires, so that on balance I .nded up worse off. As we 
said earlier, th. desire theoty !;«ms perfectly capable of .xplaining 
wh)' the satisfa~tion of misdirected desires may go badly for me 
wilhonl imposing the requirement IhM my preferences be informed. 
All it needs 10 do i, bring into play my full hief3rchy of preferences. 

Now, however, we are ta lking not about desire-satisfaction but 
about personal satisfaction, wh .. ~ this i, interpreted as an ~ndorse­
ment or affirmation o f the conditions of one', life. In this context 
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Ihere is an eviden, ra'ionnle for r<-quiring tha, Ih. endorsemenT in 
qll«lion be inform.d. After all. what we are seeking i, an ad­
<-quate suhjIXtive Iheory of welfare , one on wh i~h ,he suhie,,'s 
point of view on her life i, authoritative for detrnnining when that 
life i, going well for bn, By connecting welfare wilh happine", we 
nave interpreted that poim of view as an endorsement or affirma_ 
tion of the conditions of her ht.. When Ihal endorsement is based 
on a dear vicw of Ihose conditions. we have no grounds for 
questioning or "hallenging ils authority; in this •• spet!. the indi­
vidual is so"ereign O\'er her well -being, But whcn il is based. wholly 
or paTtly, on a misreading of Ihos. condi,ions then its amhnrilY 
is open to question, since it i, undear whether or not she i, en· 
doroing her life as it Te~lIy is. Where someone is deceived or de­
luded about her circumstances, in o.-etors of her hfe which dearly 
matter to her, the qu .. tion i, wh"h" the affirmation she prof.sses 
is gem,ine or aU/benti,;. In "rder for a subject's endorsenwm of her 
life to a",urately reflect her own prioriti«, het own point of "iew­
in order for it 10 be trul)' her_it must he authemic, whi"h in tUIII 
requires that it he informed. 

At this poiut an infonoa tion requirement could he pushed in the 
direction eith.r of a rcalit), reqniremem (ideal in formalion) or a 
justification reqllirement 'rea.onable belief ~iven the informa!i,," 
"'ailablel_ Since either of these direcrions would be incompatible 
with the individual sovereign,y which characterize, a subjective 
theory, W~ mu>! lind ,Ome olher way of delermining how wdl 
informed a subjecl must be in order for her happiness to count 
al,o as her well-be ing. The place 10 start is with • (.lightly) dif­
ferent queSTion: when is (more) infono"ion relevant ? The ob"iou, 
answ.r, on a subjecti ve a,,'ount, is: whenever il would make a 
difference to a subject', affective re'pon .. 10 her life, given her 
priorities. Return to the U s. of the woman who, for a while, li,'es 
in ignorant bliss with a faithless partner. Her endorsement of her 
life lacks informal ion about his character and intentions. I, Ih i, 
information ... Ievam? It is if her po,sessing it would uudermine 
that endor,.,ment. There are, therefore, 'wo poi.ibilitie ... which open 
up once ,he has been undeceived. One i~ ,ha, she re..,valuate, how 
well her life wa, going (nOI how happy she was) during the period 
of deception; '[ ,hough, everything wos going '0 well, but now I 
can .. " that it was a ll a farce' In that case, Ihe di",ount rate she 
nOw impose, on h.r ea rlier aSSe"ment 0/ hcr .... ..,II ·being determines 
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how relevant fh. information was. The other pos~ibil;Tf is tltat ihe 
dots not ca,e: 'Cest]a vie; at least h. was charming and we had a 
lo! of fun.' Here the information turn, oul10 have zero relevance. 
since that is the status she conf.rs on it ." 

The problem with "".lily or justification requirements js that 
,hey impose uniform discount rates on everyone alike: happine<s 
has no prudential payoff unless fully info rmed. or is discounted at 
a steady rate as it he.;omeslfSs informed. The rdevance of informa_ 
tion for a I"'rson', well-being is a personal matter 10 be decide<! 
b)" personal priorities; the" is her. 110 amhoritative public stand· 
ard. Still . the problem rema;os ,hal ,h. sclf-assessmen .. which 
individual, "porr cannot merely be taken at fac. value; we need 
to know whether they are amhemic. The best way 10 capture th~ 
condition they mu,t .,ti,fy i, to say that they ar~ kfeasible---<.hat 
i" th~y ate authoritative unlcs. We have SOme reaSOn to think that 
they <.10 not re/lect the individual 's own det!"''' prioriti~,. Where 
someone', ""dor",m<llI of his lif~ is factually uninfonnw, of misi,,· 
formcd, that give. uS un. re",on lor <.Ioubting i1< amhority ~ whother 

it i~ a sufficient rea,on depends un whothcr the enoor"'m~nt will, 
Qt would, ,urvivc the aequi,ition of thc mi,~ing information). 

Factual trwr is not, however, the only possible r~ason for qu .. -
tioning the prudential authority of ,elf-assessmentS, nor i. it the 
muot import.nt. Tu push the frontiers of our accuunt a little fur­
ther we will do well 10 return tu some eri.ieisms of ,ubjective 
throri. , which have "'cn nieeiy articulated by Amartya Sen. A, 
we noted earlier ( .... "tion 3.)1, Sen has twu main reason, for rei..,t­
ing all accounts which equate welfare with utility: (I) hy reducing 
welfare to pleasure, desire-fulfilmen., or any form of felt sali,fac­
tion, luch theories fail 10 caprure it. evaluative dimension, and (>.) 
because uf the malleability of personal preferenc.s, .hey leave 
individual well-being to<.> sensit ive to ,uch extraneous lanors a, 
weial conditiouing. By now. of routse, we ha .. cleit Sen', prineipal 

" Th, .. m< ''1'';'"'' ..... ,,..;I.Ok ;n ,,,", <~"',,"" c . .. 01 iliu.;"", .. mdy ,ho 
«I""""""'" m 0< hi"" I...... • . LI. A "'bi«' who """t" ;''''' ,ho ill "",,,,. in "''''''''''', 
mo, «'p.,,,d "r "II'rtt inS Iu" "<l p,,,,,d ,h" p«io<I of h<t lif< flo.ti<og m. "nk 
or •• I", .. , i .. ly, ~ .. y ,mb .. « ,ho <>P<""'""'" " hieb ,.,"" ",;h<i.lly ;oOue,d lor 
he, ("Too bad il .... on·, ",. 1. bu, i, ..... p.'», Tho <>1<," '0 ",hOoh ,ho ill •• ."i .... 
01 ,he "I><ri,,,,,,,, "."",, I",." i"J i.id""l'. wdl·hoi"l: ,ho"I.,,, <kp<nd,; '''' d .. 
.. '00' 'Q wbich .il< d<cioo lor ... ould de<iJ<1 '0 ""'., i, tn."" .. By th< " ... 
~"'<n, pluWnS in,o th< m""h i", 10<. "'mh 0/ ,i" .. I . .. "mi"~ " i. fo., Ip"xof) 
m.y bt dilf,«n, .. II, ",,,,-,i,', 1,>< di!f.:""" folk<. 
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!argOls-h~doni'nl and ,h. des;,e theory_far behind. Furthermore, 
Ihe .cco,,", " f happines, with which we are currently w{',king 
insulates it agaimr S.o', first criticism, ,ince it incorporate, a 
cogni,ivrljudgemental ekn,enr, namd)·, ,he ,ubject', endOrSement 
of the condition. of h. r [ife in the light of h.r own stand.rd.," 

Srn ', ""rood criticism, however, remai", to be addre,sro. Irs 
importanu cannot be over,tared; it is surely the main rea,on for 
qucl1ioni ng ,h. adequae)' of any subje<:t;ve theory of weifa re, 
whatever i{. conSTituent ingredients, and for favouring more Db· 
je<:tive .ccounts. It is worth repeating S.o', own statemem of ,he 
problem: 

A renon who h. , had. lif. nf mi,f"rtune, wi,h vrry little opportun;t;." 
and r.,her little hore, may be more • • • ily w;oocilcJ to depti ... ,;o,.. ,h,n 
orhu< rcared in more fort~na" and affi~~nl eireum".nee<. n,., metrie of 
h'ppine'S' may, Ih~r<fore, Jiswrt th~ exlenl of Mprivalion , in a 'P<'<iik 
.nd bia .. d w. y. The hopel«, kgs:ir, the precariou, landles. bbourer. 
the dominat<d hou<cwifc. the hardened un~mploy<d or tt.. ",""--exhausted 
coolie rna)' .1I 'ah pl,",ur .. in "".1I mercie ••• nd man.ge '0 .uppre .. 
int<nsc suffering for the nw:",,)" of continuing .urvivol. bu, it would be 
erhically J..,ply mi"aken 10 an""h a co ..... 'ponJing!)· ..... 1I val"" '0 the 
I",. of their ",.n·being bee •• ", 01 ,hi. ,u",; .. 1 "",regy." 

Thi, problem eannot ~ met by mudy "re" ing the cogniti"e/ 
judgemental asp<:" of happines •• ,ilK, Ihe extent to which people 
. ndor .. the condition, of Iheir live. will depend on cl>cir . " pecta­
,ion. for them,dve., which are notoriou,ly .ubject 10 <x«"mal 
manipulation through medIan isms 01 conditioning. indoctrinalion , 
or ,ocializa,ion. Clearly Ihe roquirement Ihat endorsement ~ 
empi'i.:ally informed will not ,uffice to exdude th ... ,ocial influ­
ence, on the STandard, by wh ich people judge how well their live, 
ate going; the problem hrre i, rool<d not in the adequacy of 
people', factual information bu' in the malleabilit)" of their p<:r­
sonal value •. There >cern' to be n<>th,ng in the theot"}' 00 f3[ which 
would rule out linding fulfilment in form, of life which are rri"ial 
or ~xplo;t.,iv. or demeaning . 

.. In 1.<1, the "",(}Un' w< . '" in pm,,, .. "I «>n'''u.tt i n~ i. ='t>.hi>ly """il .. ro 
(wrn< "P«" of) "'n', """' ,""w. k",,"11 ,It< ro!< wlIkh he ",ign. '0 11'<""",1 0< 

.... ;. !t .. 1~"K>n' in d.:'''m;n'''!! ,h, 'mp" .... nc. of " , io", f"""nooin&,. 'nd hi, 
uk of .. If ..... "o"'", " • """"' of dkh;ng ,""", "'u"""'" 

" s"n r9110' ~l--<> . A. noted ;n ,. J.j. 5<n', own """U"' ' 1'1""" ;'ul_.bI. 
to ,n., « ;Ik;.,." 50, .100 Jon II«.,'. ,", I)";, 01 ' • .l.ptin: p«f<mK. fonn .. "",· in 
FJ"", '9g" 
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On"" again tnose who wish to dekod a tight rdationship be­
tweeO happiness and wdfa"" could choose to hang lOugh. They 
could , for instance, question whether .df-a,sessments made under 
such condi,ion. can be coumed a •• inoocre or wn.idc""d, thus 
whether they ore reliable indicatolS of happin .... 0, they could 
question the e>ITent to whie" such form. of life can be truly ",t­
idying. Can we really .ay that "the hopeb. beggar, ,h. p,eeario". 
landless lahou,er, th. dominated housewife, the hardened un­
employed or the over-exhausted coolie' are happy with the con­
ditions of their Ii,""" Is happin"'" compatible with a Stn", of 
insecurity Or hopelessn""., with being beaten down or exh..umd? 
The"" i. ",,"ainly merit in emphllizing the likelihood that live, 
conducted under these condition, will manif",,! sign. of Strt .. , 
anxie!}" or deprtssion-aU of whie" are amithetical to life ",ti.­
fact ion. However" 'hese lines of re.ponse seem to understate the 
seriouon ••• of S.n"' problem. A ,ubj" t'. abili!}' to tocogniu a 
demeaning or dehumani,.ing life ,IS "uh itself depends pardy on 
the extent to which she has been able to emancipa,e herself from 
ex,raneou. inlluen""o; effwing that emancipation is one of lh . 
purpose, of consciousness-ra;,ing or psychotherapy. The insidious 
aspret of "",ial conditioning i, precisely that the mOrt thorough 
it i. the les!. its "ktims are able to discern ito influence on th.ir 
judgements ahout th"ir lives. 

[t is in response '0 S.n"s problem that .ome philosophe" ha ve 
embra""d a kind of hybrid theory" which combines ~ubjee,ive and 
objective components . After all, if th. problrm lie, wi,h the . t"nd­
ard. whic" people uSC to aSseS. ,heir lives, wha' remedy could be 
more straightfotward than '0 stipulate what those standards should 
be? When cast in terms of happiness, ,h. general form of the 
hybrid view would be ,ha' some,hing Can contrihute <0 a subject"' 
well-being (directly or intrinsically) only if (I) ,he subjec' finds it 
sati,fying or fulfill ing, or endorses it a. an ingredient in her lile, 
"nd (1) it is independently valuable. Given the way in which we 
have dra wn the objeetive/subj"'live dichocomy, any such view is 

still ,e.,nnically .ubi"'tive, since ito lim condition prese,,-., th. 
n<cessi,y of ,he .ubjee'"$ po,iti •• atti,ude toWard the eondition 
in question ." However, ,he second condition introduces a v"/,,e 

" t, ;., h",," w, ,noug,/OO" S<.'.l>Oim il ,1>< • .,,, tt.w i<r lh, . ,hey ,hoo lJ ""_ 
" On ,I>< ,., I •• i. of ..,t>je<;" ,·ity in •.•. "-. "'C"'1' ;' ,ubi«-"ti"" il ~ ",,.,, ,he ."bj«.-. favO<lrabl< .,,;,u"" "" ... rd ,om«1""3 ... """"''''1' """di,;"" ,,f ,1.0 



requiremmt infO the analysis of wdl·being whi<:h is reminiscent of 
objeClive theories. Hybrid views of this sort Jre al lea't .. old a. 
Aristotle . who hold that the prudential vallie of pleasure depend. 
on Ihe vallie of Ihe activit)· which il accompanies:'" On one inter· 
prtt3tion, J. S. Mill committed himself 10 • similar view in his 
~oIebra led distinction between high. r and lower plea'II"", the 
former bein~ Ihose derivM from activities gi,-en a high raring by 
• panel of 'competent judge.'." More recently, Manha Nussbaum 
has urged S-.n to mo.', his own analy,is in an Aristotelian dim;· 
,ion, a ,uggestion ' 0 which he has dedaTed himself open in prin· 
~iple _ " OtheT vers ions of • hybrid view have been d.fended in 
recent yurs by Jostph Raz and Ronald Oworkin. '.1 SlIch a view is 
al$O hinted a, by James GTiffin's n"<luirement that desires be 'formed 
by appre<:i.!ion of the nature of Iheir object', a requiremem he 
use. 10 ndude the pursuit of aims whose desirability we find 
unintelligible!' 

As a respon,e !o the problem of Ih. malleability of people. 
standard, of seU".,,,,,,sment, a val"e requirement i, the collnter' 
part of the reality requi,ement which we considcr(:d earlier 3\ a 
remedy for factual mi<lake. He .. the ,ubject is p",.umed to be 
mistaken no, abour somc "art of the world bUI about the value, 
from an independent standpoint, of some condition of hi. life; h. 
takes that condition 10 be mOTe, or ie.s, valu3ble than il really is. 
A value requirement, howeve" is ~'·en more questionable than a 
reality requi",nent , .ince il presuppose. that there i, an evaluative 
analogue to empiriul tTuth OT reality: a Tight answer to every 
question about value. How are we to determine whi~h aims or 
activities or form, of life rcall), are valuable? Can we rank them 
in term. of ,-alue? And who are 'we'l The ~nlight ened ,;jite? Mill', 
'~ompetent judges'? Philosopher kings? Th. r. is also ,he question 
of which independent evaluative standpoint is to be brought into 
play he",. Clea rly, if circularity i. to be avoided, il cannot be 

th;"I\ b. ;og btn<1ie,,1 lot h'm. II n«J nO! . 1", It .. ,;, as. ,ullie ,,,m ,0000i"oo, .oJ 
""'" 'ubi""'" , """,it. ",OJ I "'" do "'. Th< h, ono ,hroo-y diff", from "'"Of, more 
onhOOo •. IObj<ctiv< 10r0"" by ,-i"", of o(khng 00 ;n<kp<:nd<n' .. I., ", .. drtOon. 

" Nico....,cM~" [ ,M". 1I0oI: [0. , h. s. 
" Mill [9 69, oh .•. Fot . <l<f,,,,,, of ,h i, im«p"UnO<l, ..... llfUlk '99.; ario~ , 

hQw<v<r, ,ooclU<ie. ,h .. ~ji l l ""Id. 00 ol>jcctiv< coo,,,ption 01 ... , If" ". 
" Nu""um '9~ g: S<n ,~~ J, .h. " R,,_ ' 986. do. ' " nWoR;O ' 990-
.. Gr iffin '9S6, d,,_ , .no ': "" "'p. n. '9, , . , .... Ikt<k p.m, . 1", '"U"''' 

• h, on.! ,iow, .. ;'""." ,xpli6tlr onJ"''''''l iI, in P"fil '91" .p""nd ;" I. 
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prudential ,-alue. Are way. of life to be compared in terms of their 
ethical va!u.? That would seem to reverS<: the order 01 priority 
between ethical and pruden(ial value in a way .. mini=nt of the 
private owne .. hip theory (:;«tion J.I). Their aesthetic value? That 
would lead to an unap""aling aestheticism wh ich subo"Jinatcd 
well-being to arti"ic accomplishment. Their ""rlectionist valu.? 
This option looks nO more appc:aling in this con .. Kt than it did as 
a .. If-standing account of "",Ifare: it juSt does no; .. em true that 
my life automatically ;;oe. beller for me if the goals [ am pursuing 
rank higher rather than lower from this e"ternal standpoinl_" 

Even if all the .. additional prohlems could be reso[nd in some 
sati,fauory way, a value requirement still ",.ms objectionably 
dogmatic io impos iog a staodard di..,ount rate on p"0ple's ,.If­
assessed happiness. Again it helps to think about T"l:trusp"CTi,'e 
a ... ssment. of earlier periods 01 one's life. Suppose that as a young 
adult you worked for some years on a proje<:t-training for the 
priesthood, [et uS ."y_to which you w ... strongly committed. 
During that period your happi"" .. , and your wen-being I1S you 
then SI1W it, fluctuated in part wirh your success o r failure at this 
project. Now, having a~hieved (wh31 you regard as) groater ma­
turity, and having revised your valu~ somewhat, )"ou rea<",s~ thaI 
pursuit as less valuable Ihan you once thought. You do not, and 
should no" reassess your [evel of happine<s during Ihat earlier 
stage of your lif •. What about your level of wen-being? Wi!1 you 
automatically conclude thaI your life was going worse al ,hat time 
Ihan you rhen thought il was? Or might you condude thaI, while 
you wue engaged in a pursuit which you could nOi now ,ake 
seriously, nonc the Ie .. thai waS not a bad way to 'p"nd your life 
then? As in the ca .. of gainin;; renos{l<--=,ive empirica l enlighten­
ment. there .... m' 10 be no right answer 10 the question of how 
to r.spond to ,hifts in p"rsona[ valu .. or standards: at the ex­
tremes you can either write off SOme carlier part of your lif. as a 
complete waste or accept it a, an essential compouent of your paS! 
identity ('It·, not who I am now, bUI it', who I was then'). Many 

" T,k ;,,!! "V '''1 ,,/ """ ""'.00. woolO. 01 'OIl""'. m.oke prudt-nti.1 .. I ... 
<i<pe..oen' ""..,m< """' ... I ... dim<"'ion. nUl .. 0014 b< 1 ... 1 to I .. prov''''''''' 
"f woli .. ,,,,,, .. h.,h 10k ... pru<i<"".t ,.1"" to b< ,I><,..,k foo" ... , .... t "!<g<Ky for 
",hi<>. 1-\" ... ".«, '"" ;mpT.,,,;.,.,. 01 .... 1"" '«Tu ; .. "",n' I", wdf,,;.m .. , 00 
'"'''''' 10 «j«:1 it •• P'" "I. d<><ript"oIy .J"!",,, ,boor. .b"u, , Iu, """t< 01 
",<lr.", 
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internediar. options between these exlreme. Or(: also available; 
which one you chooS!' to embrace is surely up to ),OU. 

When we undertake. rcr'''''pe<:tive reassrssmem of our live, we 
still iudge the earli" part from the ,-anlage point of Our later 
standards. Thus from the firSl-pc~()fl ,randpoim th~ question never 
arises of the bearing on our well-b.illg of value, which, however 
objectivdy 'ror"'''t" we never .".pt. To raise this question we 
oeed 10 take a second-person point of view on sumroll. else', ljft,. 
So suppose rh" your son decides to train for the priesthood, or 
join a rock band, or do someth ing d,e which you, being more 
mature and enlightened, know to be objecti"ely worthless, Is hi, 
life going worse (or him during Ihis period because of your know­
ledgt" of its lad of independent va lue! To '"y so seemS in~redibly 
presumptuous; surdy tbat is a judgement whicb muSt be left for 
him (someJay) to make. 

If a value requirement is w o ,frong, then we could Iry • justi. 
Ikalion requirement, again on tbe analogy with factual mistake, 
On this approacb the prudential value of. subject's life would be 
diSCounted, nol by the extent to which it lacked independent value, 
but by tbe extent w which the subject's belief in it. value was 
unreasonable under the circumstances. Bur it should be dear by 
now tha, aU of ,he« reality/value and iustilkation requirement:s 
are unac,ep'ably patronizing and puritanical in their implications 
concerning ,he quali,y of people's hes. Wbat we need instead is 
a counterpart to our earlier information requirement, with tbe 
def' 3Sibility it implies for individual self·assessments. And once = begin to reflect on S.n 's problem, its solution, within the frame· 
work of a subjective theory, seem, pretty dear, Why are we reluc· 
tant !O take at face value the I;fe satisfaction ",ported by 'the 
hopeless beggar, the precarious landle .. labourer, the dominated 
housewife, lh. hardened unemployed or th. over.exhausted coolie') 
Presumably bee.u« we ,uspectlhallhe standards which their self. 
as«"mems rc/leet have been arti~c;ally lowered Or distOrted by 
proces«s of indoctrination or exploitation, In that case, the obvi · 
ous remedy is to corre" for Ih. conditions under wh ich thcir 
expectations about themselves came to be formed, The problem is 
nOt thot their valu •• are objectively mistaken hut that they have 
never had the opro"uni.), ", fnrm their own values at alL They 
do not lack enlightenment, or insight into the Pla",nic form of ,he 
good; they lack autonomy, 
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~t us say, th~n, that (self-assessed) happiness or life satisfaction 

counts as well·being only when it is autOnomOuS. But wht n is 
that? Luckily we will not need to invent a theory about the nature 
of autonomy to build into oor theory about the na!Ur~ of welfare. 
Because of its cemral role in both the Kamian ethiealuadition and 
the Ii!>.ral political tradition, autonomy has bttn th. object of 
much philorophical auention_nearly a5 much as welfa~ i...,lf. 
[l.,veloping an adeqoato theory of autonomy is doubtless JUSt as 
difficult as developing an adequate thwry of welfare, and dtSNVCS 
equally extended treatment. However, we can altord to be brief, 
since rreent work on the natu~ 01 autonomy ha, illuminat~d the 
themes appropri.re to Our ne.ds. 

Etymologically, the root idea of autonomy is self-rule or self­
dire<:tion, In its origin.1 use (by the Greeks) it applied not prima· 
rill' 10 individuals but 10 politics soch as citY-Slates, whe~ it had 
mo~ Or less the Same meaning as our modern norion 0/ sover· 
. ignty. Nowadays, howe"er, the coo"'pt of primary interest to 
phi lorophers is that of peTiional autonomy. What has been carri.d 
over from Ih~ political 10 the personal realm is the core notion of 
managing one's own affairs. of not being .uhjret to the wi!! of 
others . A person is autonomoos when her beliefs, or valu." Or 
aims, or decisions, or actions arc. in som. imponant sense, her 
own. Th.re is therefore an evident connection between autonomy 
and what we hav. be~n calling "uth~nlicity. We have said that a 
subject's affirmation or endorsement of her life is mad. from her 
own point of view, is truly her .. , only when it is authentic. The 
demand thar sdf·cvaluations be authentic /low. from tho logic of 
a ,,,bjecti'·e theory, which grounds an individual's well-being on 
her (po<itive and negative) attimd.,. One side of this d. mand is 
the requirement that subject, be informed about th, condition, of 
th~ir lives. The other i, rhe requirement that they be autonomou •. " 

Authenticity is a core clement in th. con<~pt of autonomy, joS! 
a •• ubject·relativity is a cor. element in the conc~pr of welfare. But 
it is not sufficient 10 yield a theory about the natore 0/ autonomy, 
,in", it i, the COmmon property of all rival theories. " Where these 

~ s,;"""" 19~1 . 1.., ' 'II'"'' ,h OI w<II.b.i"~ «<lu ..... ,u'''''''''')'; huw<,"".he 010<, 
'" .,;,h ;n ,he 1\-' m<W<>r1< 01. <1<>;« tIw:oty 0/ ",.If.", Soot<,,', ..:cOUn' "f .u · 
""">my ;"""'1""'>'" me '«Iu,!<menl II ... <1<>,,,, b< i"fot_d. 

" Srt. fn. <".mpk. !}work;" '9"'. 1<- '3' 'I1l<r< .. , ...... ",,",,1 .".n""'" 
'0 p,,, ..... . . bci~ ' "'''''om",,, w ..... tl><i, o;\eci"""" .nd .,,,ions.,, ,he., """; 
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fheoric~ part coOlp.my is on how thi, core clem.1lI is to be explic­
ated. just as comptting theories of wdfa .. offer di,-ergem inter­
pretations of subject -relativity . Twu main type. of theory h.,.., 
predominate<! in tnc recent philosophical li terature on amonumy. 
On one approach a person'. values roUnt as her own if she has 
identified with them, or acknowkdged them as her own, or en­
dorsed them as hn standards for the conduct and a,..,ssment of 
her life. This process of identification requires the capacily for 
crilical reflection on one", aim, or goals. lbis capacity js olren 
expressed in terms of" hiera",h)' of desires Or preferences.'" Fim­
orokr desires take as their objects action, of the agem or stau . of 
th. world; second-order desires ta ke as their objects fim-orJc, 
desire •. On this hierarchical vie,,' to endONe or accept a first-order 
desire is to make it ,he object of a second-order desire. 

The modd of a hierarchy of d",ires has come under ju.rified 
atrack as a way of . " plicating th. prOttu of an agem'$ critical 
reflection on , and identification with, her goal, or value •. " Cri tics 
have poimed out that a second-order desire not !O have a certain 
fiNt-order d .. ire is, on the face of it, JUS! a conflict of desires. 
There seems, so far, no reason to aSsume that ,he f(>Tmer i, more 
critical or reflecti,'e than the Ianer, nor that the subiect idemifie, 
more with it ," This problem with the hierarchical model could 
presumably be rectified by '1ipulating that the higher-order pro· 
ce" include. an element of critical r.Hcetion on lower-order aims. 
It will then be appropriate to say that it can issue in an endo". " 
ment or acknowledgement of these aims, and not mordy a desire 
for their perpetuation. But a deeper problem remains . Whate" er 
the specification of th. second-order Teflective proce .. , the que .. 
tion can be raised wheth .. the values Of srandard, under which it 
is conducted have themselves been accepted autonomousl)·. Aft.r 

who" t~'r '''' I<lf..lt, .. mi""lII: Compm Ch""m." '~~ ' ." 'V,,,u, lI, ,nr 'po 
p" i .. 1 of, p""",,', ... ,.If,,,,, ;",<wi,y, or mor. 1 'W.'. , ..... ,," " th< m .. ,,1 ,nd 
politicol ,iI<oti<> built " " ,,,,,n ' M'" i" I •. will ",Iy ,,,,,;i, Ii, '"' ,ho r"' wnp' ''''' 
,Iu, h<, 1'ft1''''II<'' .nd v. I"" •• ", in '"'''' import. n, "'"'" ~« mm: 

~ .... '" L>wotki" , ¥S !,dt. ' ; H. w"" h ,~S 6. , h •. • ,nJ J' Y"""l! '~~6. <h •. 
•• nd J . Tk hi."",hiul ",odd of J,~ ,,,,, i, J< ,iY<d lrom F""kfu,, '~; " who 
used i,. ooW<V<t. to <xpiicatt _ . u tonnmy but fo-« w ill. 
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all, if a Sf.tem of indoctrination is sufficiently thoroup, then it 
will ~ capable of Structuring not only an individual's lile goals 
bm also the values to which she .p!"'.ls in rdl..:ting on these 
goals. Thus the 'dominated housewi!.:' may acc<:pt h" subordinate 
statuS as the appropriate social role for a woman. 

At this stage an infinite regress thre:>rens. The hi~r-ordrr proo-;:.,ss 
of critical rdlection was introduced in order to distinguish autono­
mouS from heteronomous ailll< or goals. Now that the Same dis­
tinction is needed for values or standards, do we move 10 a yet 
higher level (about which the same questions can ~ raised)? The 
anal)'$is of autonomy which hip,lip,rs the psychological process 
of identification, and which therefore requires the capacity to <Iep 
back from and a,so" one's goals or val" .. , seemS to be on the right 
track as far as it goes. But it cannot tell the whole ,tory about 
autonomy. For the rest of th.t .lOry we need another approach. 

The rival thwry looh not to wheth .. an agent h., idemifi. d 
with a particular life gool but 10 the process by which that goal 
waS adopted in the first place. A, John Christman has put it, 'what 
is crucial in the determination of the aurunomy of a dtsire is the 
manner in which the de';r. was formed-the conditions and fac­
tor. that were relevant during the (!X,h.p' lengthy) process of 
coming to have the value or d~sire'. As a result, 'th~ central focus 
for autonomy mu<t make panic"lar refcrenc~ to lhe proce...:s of 
preference formation, in panicular wh" makes them ~manipula­
tiv~" in a way crucially differem from "normal" processes of solf­
development'." Chri"man contrasts ,hi. historical approach with 
(what he caU.1 ·tim.-.l~' theories which connne anention '0 the 
attitude the subject now has to the value or desire in question. 
Explicating autonomous aim. or goals in terlll< of ,he history of 
rhcir form"ti"n <tem. an apposite rc'p<>n<e '0 Sen', problem. After 
an, the reaSOn we afe reluctam to take at face value ,he level of 
life soti,faction reported by Sen '. br-ggars, labourers, and house­
wives is ,ha, we arc suspicious of the socialization processos by 
meanS of which they have internalized the standards they u~ in 
a,<essing th~ir lives. Why not then jUst stipulate what theso pro­
<;eS,.,. must be! 

. , 0.""""0 '99', ," I""'ph.~, ,0 ~".I). 0 . EI"" '98,. who.~· .... 
o«d f", .n . ,,.i, .. , of Ih, I"""" of ,,.,n,,· 1';7, ,mpho.,. it< "'is,,,,i), ..... 
Seo,;';;. 1987 ' ·d<>imo . ... . ulonomoo. in 'I""" of th<ir form.o~on. "'" ,;,",«of 
119. )· 
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The SOIUlioll cannot, however. be quite as simple as that . As 
Chr istman himself aeknowl«lgrs, the historioal approach is nOt 
complete until it has offered rome mean, of distinguishing be­
tween 'manipulative' and 'normal' processes of the formation of 
desi .... or values, How is this diStinction to be drawn? W. must 
hep in mind here that all of our aims, va lues, and ide. ls wi!! have 
been influenced 10 so,,", HUnt hy our pecul iar 1"'"on31 histories 
and the socialization processes which have shaped US; none of u, 
developed in a social ,'.cuurn. This, presumably, is what Christman 
means by 'normal' processes of ,d l·de,-dorment. How, then, arc 
we In identify the processes which clepaf! from ,he norm? Intui­
tively, a rocialization process oeems manipulative when it compro­
miSt', or fails to respect the autonomy of iffl subj~ct, by denying 
th. 'nbject the opportnnity for critical reAe"ion on the process 
it""lf and its o utcome. Bur if this is the right answer then the 
historical approach to autonomy nceds to be surplemented by the 
kinds of resour,,,, offerM by the hi~rarchical model. Roughly ,,,,,ak­
ing,.n autonomy-preserving !;<)Cia li?";o,, process will be one which 
does nm erode the indi ,'idual's capacity for critical a,sessment of 
hi, valu"", including the very values prom<xed by tht process itself. 

The incompletene" of the hi"orical approach i, also shown by 
J'C'Opl~'s ability to corne to accept autonomou.ly valu., w hich 
were initially fonned by non-autonomous mean" Imagine a young 
man rai>td in a rdigiou. community which strictly limits informa­
tion .bout orher w.)'s of life and point. of view (let uS ,ay that it 
forbids th~ t~aching of modern physics or biologyl. Sinc. thi. looh 
like a paradigm inSlance of indoctrination, hi. acceptan", of his 
community's v.lu •• would be paradigma,jcally non-autonomous, 
$uppo>t, howev~r, that he then gains access to the ou"ide world 
for an extended time (he is accept"" at a large urban uni" ersityl, 
during which he fuJly confronts the mooern world's challen~. 
to hi, communi,y', way of life. Afler a period of doubt and inde­
cisioH h. decides to reaffirm his commitment to that way of lif. _ 
Despite the fae< ,hO! hi. ,'alues have a tainted history, we would 
not wish to exclude ,n., pos.ibi[jt)' that hi. pr.>tm ~ndorscm.nt of 
them counts as autonomouS, In that case, 'he hillory of 'he initial 
formation of a value or goa l cann01tell the whole story a bout ;,. 
autonomy, 

It ap""ars, the,.,fore, tha, neither of the cutfcnri)' domin"" 
theories aboUl the nalU,. of autonomy is self-su fficient. Theories 
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which "mphas;", dIe importance of identification must provide 
Some reasSuranCe ,hal1h. agem's values or standards have them­
,d"e, ~.n autonomously adoptM, while theories which look 
backward to this formation process must require preservation 
of the capacity for critical distance and reA"",ive ",,,,.,mem." 
However the derails of a fully adc"quat< view are worked out in 
1he end, thc implications for our theory of wdfat. aIr dear. Self­
as""ssmem. of happ;""" or lik satisfae.;on are SUSf'«1 (as meas­
UTe, of well-being) when there i. good reason to ,uspect rhal they 
have been influenced by autonomy-suh.rting me.;hanisms of ro­
cial conditioning, such as indoctrination, programming, brainwash­
ing, rol. scripting, and Ih~ lih. Sine. these orr aU socialization 
processes, and since we are all historically embedded selves, the 
practical question ~om", how much emancipation from her 
background and ~ia l conditions a subje<;t muSt exhibit in order 
for her self-assessment to be taken at face ,·aloe. As in the case of 
the informarion requirement, the beSt strategy here is to trea t 
lubj""t' reports of their level of life sati,faction as defeasible­
that is, ., authoritalive unle" there i$ evid.nc. that they .re non­
autonomouS. 

On a ,ubjecti"e theory, individuals are tbe ultimate authorities 
concerning their own welfare . Th.ir self-,ss",sments a re therefore 
determinaTive of their well -being unless they can be shown to be 
in.uthemic, i.e . nOl truly theirs. The requirementS that these as' 
, .. sments be informed and autonomous spell oUith. conditions of 
authenticity. A prrson's own view of her life satisia"ion carries an 
initial presumption of authenticity, and thus of authority. It can be 
mistaken, even deeply distonod. But il nlUst be shown to be SO 
before we can have .ny gmund for discounting il. 

6 .3 A T H EORY O F W ELFA RE 

Our remaining task is 10 pull loge' her the threads of the theory 
we have developed and 10 integrate it into Ih. themes of earlier 

'" Tho mu,.,.1 <kp<ndtn<, "I ,~, ,wo app,,,.d ••• II" bt"" " 10 ... p.rti,n, 
««>gni"," by 11><" ad.o<.re~ 0., ,ho on< h..-.d, tho 1Un-.",h;';"1 'n,l)'>i. in Pw",.1cin 
"~. j"dude. a ,00<1",,,,, of -f"'O<,du,,1 in<i<I"''''''''''''', whi<h m,,,n, ",,,,ghly til" 
i""n,il'.;.tioo mu .. not h .. < Ote" in!lt><""'<l by <""d ilioo. which ,ubml ". im~.i, 
, II, ,~,"' " nina l ,nd ,dle<nv< c.p.d,.,.. On ,II< ,,<It., h,nd. ,h. hi"nri<;, 1 
"COOn! """ lop«! in Chti"..,." ,~., '<"<lui re< ,h .. ,he Iorm.n"" proc.,., /"' . 
, .. I", Of ""sir< bt /n" q/ I.,,,,,, ""hich inhib" ... If-tefk<1ioo. 
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dupler •. Fir", a recapitulation 01 the ground covered in this 
ch.ptor. We h.,-. been exploring the linkage. ~tw"en welfare and 
happiness . The laner notion, we have found, ,.n lx equaled with 
Me satisfaction , which has both .n affective component (ex!". i­
encing the conditions of your life as fulfilling Or rewarding) and a 
cognitive wmponent (iudging that your life i. going well for you, 
by your standard. for il). The be" way of dOlermining pwpl.'s 
happiness levels is 10 osk them, and a sophisticated methodology 
for eliciting self-.".ssmenls of li fe satisfaction has been developW 
by soc;al scient;« •. However, an inclividua\\ report will "ccuratdy 
re~ect his perceived happine .. only if it is rdevant Ifoxmed on the 
prudentia l dimension of the \'alue of hi,life), 'ince re luninflu.n~rd 
by the desi,e to maintain a particular ,,,,i.1 image), and consid ­
ered (uncoloured bl' Ir~",irory feeling, of elation or depression ). 
The qoestion then is whetber happine.", as SO measured, is ;drn­
tical to well-heing. We h~v. found ,wo reasons for thinking that 
it is not: a "",son's self·.va luation may not be informed and it 
may not be autonomous. In either case it is inauthentic, in ,hat il 
does nol ac...,rately ,eA""t lh. subject .. o,,'n point of virw. Wel­
fare therdore consi,ts in amhentic h~ppin.,s, the happiness of an 
informed and autonomon, ,ubj""t . 

This theory uf wdfare as auth entic happiness" is d early sub­
jretive, ,inc. it makes. , ubjre!', well-being dependent on hi, 
(positive or negativel attitudes. In section ~.~ w.laid out the foUT 
variables tu be 'pecified in any ,ubjecti,.., ana lysis uf welfare : (, I 
the objecti,·, features of things by virtue of which they evoh (~I 
some . nitude on thc part uf (3) some .. /e,ence gruup of .ubjects 
und .. 141 sorn. ,et of normal condit ion •. Ilecause we ate her. 
dealing with prudentia l "aluc, there is unly one plausible candi­
date for slot 13) ' the welfa .. subject himself. Different ,ubjreti," 
thcories then di"erge in their instantiations of ~ariahJes (21 and 
(4 1, thc,~hy det~rmining different c"ntent< for (, ). The happineu 
thoory intcrpteu the ,.levant attitude (1) as the suhjcct"~ endorse_ 
ment of the conditions of his life, or his finding them Mti,f)'jng or 
fulfilling, and specifics autho nti~ity as it< normaJi~ing condition 
(4) . The .. ,ult is an analy,i. on which ..,me condition of a sub­
jocr's life is (dirretly or intrinsi,ally) benefi~ial for him ju,t in ~" .. 

'J To . 'OId ... dle .. 1'<1'<"'100. in " '0" k:oIlow, twill d",,, , .... qu, lili« d1 .. 
h'wi" .. , mu" "" ," ,",,",ic "«1" wh<" " " dom • ...J«I by ,h< , ,,,,,,,,_ It i~ h" ... · 
<"", '" "" undo"".-.d . , .ppt~,~ ,h ,,>Ugh,,", _ 



Welfar~ m,d Happiness '" he aUlhemically endorses it, or experienCt!~ it a~ ~ti,fying, for its 
own sake. The intrin~ic ,ource~ of wdb .. will h< whatever Con· 
dition! of ~ubj",,,· live. dicit thi, re'ponse , 

Like all subjecti"e th.ories of w~lfMe, the happin ... the0l1' 
prese,,'e, the analogy betw".n welfare and perceptual properties. 
A .uhiteti," analy.is of any perceptual property must also lurni,h 
value~ for four diStinct ,·ariabl." (I) Ih. objteli," feature, of Ihing. 
by virtue of which they evoke (tl some charactrristic mode of 
experience on the part of (31 ""me reference group of .ubi"'t. 
under (4) Some set of normal condition~. To say that colour. for 
instance, i, a secondary quality is Iherefore to !.<Oy Ihal il consists 
in a power o r disposition on Ihe part of obiects with certain 
primary qualities to evoke certain visual experiences und" certain 
circum'tances on Ihe part 01 creatur .. with a certain perceptual 
apparatus. Whether colours, Or an)' other perceptual properties, 
really are secondary qualilies in this .. nse remains, of course . to 
h< determined, How, "or this may be, we now have good reason 
to think that welfare (01 , morr ac(uratdy, Ih. prop"'ty of being 
intri nsically beneficial) ;5 a seconda ry quality: a power or dispo­
sition on ,he pari 01 :;orne conditions of our lives to . "oke the 
appropriate positive altitude on our part. This dispositional aMly· 
si~ of prud~ndal "alue al:;o connec" it with similar account. which 
have been offered of other evaluative dimension., including ethic. 1 
valu .... lit is, 01 course, completely agnostic on the question of 
whother such an an~lysi$ is appmpri,'1e in any of th~", other 
case,. I 

Preserving the analogy hetwe~n wdlate and secondary qualitie~ 
may not h< thought to h< a happy result for a subjective theory. 
Subject ive analyses 01 perceptual properties ha.'. Irequeml), been 
criticized on the ground that the v.lue. for variable. (3) and (4) 
cannot be supplied without covertly presupposing the objectivity 
of the property in question, Consider, for ~xample, a typical 
dispositional analysis of colour according to which an Object;ii red 
ju" in case it i<}(Jh red 10 Standard ob",rve .. under normal con­
ditions. Who are to count as standard ob .. rvers? Tho .. who are 
not colour blind, i .• . to whom thing. look (under normal condi· 
tions) to have the colour they rcall)' have. What are to count as 
normal conditions? Tho"" lInder which things look 110 standard 
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"bs.,,-rIS) to It,,-. Ihe colour Ihey frally !tH"'. Spc<:ifying lhe rd· 
rrrnce group of perceivers ~nd the conditi ons "I per~.plion for a 
iubj~live an. lyii, of redness thus appe.rs to prrsuppo.., Ih. logi­
u l prioriTY of being red 10 looking red, '" tha, the di'p"sir;on .• ) 
formula ,.all\' analyses th. 1.1ncr in termS of the former." 

Th. Same objection c.1n be rai..-d againS! a subj"",;ve acroun, of 
w.lfar .... On 'he acwunt we ha,-. d.,-eiopeJ. welfare cons;,t, not 
merdy in happiness but in happiness as ' ''peri,noN by informed 
and autonomous subi"'!" When dO<", a ,ubject count as informed 
and "monumou,? When what ,he experiences as sM isfying. or 
endorses as a part 0/ h .. life. fully is prudentially valuable for 
her. Bul Ihen being ,·tll"i1bl~ is logiull)' prior to being Clldor5cd as 
1J,,1,..,ble, in which case ,h. Ja"" cannot pro"ide an explication of 
the former. 

Whether ,ubie",iYe accounts of pcrceptual propcnies can be 
defended "gainsl Ihi. circularilY obieclion is a mailer which need 
nol be decided h .... How"" .. , Ih. form which such a defence will 
take in ,he Case of. subjc"i,'c analysis of welfa,. is by nov.' dear. 
Th. aim of such an ana lysis is 10 ground an individual's wdl-being 
in he, ."iludin,l poi!ll of view on Ihe v.'orld. This has been a~· 

complished only when a subiec'" response, to the ,ondi,ions of 
her life ,,. ,uthen,,,, i.e. Itu l)" hers. The "'quiremen" that hcr 
f.spons.s be informed and aulonomous dow from this basic de· 
mand of authenticity. If a suhject's endorsement of some particu­
lar (pcrcei"ed ) condition depends on a fac,ual mistake, or ,.sulls 
from iliusion or dec.ption, Ihen it is n01 an accurate rdlection of 
ho, own unded )'ing '·aluf'S. And if those "a luf'S have been engi. 
n,.red or manipulated by oth . .. ,h. n 'hey are nOl truly hers. Th. 
'pc<:ificalion. of who is 10 rounl as a ·st.ndard ob",rver' and what 
is to count as 'normal ,ond;,ions' are therelore entailed in thi s 
case by Ihe O3mre of .ubjecli"ity i".lf. nle happiness Iheory Iher.­
fore has the rcSourccS to rebut accu~tion. of ei"ulari,y, or of ,he 
coverl presuppo,ition of "ome "bjr<:1ivr a<-'::oun, (If ",elfare , 

In Chapter .. we followed standard practice b)" di.tinguishing 
(\\'0 t)"pes of subjecti"< thco,),: thuse On which wrlfare is soldy a 
matter of the subject's StoteS of mind and those on which it is 

" Fe>< , n j"flu,",i.ol ,',,,ion of ,nil "~"'"""" "" Stll." ' 9' . , ~ Ill . 
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W~lfau and Happiness '" addili01",II)" m~tt(r of some St:m-s of the world, Cbssic~1 hedo"i<m 
i. a mem~1 S!ate thror,. , mln"cabl. fO obit-ctions from illusion or 
deception for thi, very rea",n. The des i,. theory is a St.te·of-th~­

world theoT)', since whdher or not 3 de.ire is ",ti,/ied i, a maner 
of how the world goes. In some imporum respects the happiness 
Ihrory resembles hedonism, most obviously in its endorsemem of 
"n experience requiremenf: according to the theory, it is • n<:ces­
,ary condition of a state of affairs making me bener off (di rectly 
or inrrinlically) that if emer imo my experience. If was the absence 
of an experience rcquircmcm .... ·hi"h w~s fatal to the dcsire theo r)'. 
However, in an equall)' important way the happin ... theory sides 
wi,h !h. d""i re theory ,gainSt das,ieal hed"ni!ln, $in~e it also in_ 
corporale. an information requirement las pan of its condition of 
au,hemici,y ), it is a sr'!e-of-the-world theory. Tha! 1 experience a 
state "f affairs is n""e"ary in order for it to benefi, me, bm (.ince 
,he experience may be illusory or decepti,-e) it i. not ."fli,iem. 

The happin"" theory is ,herefore 'something in between' he­
donism and the de.ire ,heory, avoidiog both the forlll"'S solipsism 
and the I.nn's disengagemcm from Our li vN expeTicn,e. Is i, 
therefore superior, as an ""COUm of wdfare. to both of its rivals? 
To an",'CT this questi"n we musf revisit ,he accept~n" criteria 
which we laid out in sec,ion L~. Since we are seeking a descrip­
ti"ely adequorc thror}' , thc basi" requirement is ,h31 "f fideli ty to 
our ordinary concept 0/ well-beiog and our experience of it in our 
""eryday Ii,'es, Since the happiness theory is subjecti"e, it easily 
passes on. important part of the fidelity test. A. w. ha"e repeat' 
ed ly stressed, ,he prudential ,'~Iue of a life i, irs \'alue for tlJl 

i"dh'iduill whou life it is. A descripti.-ely ad""uat. theory must al 
least preserve the subject -relativity of welfa"" but it should also do 
mOTe, It should pro";de an interpreta tion 0/ this s"bject-rclat;,-iry , 
by explaining what il means for a life to be going well not just in 
i!<elf or from some mher standpoint om for il$ subi~<I. This is, of 
eourse, tho demand tha t objective th."ri .. of welfare .re unabl. 
to me<:l, Subjective theories satisfy it by referring to the subiect's 
attitudinal point of view; in the case of ,he happiness ,hwry, that 
poim of ~iew is mado up "f ,he value, OT standards wbich 'he sub_ 
ject us", in deferminin); wh~,heT he, life is satist)'ing '" fulfilling. 
The auth. n,i~ity requirement, whi"h is an .s ... nti.1 part of the 
happin • ., theory , guarantees that the operative point of "iew in a 
subiect's self-assessmems of hcr happiness is gcnuinely hers. 



l).,rermining ju,r how well th~ happines, rheory fits our many 
preanalytic judgements about wdfare would be a complex, and 
prob.bl)' endleM, ,.sk, However, it is possible to poin' to th. 
ways in which its fit is superior to that of its subjective rivals . W. 
fuund classical hedonism to be delicien, both in itS preoccu!"'tion 
wilh the e pi,odi~ ~1ings 0/ plea,ure and pain lor enjoyment and 
.uffering) and in its memal Slali<m. The happine .. Iheory avoids 
these piT/ails by shifting anent ion to the mo re global altitude of 
happines, or life sati,faction and by introducing an information 
requ irement which is capable of overriding subjeclive reports of 
happin"',. On the other hand, the desi .. Iheory failed becau,e 
0/ its rejection of an experience requirement, which opened up 
a logical gap between the satis/acrion of a person', desire, and 
her satisfaction. By incorporating an experience requirement , and 
shifting to the nOlion of personal ""ti,faction, the happiness the­
ory is ahle to di<l inguish between Ihos. desires which, when 
""ti,lied, make a subject's lif. go bemr and those which do not. 
!king 'somorhing in herw..,n· hedonism and th~ desire theory­
more reality· rn,sed than the former and more experience-i>3sed 
than the ianer- Ihus enables the happiness theory ro mah berter 
sense of at least many of Our judgements about well-being. 

A further component of fidelity was adequate fit WiTh the role 
which welfare plays in 01lI COmmOn-sense ps)'chology, and ~S~­

cially .-ejection of Ih~ thesis of psychological egoism. Since our 
own wdl-being is JUSt one possible end 0/ action for us, a Iheory 
of welfare mus, nor imply thar alJ intentional action is, or muSt be, 
sel/-interested. Avoidin); Ihis implicalion i. a potential problem for 
both h~doni,m and the desi •• theory. the former becau.e it can be 
tempting 10 try 10 deri,'e prudential lor ethicall condusions from 
a hedonistic psycholog)', and Ihe latter beeause ~ver)' rational action 
(which maximizes preference·satisfaction) threarens 10 be self­
interesred by ddinition. AI first glance, it might appear to be a 
prohlem for the happiness theory as well, ,ince il makes a person', 
w.:ll-being depend on her autonomously adopted valu.s or stand· 
ards. On this view, how could an autonomous agent f.ilto be 
acting in her own intere.t whene",,' she pursue< her own ends or 
goal" whatever rhe .. may bel The anSwer 10 ,hi, question i, given 
by the rdevance condition for subjects reports of thei r own hap­
pines,. Suhjects are being asked 10 reveal how well they feel their 
lives are going for them. not for self-assessmentS in any other 
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value dimensions (ucept in so /n as their sel/·rating in these 
dimensions affects their level 0/ life satisfaction). The personal 
values which "'" ]>eMinent to an individu~I's bppiness are pru­
dential ones. An autonomous agent is therefore free aJso to em· 
brace ae.,h",ic, perfectioni,t, or ",hic.1 ideals whose pursuit rna)' 
wnAier with her well-being, 

Besides the basic tOSt of fidelity, we developed three mOn: spe' 
cific criteria of descripti," ad,,<!uacy for theories of welfa"" gen­
erality, formahty, and neurrahty. Taking these in order, a theory 
01 welfare muSt first be general or complete, by vinue 0/ covering 
all of the diffe"'nt SOrtS of welfa'" assessments we make, We 
earlier sorted these aSSC5sments into two categories: tho .. which 
,illlale a subject at some paMicuJar welfa", level and those which 
chart a subje<;t's gain, or 10ss05 (movement from levd to level ), 
Both types 0/ assessment may be either positi" e or negative: some· 
one', life may be going wen Or badly, and a change m,'y be for 
the better or wor"" There ",ems no reason to think that the 
happiness theory will have any problem with any of these types of 
judgement: in general, people seem cap.,ble 0/ determining both 
how satisfied they a", with their lives and whether some particular 
development has m~de them mOTe OT lesl so. [n cxpJi c~ting the 
h.pplness theory we have focused almost exclusively on welfare 
rather than illfa"" happiness rather than unhappin. ", But th. 
anaJogous treatment 0/ these latter notions is ,traightforward, 
resting as it doe. on the negative coumerparts of personal .atislac· 
tion and endorsement, A lik is therefore goinS badly for someone 
when she (authentically) experienc"" iTS condition. as unsarisfying 
or unfulfilling, or disclaims or disowns them, 

Our everyday wellnre assessmenTS abo include inteTpersonal 
cumpaTisons, both of levd. of well-being .nd 0/ gains and losses: 
I am doing better/worse than you, ben. 6ted more.lle .. than you 
from the ""em budget provision., and so on. How tn ... vaTiou, 
kinds of comparisuns are to be inte rpreted and supported is 100 
large a topic to be dull with adequately here. Thi, is an area in 
which .ubjecti,-e theorie, are commonly considered to be at a 
Jisadvan'ag. I';s_a_I';' ,heir obi«tive counterparts; when the pref· 
erenCe 'heoTY was Tiding high in the social sciences il was even 
thought to entail that interpersonal comparisons we", impo .. ible, 
Such comparisons are now commonplace in the " " arch into hap­
piness or life satis/action carried out by Ih. <subjective indicators' 
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schooL Ordinary people 3Iw:I)" seem to have managed them eJ,;ly 
on " daily N,i,. Wha' we rely on in the straightforward case. js 
a rich vein of information, both ""bal and "on-w.bal, about ,he 
way other ptoplc', lin. au going for ,hem. Th. hard cases are 
one< in which, for one ""SOn or another, uur information base j, 
thin. This sometimes happen. because we find the other rdatively 
opaque, as when we Jlr.mpt to compare oorscl,' •• with members 
of vcrI' difforem cultures or with people who h,,'" serious mental 
or physical dis,bili,; ... Whe" We art unahk '" Tcpresent to OUT­

selves how the life of the other is for him. flom th. inside. ,h,,, 
we may be at a loss to decide whether ,hat hfe is bener or WUriC. 

for him, than Ours is for us, 
Th. problem of opacit)' is rxacerbated when we move beyond 

the realm of human subjects, The final dimension of generalit}' is 
that a Theory provide some plausible raTionale for delimiTing ,he 
ela .. of core welfare subj""s, plus ~me illuminating explanation 
of what makes other subjoxt, peripheraL For the happiness th eory, 
the minimal wherewithal for having a wdfare i, be ing a subj~1 
who is capable of being S3tisficJ Or unsatisfied by the conditions 
of one', life. In Ihe case of paradigm human subj~ts with comple" 
cogniti"e uradt i"", mure is n~~sary a, well : their judgements 
about the quali!}' of tb.ir Ii\" .. must be authentic. Where these 
mOre sophisticated skills are absent, the si,,~ qua 'ro" is the base­
Jine ability to ."perience on.', life, in the living of it, a, agretabl. 
Or disagreeable" The mUSt primitive form uf this a bili!}' is the 
,apacity for enjoyment and suffering, or for ple"ur. and pain , If 
\w call ,hi. capacity smt~nu then we may say that on ,h. hap­
pin .. , thoo!}' Ih. das, of Core welfare subjects is popubtcd by "II 
sentient crealUres. 

Thi, lea,'., some important kind, of crealUre on the periphery: 
all nun ·sentient animal specics (as well as piantsl, human embryo. 
and feluse, up to a certain stage of prenatal d.-veiopmem, and 
persons who ha ... permanently lost the capacity for comcious 

" 1/. " .. ""e " """1"01< 0/ «.;.,., ;n,",i><",k,lIy, ,I><" .h" ,",1><01 ;";', ,.. 
qu,,,,,,,,,,,, ;, """II, .. ,,,Ii«!. C' n "",, ·hum," ,n;""ls r<>pood i",",I><",k.II, to 
th, «mJ;,;."" "I ,)",;. Ii ",.' C.n ,h i. b< 'm<. h in".ro:<. in ,)", < .. " of Jo.n..t ... 
,,«I .n im.l. "h"", . 11",,,,,, «>poo><' h.v< he«> dd;he."dy <ngin=«l, h "., 
<"",<Rim<., "' •• '" I .. J ,hem to b. .. ,;<Ii«l by ",." uf Ii I< which . .. . """.,,1 
,,, th'm' II.." '"'" ,he •• ,hen''';!), «q. i""",,,, ""II .pply {n, .. . " i, i. llri;n ,h"." 
"" ... ",.11, .nd it m., no< bt .. r. to <oo< l,od< ,h., an ,",m,1 i, fa,;"II .... 1I iu" 
bt""", it " h. ppy, 
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awar~ness , The happiness theory enroil. that nonc of these crea­
tures has a wdfa ... of its own; no change in their condition could 
make them either better or worse off. Yet in e"h c.<I: it is easy 
to s« wh)' the cbss of beings in question is only a short (but 
crucial) step away from counting a6 • ",dhre suhject. Th. prim· 
;,ive capaci,}" for expNiencing pleasure and pain appears to be the 
""dusive property of vertehrate animals." Although this " .. ans 
that nei,h. r invertcb .. tes nor plants can bave an affe.;,ive point of 
"iew, as li"ing beings they do have natural tendencies which can 
be either enhanced or fru>lrated, which is why we can speak of 
them as eith .. Iiourishing or languisbing, and of conditions as 
being either good o r had for them. Strictly speakiog. however. 
what is at Slake for non ·sentient orsanism,. aod what we :If. 
capable of affecting for bell .. or worse, is not their well ·being but 
their excellence or perfection as specimens of their kind ',..e sec­
tion 3.+1. 

The earliest stage of ferol development ar which sens ili,-il}" to 
pain is possible seems to be just be)'ofld tbe midpoint of preg­
Il3ncy, 100'" or less at whal correntl)' counts as Ih. "age of viabil· 
ity." Before th"}' reach the threshold of sentience, and therefore 
count as core welfa", subjects in their own righI, hunum ~mbryos 
and fetuses . lso have natur.1 developmental tendencies wh ich con 
I>e funhered or ",tarded and which make it possible for us to 
speak of their good (though not their well-being). Where they 
differ from non -sentient animals is in Iheir potential for deYelop­
ing into Core welfare $ubje.;t~. While thi~ poten.ial gives them a 
particularly intima te rdorionship to ,ucb subj""t" il dou not make 
them subj""ts in their own right . 

Finally, in contrast t<.> the duire theory, the happineh thror)" 
implies tbat the dead, no longer having live, to experience as 
either satisfying or unsatisfying, can hav~ no welfare of their own, 
For our purpusu 'the de"d' includes not only .11 .hose whom we 
would unreHectivdy classify as such but also th05t' wbo satisfy 
contemporary crileria for brain death, though their respiration 
and circulation may continue to be artificially supported, .nd 
persons in " persistent vegetative state who have irreversibly lost 
the capacity for consciousness, including the most basic sensation, 

~ 1(0)< . 0<1 AO"m ' 989; "uoth ,"d lI<>yd '9~'. ,h. i . Th< I",,, 0"" ' 1<"'­
ot'''' , .. " k.- ,od"J,"!< «r'" lop"J. " wdl. 

.. S<:< A ... od , oJ lIick<y "~7. 
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of plca,ur<: and pain.'" Pre·sentient i.:tuses and the dead are both 
temporally ~onne~ted to ~or<: wdfar<: subjects, but in opposite 
directions: while the former may have subjectivity in their fu,ure, 
,he laner have it in ,heir past. 

The happiness theory also renders a decision on the question of 
the SUtus of collectivi,i .. a, welfare subjects. In company wi,h 
othe, subjective theories, this ac~ount has located well -being fi,mly 
within the lives of individuals wi,h ,he approp,iate affective and! 
o r cogni,ive copaciti ... Any talk, therdme, of the wolfar<: of groups, 
if it is not m",ely metaphori~al , must be imerpr<:ted as referring to 
,he aggregate or collective well_being of thei r members, Collecti,-i!;e. 
have no imerests to be promoted beyond those of individuals. 

The criterion of formali!}' requires that a theory not confuse the 
nature of well-being with its (direct or intrinsic) sour~es; a theory 
mu>! offu us, not (merely) a list of welfare sources, but an ac­
count of what it is for something (anyth ing) tn he such a sour". 
Clearly the happiness theory offers such an a~count' a condition 
of someone ', hfe counlS a, an intrin,ic ,,"uree of well-being for her 
just in ca", she authentically endorses it, or finds it satisfying, for 
its own sake. The subject-relativity of prudential value '"quires the 
rd .. ence to th. subject's own endor",ment. Ho,,·cver. it does not 
prevent us from genera lizing over th. conditions which will «and­
ardly be n""rienced as intrinsically rewarding or fulfilling by 
cr.awres who shar~ a common natllr<: (such as us). The happiness 
theory is therefore cap~blc of gonerating a S<:t of sl<lndard /!"man 
good" such i~ms as health, menta) and physi~al func tioning_ 
enjoyment, p<!'$OO3I achievement, knowledge or understanding, 
dose ""rson.1 relationships. ""rsonalliherty or aUfonomy, a sense 
of self-wonh, meaningful work. and leisur<: or play. The", items 
should look familiar, sin" they commonly turn up on the lists of 
human good, invoked by objectivists. Each of these goods has 
enOnnnu' inS!rum~ntal value for us, since each is th. condition of 
realizing many OIh~r good. in our lives (for on. thing. tho items 
on the 1i~t ate mutually interd~pcndent). And ~ach i, som<'lhing 
whose relative value in our lives may vary wnsiderahly from person 
to person: you may place mu~h gr<:atcr store on a~hincmcnt or 
.ucc~ss and less on maintaining close personal relationship~ than 

,. For ,II< "i!<~. m h" ," <I<"h. ,Ott Ad H", Cnmm ;tt« '96g .rul Con,"I"",, 
'9~'- A <hfip""" "f P'''';;'''"' ""lI"";" ""'. ,oJ, J i"",<:tioo b<tw;,." ,h i. 
,,,,,J ;,;,," .rul b.-, ;" ,k.,h, <on b. l""oJ ;" (""1,,,,.1 ,¥81. 
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I do. BUI for each ilem on Ih~ liS! il is rl~usibk to say thaI evel)·­
one ca",s abom it 10 tome extent for its own sake, thus that its 
preseno:e in a life makes thaI life Iu Jume exlenl more satisfying or 
fulfilling, qui", apart from its instrumemal value. If asked why it 
shuuld be: thaI juSt these guuJs a~h;eve the StatuS of imr;nsic 
sou",es or constitut'Ol' of our wdl ·bring, the only inldligible answer 
is: because Ihal is the kind of creatures we are." 

Bec.,use ,ubjecti,.., theories of welfare are formal . the)· have tb.e 
advanlag<' over objective throries of being able to explain why tbe 
list uf standard prudential goods contains juSt these items and not 
orbe", . They a", also able 10 explain why th. rdative importance 
0/ these guuJs Can vary SO much "ru.s ind ividuals as well as 
cultures. Bm th. happiness theory has a further ad,·anlage oyor its 
principal rivals, each of which focuses on one of th .... generic 
guuJ. to ,he exclusion of the othen. For the relwlogkal theory 
the highliglmd item is mental and physical funcrioning, for clas­
sical hedoni,m it is enjoyment, for the desire theory it is personal 
achievement. Th. root problem with all of tbese theories i. the 
,arne: they all attempt 10 build a formal theory about the nature 
of wdfare around one 0/ its standard intrinsic sou rces. Only the 
happiness theory provides a general rubric cap"ble of explaining 
the prudential significance of all of these guuJs. as welJ as many 
others. 

Finnlly, neulTa lity requires that a theory not exhibit any bias in 
favour of some p"rticular list of guuJ. or .ome favoured way of 
life. Objective theories h~v. difficulty with this requirement. since 
they typically stipulate a pattern of the guuJ life for all membrrs 
of a particular na,ural kind (such as usj. For .ubjective ,heories 
neutrality is generaUy not an issue, unle .. they incorporate some 
objective element' . either o,""rdy Or coverdy. The kind of hybrid 
theory considered, and reje<;ted, in the previo,," section make. 
explicil room for a ranking of forms of life on some independent 
(non-prudential) scale, rh.rehy ,hreatening '0 violate neut rality. But 
snbje<;tive theories can be non-nemral in subtler way., by rigging 
their normalizing condition. so as to ensure selection of some 
predetermined <et 0/ goods. The happin ... theory avoids thi, tfap 
by deriving its information and autonomy conditions from an 

" Th< ,n,logo,,, Ii " 0< im,;",,,, pru"'",;'] "",,"! for "",mO." of ",he< ,t><d" 
will likocwi", h< "',umined by th<ir ".<Ute. 
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authentici!)' "quiT~meol, which is in lum entailed by subjectivity 
itself. It will therefor. endorsr as prudcmiaUy valuable whal.,-er 
ways of lif. are found 10 be fulfilling by informed and autonomou, 
$ubjeos. No independent restrictions uf COntent aTC imposed!' 

One implicalion of a neutral thwry of welfare is thaI way. of 
hf. which we regard 3S trivial Or demeaning Or depta,"ed can. in 
principle all.ast, be prudentially valuable for their subjects . Whe"" 
the happine •• theor)' is concerned, tbere is no way of excluding 
111.. possibi lity, for any such way of life, Iha! it can be endorsrd by 
an informed and amOnDmou, subject . How"'et, we can have preny 
good empirical rearon, for thin king that, uy, a lif" of servility OT 

subservience is rarely embraced undcf conditions of fun informa­
tion and autononty; in fact , the way~ in which the conditions of 
,uc~ a life compromise .nJ sub"ert autonomy form our principal 
obi""tion against it . In other cases, such as a life devoted to watch­
ing daytime talk show~ Or pu r~uing ~ career in the se x trade, We 

may ha,·e to di<cipline ourselves not to make a p,io,i assumptions 
about the degrt(: of a"!<Jnomy mlnift:~ted hy ,hose who make 
choices which we find personally distastef"l. At any rale , an open 
mind and a willingness 10 attend 10 the sl""'ific~ of fJ"opLe's particu­
lar circumstances seems less patronizing than simply assuming that 
the hfestyle in which they Me engaged, besides failing to measure 
up on some other value dimension, is al.o n",essarily bad for 
them." 

In summarizing the criteria of descriptive adequa<.:y ;n <ca ion 
[.~, we constructed the following profile of the ideal theory of 
welfare : it win be faithful to Our ordinary 'loSessments of well · 
being, including the role they play in our common-Stnse psycho· 
logy, it will cMer all core ca,e;; and provide a principled resolution 
of peripheral cases, ;1 will not confuse wolfare with its rouTee! or 
ingredients, and it will be free of distort ing bia •. We al,o noted the 
obvious implication that any comparison of candidate ,hrori .. 
will be multidimensional, leaving open the possibility tha, a theory 
may satisfy rome criteria better t~an other<, titus that there may 

" Tho ""u".I ;" of , .. ".p,,; .... ,t.ro.)" ~ ~".,."''''d In pm by ,h. ·com<"' 
""u" . li'T" of ,.., "'''''',ption uI ,u'''""",)" "'"IC" " ,TlrotPO<>1<>; "" s.::ocd. '~ ! 7. 
)9<; [)"'oti<," 19!iS. <h, ,;.00 Chn"m", '~~' . n-J . 

" s.:: .... '9~' 'til"'" that " k;,,, ..,..... d,,,,p"t.W< hte."b-t """" wh",h 
i "'oh~ ,he ""io)·m<n' "I ,~"",. 'ufu""!l ...... '< !).ocll", u, kc,u", '~ <rod< ' "" ""i, of om ", II.",'!'W. t .m b. ""~u ; "". 
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be no theory whi<;h fully "'tisfit$ them all. ~bving reviewed all of 
Ih~ principal contenders, we are now in a position 10 exclude this 
possibility . The happiness theory SCoreS no worse than any rival 
Ihenry on any criterion and beltrr than all of its rivals on most. 
lt therefore provides uS with ,h. ~t picture uf the nature of 
welfare. 
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Welfarism 

WE began our inquiry wilh 1wo quesTions: What is wdfa •• ? And 
how much dou it matle, fo r ethi", Answering ,he first question 
has taken us down" long and winding road which finally led 10 
,he happin"", theory d"'elopcd in ,he p,nions chapter. The time 
has now com. to put ,hi. Theory to work, by turning from lh. 
nalure of welfJre 10 its e,hical value. 

Wdfari,m is th. view ,hat nothing bm welfare matler •. basic­
ally or ullin""eiy. for e,hic" it is therdo •• a normat;"e theory abouT 
the fnundations of mora lity _ N"wada~ il i$ JC(;ide<lly a minority 
view: most philosophers rdec! iI, eilh.r implicitly or explicitly, in 
fa,-our of mher foundationalis! (or anti -foundational;s,) op.ion., 
Perhaps it d.",,,'" its fato; we ,hall .. e. But I venture 10 suggest 
that, ia'I<rly at l"st, it h, not had a fair hearing. si nce the ca", 
againSt il has 'ypi~ally presupposed a distorte,l and misleading 
picture of whar welfare is. The ~urreml)' dominant theori .. of wd· 
b fe are ,he ones we considered .arli .. -obj.~'ive Iheories, hedon­
ism, th. desire rheor}'- and fOllnd to be inadequate. Siner one or 
another 01 Ihes. $am. thwri .. tends 10 !x assumed when ,h. 
merits of welfdrism are debated, it is not surprising ,hat the .-iew 
has f."eml)' won few fricnds---il Ih~1 is wha, welfare is. then it 
,o"ld not possibly ropreseD! Inr fundame" .. i point "I cthi". 

Welfarism deserves to be .. ".d on the basis of the be" available 
th.or)' about the nature of wdfa .. , Having thai theory in hand 
w;l! greatly facilitate the r." of our inquiry, since i, will enable us 
w i,ol.,. ,h. real is<ucs at Slake between wdfarists and th.ir op· 
p<>nellt~_ But who arc the opp<>ncn',> Tv answer tMt question we 
firs, need '0 .. ke a dvser I""k at what i. ;n""I"ed in !xing a 
welfaris!. 

Elhic.,1 realism. Wclfari", helieyc ,hot ,hcr. are righ, answ~rs 
tv que!!i"" , in ethics, answe rS which un, ot leaS! in principle, !x 
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discovered and defended b}' means of evidence and argument. This 
form of elbical reali,m is epistemological ralber rban meraphy,­
ical; epistemological rea Ii", are free In be agnoslic as 10 the onto­
logica l SlatuS of values Or other ethical emitie< or properties. 

Ethical/beory. The funcrion of an ethical theory i. to reveallhe 
dttp >!rucrure underlying and unifying ,be ,urfac. diversity of our 
morallhinkinl\- th. SCI of aim' or principle, wbich eon,tirutes tbe 
m-erall poim or rationale of it all. Welfarists believe Ihalth" projca 
of Ibeory-building in ethics i, not futile or mi,gu ided . 

FoundMio,,~1i5"" The ,oneepls we employ in our ,"01"31 think ­
ing can be ",rted into a few general calegories: Ihe axiological 
(good and b;,d, be". r and w"r,;c), th. pl"3ctieal (ough. and should), 
Ihe deonTological (dUlies, rights, ju.tice)_ the arelaic (virtues and 
vice,), and ,0 on. Welfari,t' believe that the structure of the best 
moral theory will assign priority to iost one of those cates"ri"'; by 
u,ing it to derive and justify all of Ihe othe,... 

The priority of the good. One poss ible foundaTionali. t SlTuctur. 
for an etbicaltheory will install axiological principles on the ground 
floor and use Ihem to ,uPPOT! a deontological andlor aretaic super­
STructure. On tbi, picture Ihe lIhimate point of ethics is 10 bring 
ahour intrinsically valuahle ,rares of afmirs, or to mak~ Ibc world 
go well. Wel/ariscs affirm Ihe priority of the good. 
Agem-"eulr~lity. A value is agt:m-neutral if everyone has a rea­

son to promote iI, or at least to want it to come ahom; il is agent­
relati ve if Ihat rea",n i, re'tricted 10 those 'pecially connected 10 

the value in SOme way ( • . g. be<;au>e it is Iheirs)' Welmrist.> belie,·c 
Cbatlh. foundational values in an elhicaltheory are agent-neutral 
in chil sen ... 

Eacb of tbese methodological assumption, is controversial . in­
deed quite unfashionable Ihese dayl . Howe""r, they will serve 
nicely 10 sharpen ollr characterizalion of welfarism. Someone who 
share, Ihem all chinks cbat the foundation of etbics consi,t, in 
a theory of /he good: a Ii" of foundational agent -neutral values 
whose pursuit and promotion is the point of Ihe whole ethical 
enterprise. Welfari,m is a the<>ry of ,ho good whose liSt of foun­
dat;onal v.lues contains a single item: well-being. Since king a 
"",lfari't requires subscribing 10 all of .he foregoing point', it i, 

, F", ,n «pl"'fion <>1 .g<n,-""u,,,I ;,, (,od .g<n' -n:I" ;Yi f)" k "" P,rt;t , ~~ •• 
<7, ,oJ N>g<i , ~8 6. 'J'- J . [J8--6J . 
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e~sy to be an anti ·",dfa<ist: one need only rej""l anyone of them. 
There are therdore many possible v~r;et; .. of ami-welfari", ant;­
realists, anti-tn.orists, anti ·foundalinnali,ts, denntnlngists ",ho af­
firm the priority of Ihe <ighl, virtue theoristS who af6rm the priority 
of virtue, axiological dualisrs who hold Ihal some foundational 
va ]u .. an agent -rdat;,·." and SO on. De"ling with an of these op­
ponents would require us 10 settie SOme of the dcepest and most 
persiSTent problems in the metaphysics and epi".mology of morols. 
To simplify the is.ues a. stake, we will wnCern ourselves wi,h unly 
one da,s of ami-welfa,i,ts: th05f who ,hare all of the wdfarist's 
assumptions about "'hies but support a ri~al theory of ,he good. 
Thi, "ery narrow focus will of course limit the appeal of our dis­
cus<ion, sin.., admcat .. of many popnlar contemporary views about 
ethics will think Ihal we arc wasting our time asking the wrong 
question. On Ihe other hand. il we are able to make a strong case 
for weUarism then that may suggesl that their dismi,~1 of the 
queslion has been a linle premature. 

A Iheory of Ihe good can take two possible forms: it i. mon;sli.:, 
if ;t indudes only one item nn il' Ii!! of foundational values, or 
p/urali!it;", if it makes room for more. Wdbrism is moni"ic ; iTS 
rivals are therelore both other monism. and any form 01 plural­
ism. The 6r!! two sections of ,hi, chapter consider Ih",. ri~al, in 
,ha, order. ~fore we prOCttd any further, however, a cautionary 
nofe i. in order. In the history of elhics. at least in iTS modern 
ptriod, wellarism has been ddenJed most insist.fIIly by utilitar­
ians. Some may fear, rherefMe, rhor In acrept wclbri.m is to 
become a utililarian. This foar i. misplaced: although utilitarians 
are necessarily welbrists, wdbr"" are not n",.,ssarily utilitarians. 
In order 10 be a mrd-ca rr),ing utili.arian you mu" accept ,wo lur­
ther commilmentS, in addition to welfari'm. The 6rst commilment 
is to consequenlialism: the idea Ihatlhe righl COIl' is" in maximizing 
some measure of overall or coll"".ive welfare. ' The Sttond commir­
ment is to ilggregill;mo: the idea that collective wdfare CO"';STS ;n 
th. sum tOlal of individual wdbres . It is possible to be a welfari" 
wi.hou. being e;ther a consequentialist or an aggregarioni,.; 
rn. "iew rhar well·being i! Ihe foundational value lur ethics can 
therefore be .hared by both deontologist8 and virrue theoristJ.' 

, f", • full .. d ....... ,<i .. t;oo of '''''>«1""",;.1;"", ..., ,um"", '9~7," • .• . 
, h lf an ,xarnpl. 01 . ", llari« d<o.t,<PI"IIY, "'" f ;nn;, '91<>, dt<, J- J. 1tt;"",1< 

d<i<ndeO a wdf>",' vimo, ,it<o<y (It I,,.,, ;n "0> 0'00 . i,w 01 ~). 
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Deolllologists are free to reject the maximization of aggregate wei­
hre as the root of all evil, while stilI maintaining that the under­
lying rationale of duries and rights is the protection of (individual) 
interests. Likewise, vinu. theoristS can hold that dispositions are 
rthically meritorious in proportion to their tendency to promote 
well-being, whether that of the "gem or others. If utilitarianism 
happens to be your favourite moral thwry then you ar<c unainly 
welcome to keep its particular structure in mind as we proo;c,ed. 
Rut we will bc working al a deeper level of ethicallhenry-building. 

7 . t T HE CAS E FOR WEl FA RIS~t 

On such a f" " damental question in ethical theory we Cannot ex­
pect proof but only, a. j. S. Mill famously put it, 'mnsideralion • 
. _ . capabk of dete rmining the intelle<;t ei ther to give or withhold 
its assent 10 the doctrine'.' The Iheory of Ihe good which we are 
trying to rslabhsh here hears more than a passing resemblance to 
rhe ·theory of life' thar Mill undertook to defend in chapter 4 of 
Utilitarian;",r: 'Ihat happine .. is desirable, and th. only thing 
desirable, a. an end; all OIh .. things being only drsirahle as mean, 
to that end." However, the route ta ken by Mill, in his notorious 
'proof of Ihi. theory , is dosed to us. Mi ll argued that happ ine .. 
is the only thing people desi", as an end. and derived Ihi, condu­
sion from a hedonistic analysis firs, of happiness and then of 
desire : ·de$iring a thing and finding it pleasant, "'-ersion 10 il and 
thinking of it as painful . are phenomena entirely inseparable, o r 
rather twO partS of the same phenomenon; in 'tri~tnes, of lan­
guage, two diffe",nt waY' of naming tt.. same p,ychological fact ." 
Mil/", case for his ethical hedonism Ihus re'ted on his p.ychologi­
cal he<.lonism. But he wa, <.loubly mista ken , ince, as should be 
de .. by now, neither h.ppiness nor desire can be giyen a hedon­
istic analysi •. Funhermore, it is a commonplace that people arC 
psychologically capable of valuing and pursuing ends other th.n 
happiness (either th. ir own or that of others). 

If welfari,m cannot be suppomd hy psychology, it i. tempting 
to tum 10 practical reason. The argument might run as follows: 
while wdfa", is not the only thing people are c~pable of ,,,,,king 
for its own ,ake, it is the onl)· thing which it is rational for them 

, It.;d. "J <- ' Jbid_ LJ7 . 
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10 see~, ~nd therefore ;t is th. only rali<>nal basis for o,hio. The 
problem is that the premiss of this argument is blatantly false, 
since jt confuSe5 rhe <d{-interest theory of practical ratioll3liry , 
which «qui,., individuals to maximize ,hei, own ",dbT', with 
the j"strumenw/ theory . which requires them 10 maximize the 
sOIisbe.;on of their desire, or preferences. The confu,;on usually 
a,i"". be,,"",., of the identification 01 prof.ren<;c-satisfaction with 
welfare. which is espteiall), common among e<:unomi,t. (oe. 
S«lion ,.1). As we know by nnw, howe'"or, ,h. lwo arc quite 
distinct , as a result of which the sell-inTerest thooty and the in­
Strumental ,hem), are in fulit)' mutually incompatible: the former 
holds that each individual has one uniquely rational uhimaTe end. 
namel)' his nwn wdl-being. whil~ the lan~r hnlds that rationality 
applies !O means only ami not !O end,.' Tha t the !elf,int~r.sl 
theory i, in any ca,~ fal .. is easy !O '"" from our r~spon.., to 
wmeone who knowingly makes himself wor,., off in pu,"uit of 
some rival category of value: the ethical. p<rhaps, or a.stheti" or 
perfeetionis!. We do not normally regard sueh p<rwns " irra' 
tiona l, o[ even unreasonable, unless tb.eir degree of sdf· ... cri~ce is 
carried to the .xtreme that they become a danger to themselves. 

There is therefore no carryo,'.r bere from practical reOSon fO 

ethics: the unique ,taulS of welfare in th~ laner domain cannot be 
derived from its ,im i]ar >tatu, in the former. Wdfarism affirms the 
foundational unit)' of ~Ihies, its r~wlvability into th~ promotion o f 
just one kind of value. But as an ethkal thenr)' it is nOt commine<! 
to the foundationa l uni,y of practical r • • ,on. Nor does any .uch 
unity appear to be defensible : reason, "dn emanare from distinct, 
independent, and f"OSsibly incommensurable poin" of view, of 
which ethic. i, but one. Be.id •• ethical value we can be called on 
to protect or promote other dimensions of ,·alu • . When one .uch 
dimen.ion ~on/1icts with another, practical reason appears to fur , 
ni,h no higher court capable o f adjud ica'ing the cunRicr, and no 
higher mode of va lue capable of subsuming th • .., particular nand­
point' . Pluralism therdore ..,em. to be the right '!Ory about prac· 
tical rationality. 

So why i. if then not also ,he right story for ethics? Perh.ps the 
rational and ,he "hi~al .b"u/d be symmetrical. 11 ,here are a 
variety of (bali, and irrcdu,ibk) value. whicb it can be ,"tioo.1 
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to pursue, why is Ihere nOt a similar variely which if can Ix ethical 
10 pursue? Wh)' rhe ~,ymmetry, Why should ethics h~,'" a more 
restricte<l domain? Suppose thaI with eyes wide open you choose 
a plan of life which you eJ<pect to I>e worse prudentially-worse 
for you-but better from some uther evaluative standpoim. So 
Ihat we might leave ~thic, oUT uf the piCTUre fur a moment, leI Ihis 
>IandpoinT be aeSThetic. In order to dedicate yourself exclusively to 
rhe purs"it of )'our ortisric vision, and l>eq,,"",h your inlmortal 
works to posterity, you sacrifice family. fortune. and heald,. 
We[fariST' con"de that this choice may Ix rarion.l, but they al,o 
daim that it is appropriale fur ~thics to ptot""t yuur well -being 
rather than your artistry eve" though this is not your own highest 
priority. Is this om an objectionable form of parernalism, a med­
dlesome denial of your aUTonomy? 

Ry way of reply, we may begin by n<>ling that sacrificing your 
well_being for the sake of son'e other end, though poSlibl. and 
possibly rational, is not quite as .asy as il may seem from this 
example. Yo"r welfar., we have said, is a matter of how s.atidying 
or fulfilling you authentically find your life. If yuu are driven by 
aesth .. ic passiun then the form of life in which you sacrifi" all 
o/l1u prudential goods (family, fonune, health, etc.) may, all things 
considered, Ix the moST ,"warding for yoo . The subjectivity of 
wellare is a ~rucial factor here. Since yuur welfarc already incor_ 
poral •• and rell""" your .uthomic poim of view, a w.Uarist ethics 
will nn! entirely disregard or ",·errid. your own prioriti •• for your 
life. However, thc point muSI not be o,·. rstaled. Since you Can 
ha,-e end. oth.r than your own wdl-Ixing (wo are not psycholo­
gical egoislS), )'our wdfare cannot simply be identified with the 
achievement of whatever you choo"" to aim for. In ord.r to locate 
genuine seU-sacri&e we have to ,uppose tha, io the rel.mless 
service of posterity you adopt a hf. goal which actually makes you 
miserable, ur at least leaves you wid. (One Ixgins 10 wonder what 
kind of artist I"OU would then Ix.) But in that case, it i. nor at ~II 
dur wh)· .thjc~ should be concerned will. the (assumed) gain in 
aeslheric value which compensates for the 10 .. of your well-being. 
Aesthetic value is the concero of. well, .esthetics. This is ethics; 
why should it take aesthetic value on board? 

Furthermore, we sltould not suppose that the rules of. wdfarist 
morality will forbid individual< to make non-welfariSl choice •. 
Any rea,ona!>l. sel of arrangements wi ll protect autonomy, among 



other values, as an inrrinsi, prudential good-lhe kind of th ing 
which "nriehe. ou, li"es by its very prCSentt, They win theref"re 
ensure that individual. h.v. ,,,ffic;'m .paooe in which 10 ,et th"i, 
own prioriti", for their live., imp<>'<ing Jimits only at Ihe margin 
Iwhen ",hers will he adversely .fre.:ted, when you become. dan­
ger to your .. lf, when you .re oot comp<tcnt to make .uch choitt., 
etc. I. In<k,d, !i«uring that discrdionary sP'" is on. of ,he prin­
cipal fuouion. of a theory of righls. ' A welfarist ethi.-an elhics 
with a wdfarist uhimale justificorion-should be flexible enough 
10 make rOOm for idio'yncTlsy. eccentricity, even a littl, eruiness. 

If we can argue 10 wdfafi,rn from neither psychology nor ra­
lionality, how can we get ,here? Suppose wr try a diffe,.,,, tack. 
W.!farism, we have !.:lid, is a monistic Iheory "I the good. Even 
if you acc~pt the priorilY of the good. th. monistic story may >ecm 
particularly implausible . Is it really possible that all of ,he com­
pl. ,. st,uclllre of ethics has as its point the furthering of jusl one 
pMticul.r kind of val ue? After all, ,he world throw. a bewildering 
array of v. lu", al us: how could it he that jusl "ne of the .. 
wnstitute, the ground floor of othies? Wdl . we can at least 'pecify 
what a value would ha"c to be like in order to he cap~ble of 
occupying this theoretical niche. First, it would have to be ;n/r;",;, 
-that is, worth ha";ng or pursuing for its own uke, oot merely 
by " irrue of some further good with which it is wnnccted or 
associated, This condition will dimina .. anything who~ value is 
m .. dy instrumental or ~ontributo ,y. Seco~d, it must be ~bstM't 
or gen"";, , Our ethical ddiberation. and evaluation$ CO"., a wid. 
rang, of contexts fronl ,hela'ger issues of law or politics through 
qu"'tions of community and p<~ona l relations to our own indi­
vidual aspirations and acrions. In th ... different ,e.lms we pursue 
or promote many goods: liberty , autonomy, equality, sociality, 
loyalty , intimacy, security, health , achievement, enjoyment, and so 
on. It is nOl believable ,hat anyone of the .. could somehow turn 
out to be the point of the whole .nterp,i~ or the deep justification 
of the ... t; they a .. all too parochial for that. If there i • • ,i ngle 
foundational v.lue then it must be broad . nough to enwmp.ss all 
of th"se local goods and to explain their app<a!. Nothing short of 
an abstract Category or mode of value will have the requisite 
degree of generality. 
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Third, the "alue in question mU$t be ;mporliJI1,. What is ~h3r· 

anori.tic of morality, across most of it, domain •. i~ its peromptory 
or insistent rone. Moral considerations are advanced as constraints 
on our wi,he. or des;""., as demand, we must heed even when we 
would prefer nor to. If th.~ constraint. and demand, are 3011;0 the 
""TYKe of SOme category of the good, then th. case fo r promoting 
this good had bene, be protty compelling. Finally, the good Wt are 
seeking muSt be ethically wlie"t. We aT, nO! mcrdy asking for an 
inventory o f imrins;c values. We also wam to know which of th .. " 
values mi!',ht coont 3, foundational for dn nhi,,,lliJeary. Now an 
ethical ,hcory ha. a ecHo;n distinct;,". content and function, deal · 
ing as ;t does wilh such matters as the distribution of rights and 
dUlies, ,he a,,,",,smem of motives and dispositions, the assignment 
of responsibility, the allocation of blame and punishment, the appro­
priateness of guilt and .hame, and so on. If there is a foundational 
,'alue for ethics, then ir must Ix not onl)' worth pursuing for its 
own .. ke but also capabl. of supporting this characteristic struc· 
ture of judgements and practices. Not all va lues, however central 
the)' may be to their own domain, can bear this panicular weight. 
Aesthetic value, for nample, is (arguably1 instrinsic, ab.tract, and 
impotlant, bUI il can provide al b.sl the malerial, for building an 
aesthetic theory; it S«ms oUi of the question as a foundation for 
ethics. 

Welfare po5sesses all four of these features. Its value cetlainly 
seems to be intrinsic; we normally regard benefits and harms as 
mattering in ,heir own righl and nol merely as mean. to further 
ends. It is generie, since it embraces a wide variety of more specific 
goods as standard SOurces of well·being. It is imporrant , sin", it 
tracks ,he way in which individual,' lives go well or badly, in their 
own cyes or from their point of view. Finany, it is Mhieally salient: 
the fact that a cour", of action would make someooe beuer off 
countS in favour of it, and ,he fact ,hat it would make someone 
wotse off counts against it. The central thesis of wdfa.ism is that 
dh;", h~s ulrimMely to do wilh ensuring Ih~1 lives go well, or at 
leasl Ihal .hey no/ go badly. Whenever we are told thaI we have 
3 moral Uamn to do ",mcthing we are therefore entitled {o ask: 
'Whore is the good in ill Whose life will go ben .. as a re.ult? Who 
will be benefited (or saved from being harmod)?' And likewis. , 
when we arc told that "'e ha'.., a moral reaSOn not to do some· 
thing we rna)" rightfully ask: 'Where is the harm in it? Who will 
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be made worse off as " re,ult ?"' Where thert: i~ no an~WCT to this 
q"csrion . no linkage 10 benefits or harms. however remot. or 
jodi,,",,!, then th. alleged reasonS may be rejected as so m30)' 
fictions. 1\"ow I find this an enormously attractive pictur. of the 
ultimale poim o f the whole ethical em. tpr;, •. If something will 
inlprove the conditions of no one', life, ma ke no one better off, 
t hen what ethical rea"," could be given for recommending it? And 
convrrsely jf som<lhing will harm no one, mah no one worse off, 
whO! rea,on could be given for condemning it? 

Welfarisrn alw gives a credibk account of what "'"C may call the 
circum""n""" of elhics: th. conditions under which ;t is both 
possible and nec~sar)·. These condition. a re ,wofold: (I) a set of 
mo,,,/ "gml' who po .... s th. requisite rationali ty and autonomy 
10 =ognize and act on moral rusons, thus to regulate their liv<'S 
by means of ethical standards, and (1) a sct of mOTal patients who 
must be taken into accoum in the deliberations of mor.1 "gems. 
Welhri,m h"s no special theory to offer of moral "&,,n9, but it 
does give us a crilerio>' of moral sianding for determining who 
qualifies a< a moral patient . To have moral standing is to count 
or mafler morally in one", 0 .... ·" right or fot one's OW" sake. '· 
Welfarism entails that moral standing is sharod by all cr.arnres 
with a welfa,e, thus (on the happiness theory) all sentient crea· 
tures. This is, 1 suggest, an intuitively plausible a~Wunt of the 
limit' of our moral consider. tion; it explains why il i, • morally 
trivial matter for me to pull the weeds in m)' g<lrden but nOI for 
me to poi,on my neighbour's c.t." BUI welf .. i,m .Iso tell. us Ihat 
the existence of ,a,iona l . gent, is not sufficient by itself to make 
mora l 'hinking possible. It is conceivable tha t such agents might 
be utterly lacking in affect (they might [,. su~rintdligem comput· 
ers. for instancc:l. thus quite incapable of finding their hv.-s (if that 
is th. appropriate torm for them) either sa ti,fying or unsatisfying. 
If that were th. case, theo nothing could go either weI! or badly 

• In pht .. i~ th. qu,,,",,,, in ,hi, m'o"" . I do "'" "',,." 10 ... gg ... ,h .. for 
o w.lf" i" ,",,,,,,,,hin~ ,"" ... 11, oitniiY.n, h.pp<-n. only when """...",. i. mode 
bt"" 0< " .... 1< off ,ho" ,II< wookl 0<00-'0'>< h.", btffi. For • "'''qu< 01 ,h i, 
bound.ry ,,,,,dilioo for ''',If.Ii,m . .... p.,~, '984. , h. 16. I, i, ''"'ugh 'hat • ., • 
..... 11 0/ on,', >chon. Ii,,, witt II" h<tt<, '" w''''''. 
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for them. If the world were lacldng in any other sentient creatureS 
then, whatever intellectual abilities the.., rational beings might 
have, ethics would lie beyond their range: there would be nothing 
for moral thin king 10 be tlboUl. The preconditions of ethics in­
clude not merely agency but also .entienee. 

Since wdfari,m is a theory .bout the foundalions of elhics, it is 
difficult 10 know how to go about defending il. On what does one 
support the foundations? The be" way 10 make a posilin case for 
welfarism is 10 explain as dearly as possible what the ,·iew entails, 
and what wdfare is, and Ihen to say: 'Then now, don't you find 
11",1 aIlTaClive?' Altornatively, we can try to show tha, welfarism 
makes good sen,e of some of our orher intuilive ethical commit­
ments, such as our view abou, 'he boundaries of moral standing. 
But at a certain Idisappointingly ea rly ) point these positive consid­
erations run out, and the case for welfarism mons into a decid­
edly negative mode . As a monistic Ih<:Qry of ,he good, we!farism 
claim, that 1,1 wdlare maltOn lultim3trly and for its own sake), 
and ( ~ ) nothing dse does. It is the second claim IhO! is the Slick­
ing point for most cTitics 01 weli.ri,m. They do nol find it dif­
ficult to acknowledge ,he intrinsic ethical value of wolfare, but 
they find the exclusion of aU other goods arrog:>nt and dogmatk. 
Their preferred theory is pluralistic, adnuning welfare alongside 
some of the.., other goods. Against this piu .. listi, altern.,ive, 
we!farisr~ are forced onto th~ dcf~nsive, arguing for each such 
add itional good that it does nOt deserve a fonnd~tional role in 
ethics . 

The merits of pluralism will be delmred in rh~ next seclion. 
Mcanwhile, w~ should pan,. to note tha t the argumentmin gains 
to Ihi' point have nm been If;v;aJ. If ,he intrinsic valu~ of we!far~ 
is con",ded. then that i, sufficient to rule out c"ery competing 
nrsion of monisnl. To appreciale what this means, let us look at 
one such competitor. We oudined above four desiduara for any 
value cap.ble of serving in a monistic theo ry of the good: it muSt 
be intrinsic . generic, important, and elhically salient. The.., pre· 
requisites serVe to S<:f«n potential candidates, thus ro narrow our 
search down to • ,hort list of genuine con tenders. I suggest rhat 
thi s short list contain, only two items which merit seri<Jus consid­
eration, namel y welfare and ""rleaion. It ..,emS to me that through­
out the long history of ethics virtually all theorists who have 
accepted a monistic rheory of the good have grounded their mor.1 
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S{ru~rure 011 one or the other o f these categories. I condudc that 
wdfarism', only ..,rious monistic rival is ""rfraionism. 

To say tha, something has p"ftctioniS! ,'al,,( is 10 say that it is 
a good iustano:c or specimen of its kind, or thaI it exemplifies the 
excdJences ,haracteri,tic of its panicular nalure. Whereas welfare 
is ,ubi" .. :t;'-., perfection is objective; ,he criteria which determine 
the "",f«l ionist value of a [if. are derived entirely from the nat­
Il'll kind 10 which the .ubjeer of ,he life belongs, and nol al aU 
from her own attitudes or values. Therefore, while happin"", is 
constitutive of wdfar •• it is ptriph",al or contingent where perfec­
tion is concernW. We ha,-. already ..,cn (i n =';011 3.4) how the 
Ideological theory i. really a tneory about perfection rather .han 
welfare. We .her~ noted .hat .his condusion '<ltles no substantive 
ethical issues , since it remains open '0 .he perfec.ionist to urge, 
agaimt the wdfariSt, ,hal I"'rfeclion must be induded among .he 
basic values in an e.bica ITheory . or even tha. iT is ,he wle such 
value. This is ,he ,erious dain, .ha. can be made on behalf of 
perfeaionism: no. ,hat it Can help us understand II,. na.ure of 
welfare bu. that it can serve instead a, the axiological foundation 
of ethics. like welfare. perfection ,eem, initially well suited to 
playing thi, role. It appears to be intrinsically valuable. it ;s a 
brood, abstract category of value which embraces and supports 
many more specific goods, il i, «<mingly importan., and ;t is 
plausible to think of it as e'hi<:ally ,alient. Could a case Then be 
made for perfecTionism as a monistic theory of the good? 

Some have ,hough, so, mo •• recently Thomas Hurka in hi, 
admirably thorough articula tion and defen~c of perfectionism." 
Hurh ,hares the assumptions which are struauring our presen' 
inquiry; ind •• J, he gou further hy endorsing a maximiling con­
sequentialism. He also diSTingu ishes clearly between perfection and 
welfa re . Hi, que"ion .hen i, which value should be maximized 
in ethics, and his answer is: pt:rfection. Actually, he i, somewhat 
ambivalent as between two answers: (1) perfectioo alone, and (1.) 
perfection along with other foun da'ional >alu,", " Th" former 
option, whi"h Hurka calls pure pcrfedionis"" is monistic; ,h" 
lauer i, pluralistic. W. will consider perfection as on" cnns.ituen. 
of a value plurali'm in the next ,ection; for tb. moment we a re 
interested unly in the question whether i. can "and alone as a 
foundational good for cthic •. 



Wel(iJr;sm '" like wclfarism, perfe<;tioni~m is most inrcresting in irs S!ronge~1 
and purest form, Hurka is dearly templed by it in this form: 

The narrow perfection;'t ide. _hat me hum.n good con,i't$ in .he de­
,·e1opmen. of human n.",r~_i. nnt only attracti •• bu •• 1", m.ke. a 
p<remp.ory cl.im. It is of , uflleien. de",h and po"",r to prcocn. i""lf .. 
nO! one m"",1 idea amnng o.h. " but the foundation for all mor. li.y, and 
it thncforc di'misse. <ooo:m •• hat ~.Mo! be ~"" nec .. d to ;" 1/ • p.o­
roscd moral id<o ba' no ~onJ1ocrion to propenies <oMt;tu,i .. of hum." 
n.rur<, it has no moral wright." 

On balance, howe"e!, he draw. back from endorsing rhi. Wleom" 
promising version of rhe theory: ., am nOt Sure whefher rhe mOlt 
plausible moral theory i. a pur. p<"rfeclionism based on th. nar­
row ideal of human M.U," or " plurahSI ~iew Ihal al.o gives 
weigbt to otocr moral concerns.' '' One of These moral concerns is 
welf"'e. A monistic perkc.ionism amibules no value 10 happine~ 
or s.1tisfac.ion or enjoyment (however aUThentic), except in so far 
3S Ihe~ coodit ions are indicators or a<xompanimenrs of proper 
(mental or physical) functioning. This ~ems,'o "'y the least, a triAe 
au" .... Wor~, as Hurka recogni, ... , pure perfectionism cannot 
recogni>e iX'in or suffering as intrinsic evils; indeed, it has no 
room for the very eonecpT of an imrinsic evil." [t Th .. rforc can 
make no Sense of .he idea that a lifo might be KMr<:d by great 
tragedies (losing on.'s family in th Holocaust, being rapod or 
tortured, suffering from chronic dep",.,inn) and might even, un­
der extreme condi.ions, be no longer worth hing, Since th ese 
condilions ~em 10 make ~n~, indeed are di,",ouragingl)" com­
mon, .heir omi.s;on is a •• rious defee. in a monistic perfectionism. 
No theory which fails to find a place for w.ll-being land ill-being) 
could po~ibly .ell the whol. SlOr)" about the good. 

Pcrlc<lionism is most credible not when it purports to providc 
the entire foundarion for e-rhiCll, bUI when it insiSls on being ac­
corded a place in a plurali"ic theory of .he good. Before we move 
on to cxamine pluralism more closely, however, we have onr itrm 
of unJinishtd business 10 which we should attend. Welfarism, we 
have S-lid, is .he view .hat only welfare matTers. ultimately and in 
ils own righ., for e.hics. D.xs this imply that all " "lfare has agent­
neutra l value, rcg.1fdle~ 01 its source? [n an in~uemial di,",ussion, 
Thomas Noge! has argued against this inclusive vicw." Nagcl 

,. Ibid . 10<>-1. 19<'. 
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distingui~hc, two generic <areg",i •• of prudenti,1 gooJs--physicoJ 
pleasure or comiun and the achi.vemom of aims or gool_and 
argues ,hal while ,be value of ,he former is agem-neutral, ,he 
value of ,h. [,'Iter is only ageoHeb,ive. H. ,akes the same view 
of their negaTive counterparts: the disvaloe of physical pain or dis­
comfort is agcnl -ncmral, ,hal of the frustrat ion of our projects is 
agcm-rebtivc. 

In a,se";ng the weight of this distinction, let us remind our­
selv"", what is at St.,ke. A thing has agent -neutral value if it pro­
vide. eVOlynn. with a rea..,n at least to ""am it {{> happen, and 
pos.ihly (in ,h. appropriate situation l 10 take ''"ps 10 bring it 
aoom; it has agent -relative value if the reaSOn it generales applies 
only to ,hose connected 10 ,h. ,hing in ..,me spe<:ial way , The 
,'alue of pleasure, for in"ance, is agent-neutral if everyone h~s a 
reason to want it for m'yo~e, and ageuHdative if everyone has a 
reason only to want it for themselves. Likewi.e, pain h" age",­
neurral d i,value if .wryone ha, a reason to wam Il"yO"'" pain to 
'lOp, and agent -relative di<value if this reason applies only to their 
own pain, The h)'puthe.is of welfaris", is that wdfare, rrgardlc<s 
nf it, ,ourc", is age,u·neutrally valuable, If this daim ~annot be 
made out for SOme intrinsi~ prudential goods rhen welfari,m i, 
defeated , 

Nagel accepts the claim for the case of physical plramrc and 
pain; here h. believes lhal the mo,t plamible story wncerning 
their value lor diwal"ej will tfeat ir as agent -neutral. Thi, is dear­
est in rhe case of pain or suffering, which ucms to have the 
.trongest ethical grip on us, If the badnes, of pain is only agent­
rdative lhen 1 have no reaSOn to want your pain to stOp, or to do 
an),thing to alleviato it, unl .. , I happen to Care about il or it 
bOlhers m. in some waJ', Likewise, 1 will h,,'e to believe of my 
own pain that while r have a r.ason 10 relic,'. ir, you h3\'e no 
reason to car. whether it i, relieved, or to hdp in any way. Nagel 
argu .. , correctly I think, that thi, is not the way we normally 
think abou, the badness of pain, whether our own or that of 
oth.rs. On the rontra,)', w. take rhe view thot rher. is a reaSon 
for relieving anyone'~ pain which is rooted in th. intrinsic nature 
of the experien~e itself, the faCt that it f«ls so awful. 

Where the achievement of aims or pmj« .. is concernc<l, how ­
"'er, Nagel switches to an agen, -rela,iv. account. If you ha,'e 
raken on rhe proje<.-r of training to run • marathon ,hen, while that 
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glves you a rrason to want to succeed and thus to do what is 
necessary for this end, i, gives m.e no reason 10 Want you to 
~uctt<'d, let alone aid YOIl in any way. Now I find Ihe di'parity in 
Nagel', trratment of these two kinds of case strange. If I have" 
reaSon to want you r headache to go away, or to help you '0 
relieve it, why doo't I also haw a reason to want yo" 10 achieve 
yuur aim of running a mara,hon, Of 10 help fOU do so? Th. 
asymmetry seems especially odd when we rdl«:t that success a, 
your project may be more imporlant 10 you than reli.f from your 
headache. Why ~hould we think Ihat agent-neutral ,-alu. is wn­
fined to pl.a,,,,e or enjoyment, and denied to equally imponant 
prudenlial goods such a~ a,hievement? 

Nager, reasons for affirming the asymmetry appear to be two­
fold. First, he !;ay~, we can a~<ign pankular pleaoure, and pain, 
to a more general category-h;l~ing ~xperie"aii which we fi"d 
imrinsic,,11y "treMble or di<agru~bl ....... which is a plausible can­
didate for agent-neutral value/dis'-al"". But we Cannot do this fur 
<ucce,s al our aims or projecl~, since Ihe only available general 
category is gell;"g wh~r we w~nt or prefer, which has no such 
value. Nagel i~ righI, I believ~, to deny that desirr- or preferrnce­
.. risfaoiun has agem-neurral val". as such. But tl.e r"aSOn he is 
righl tells against, ralher than for, hi, denial of such value to the 
achievement of our aims. o." ire-satisfaotion has no agem-neurral 
value as such bu",«e il does "01 reli~bl'l (oruwre wilh welfare (il 
waS th e mistake of the desire theory to think that if does). I have 
no rra<on to aid you with your proj~ct_ or uen to bope ,hat you 
succeed. if ,u<:cess will ma~e you no bener off. But suppose that 
it will make you bener off, that il will be a prudemial good for 
you, Then I ha"e tnc Same genoric reason for wishing that yo" not 
fa il as I have for wi,hing that you not ,uffer_ namely, that your 
life will go heller IhM way. The general category of pleasure ur 
enjoyment has agent-neutral value beQtuse it is a generic land 
intrinsic) source of well-being. But achieve"",m has the same value 
for Ihe same reason. The uhimate category wi,hin whicb both 
kinds of prodemial good can be loca ted, and which 'UppoMS their 
claim to agent-neutral value or disvaltte, i, welfare ilself. Thai i, 
why if seems so strange 10 drive a wedge between th~m_" 

The other difference Nagel nOies between th. cases of pleasure! 
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pain and ~ucccsslfailurc is that the laller, but not the former, aIr 
in a em ain Sen", optional for us. lIy Ihis he means thaI while we 
cannot hdp liking pleasure and disliking pain, we Can eli""". 
wlikh proiccn w tah on and thus which states of the world wiU 
be sources of satisfaction or fruSlration for us. Now ooe could "ply 
to this that we have no mOT. (or less) control OVCT liking s""".s, 
and disliking failure than we have OVOl our altitudes to pleasure 
and pain, hut that would be to miss Nagel's point. What h. is 
worried about, I think, is 'he kind of ethical claim th.t our proj~," 
will have on others if they a rc acknowledged 10 gencrme agent­
neutral reasons. Nagel invokes in suppo'! of h is vicw an inA". ,,-
1;.1 argument by T. M. 5.:anlon which condude,' 'The fact that 
Someone would be willing to forgo a decent diet in ordrr to build 
a monument to hi, god doe~ not mean ,hat hi, claim on other, for 
aid in his proje<:t has 'he same mength a, a claim for aid in ob­
taining enough to eat.' '' Scanlon', argument, and therdore Nagel's 
as well, i~ ba",d on the foreseeable implicaT;ons of an ethical 
theory: according agent -neutral value to the achievement of aim, 
(where this has prudential value) will r",olt in unrcalOnable 
burdens bting imposed on others . But whether or not this i •• 0 
will depend un huw une chouses to generate a theury of The right 
(in particular, a theory of justice) out of a welfarist theory of the 
good. IThe normative contexT of Scanlon', argument is ThaT of 
diWibutive justice. ) Thi, will play out in very different way~ for 
different ethical theories a nd seemS a matter to be determined at 
the interface between the good and the right." WeJfa rism works 
aT a prior stage: the formulaTion of a theory of the good. It seems 
premature to contour This theory just so as to forestall unwanted 
deontological imphcations, especially if doing 10 <ttms to rel y on 
what, from the point of view of the good, is an arbitrary distinc_ 
tion belW,""n equally imponant generic sources 0/ wolf.re. 

[f W~ rejec, that distinction, ,here can "ill be further realOn, for 
questioning wherher all prudr:ntial good, have positive ethical value. 
What about happiness or satisfaction deri,'ed from a lif ... yle which 
is trivial or demeaning or degrading? Doe< this COun t too? W. 
must be careful here to specify the kind of case we have in mind. 
O n the happine .. theory a lifes!}'1e genuinoiy enhances a person's 

" Sc.nl, .. ' 07\ . ") .,.-60; q""tM " N.~I '.~6. , 67_ 
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w.ll-being only when it has been endorsed by her under condi . 
tions of adequate information and by means of "alues or stand­
ard, which she h .. autonomously adopted. These authenticity 
ronditions are themselves sufficient tn exclude many ca .... of re­
pugnant lifestyle, . since they will not count a, prudentially valu­
able for their ,ubjeers , Slit not a ll: as we noted in th. previous 
chapter, pwple are c~pable in principle of adopting such ways of 
lif. authentically, however lUdikoly this may be in practice. Where 
the authenticity requirements are salisfied we have no reason to 
thin k Ihat the choice in question is bad for the prIson who has 
made it . However distasteful we may find her choke, for all we 
know it i, the lifestyle which will be most fulfilling for that person 
in her full particularity. In that case, what reason could we have 
for denying ethical value to her well-be ing? 

A step further takes Us to fonns of sa,isfaClion which are mor­
ally repugnant. Does wdfansm assign positi ve ethica l value to 

uht1de"{re,,de-the enjoyment of others' misfortune? Worse, what 
about the sadistk pleasures of rapillS or tortu,en? Is it a morally 
bener ,tate of aflairs that they should take pleasure in rheir evil 
praC1i""s, since at least theo there is something of po,itive value to 
balance against th. harm they do to their victims? The anthenti· 
dty conditions may also suffice to SCreen out many of these unpal· 
atable d.sires as SOUIUS of well-being; in particular, we may doubt 
the extent to which they can be au tonomous." However, it s •• ms 
to me unlikely that they can be excluded Iry Ih~ir wry IIt1rllM 
without smuggling in illicit fomts of non-prudential value. If so, 
thrn we must face the fact that people are also capable in principle 
of deriving authentic enjoyment both from th.ir own nastiness 
and ftom the suffering it inflict. on oth.rs. 
The~ kind. of satisfa~,ion stretch welfarism', tol.ration to it, 

limit: if Our aim is to build 3 wolfari.t moral theor)" how can we 
admit such tainted sources of welfare onto il' ground floor? The 
solution 10 thi, problem, I think , lies once mOfe in reminding 
ou rselves how li nle welfari,m determines of Ihe structure of 3 

moral thtory: while it tells uS wherein the good consists, it does 
not dictate how the right is to be derived from it. One possibility. 
of course, is ronsequentialist or, more narrowly, utilitarian, where 
all welfare gains and loss •• are counted in ca/culating th. optimal 
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ov~rall bala,lC~. U,ilit3rians hav~ 'ended .0 indude even sadi.tic 
enjoymen,~ rdying on the injury tha • .odi ... inflict on their vic­
tims to ensure that their practices will he condemned." Wh .. hcr 
or not ,ha, is ,he war '0 go is a que,.ion we ne~d nol here decide . 
sim;e welf,,,ism leaves other direclions open as well, including ,h. 
option of ruling .he ddi!xrale inAie.ion of harm on others imper· 
missible in principle . whatenr its overall wdfare payoff. An eth· 
ical framework with ,his deontological Stnoct",e is still welfarisr . 
sin~e it admits nothing but welfare .0 irs .heory of .he good. It 
simply add",,,.s .he mornl problem raised by ev il appetite. 01", · 
wher<:, in its account of th. right. In genNal, this seems .he appro­
priate way to deal with i. , uther .han by lauoching • pre-emptIve 
,trike or .h. de.per level ,,( the good" 

7.~ PLU R ALISM 

PluTalists maintain ,hal there are many foundational goods, each 
irreducible to any of ,he orh .. s and each wort h furth.ring for it, 
own sake. In ethics now.days, as in politics, ,his view is in Ihe 
ascendant : in r""ent ycars versions of it have hten defended by 
philosophers <xf..crwise as disparate as haiah Berlin, Thomas Nagel, 
Bernard Williams, John Finnis, Chari .. Taylor, S.uart Hampshire, 
Pcter Rail'on, Amartya Sen, J""ph Ral, Michael Stock~r, and 
John Kekes." Much of the popul3riry of pluralism, I surmise, 
derive& from thc fa" that it minors the temper of Our tim ... In its 
respect for diversity, its acknowl.dgem~nt of individual and cui­
IUral differenc"" ir is ideally suired.o the erh", of rolerarion which 
distinguishes the modern mu\ticuitu,,1 Iibe,,1 Slale: pluralism is 
the rheory, liberal neutra~ty the practice. It is also railoreJ to fir 
th. modest ambitions of rocen, moral and political philosophy 
which, cbastened by feminist and communitarian critiques. has 

~ Se-t. for . ""mpi<. s.m." ['nJ, '1-7. 8<mlum in< lttd<d [It< .pIe,,,,,", '" 
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turned its back on grand, comprehensive, ,..,ductive, unive",.listic 
theories. By ~omrast, plur.11i,m n""d offend, silence, or exclude no 
one: if the valu .. of community .~rn important in their own righI, 
they can find their place alongside mote individual goods: if tra · 
ditional theories have ignored the distinctive virtues of l"'""on.1 
rcbtionships then there is a place for them as woll. Plurali,m has 
the potentia l to a~com[1lodate Or .diu" to any shifts in the pr.· 
vailing <ociai or philosophical winds: it is the low chu rch of ethics 
and politics. 

Defending wdfa rism agaimt competing monistk theori .. of the 
good is rehtiveJy e.;sy; it involoes only arsuing that if you ~re 
going 10 res/rid yourself /0 OIoe found~lion~1 good then welfare is 
your be" choke. Contending with pluralist views is much harder. 
The ,utring edge of welfarism is not the daim that welfare mat· 
te", in its own right. which most of ,,. would grant and whi,h is 
enough by itself ro defeal rival monisms; il is the denial of NJual 
foundational Slatus to all other values. The wellarist mult be pre· 
pared to "'Sue that every non-welfarist item on the pluralist's list 
has no intriosi<: ethical value. And that seems just as arrogant and 
intolerant as the claim made by some ,..,ligions 10 provide the only 
path to ete rnal bliss. Wclhrism may therefor. be top of the monistk 
da", but the whole dass may be mad. up 0/ slow learners. 

Checking the foundational cmJentials of e""Y non·wdfarist good 
would be a tedious, and endless. task. In an effort to ",onomi,. 
on argumentative resource" I will di vide ri"al goods into two 
categories. The first consists of perso,,~1 goods: valuable states or 
activiti .. realized within the live, of indi"idual ~=ns jor, more 
broadly, sentient beings). Item, which fall into thi' ca regor)' in· 
dude health, pleasure or enjoyment. achievement or success, ra· 
tionality, knowledge or undetstanding, dose p"f'lonal rdarionships, 
safe!)' or security, risk or adventu~, liberty, autonomy, a sense of 
self·worth, meaningful work, and leisure or play. The second 
caregory consim, naturally enough, of impe.so .... 1 goods, whkh 
belong to emili .. other ,han ~",ons. Th .. e indude goods which 
can be manifested in the lives of non-sentient organi,ms jsuch a. 
funerioning or flouri,hing), values reali,ed by social groups or 
communities (such as collective achievement or ,elf-derermina!ion), 
and environmental values inhering in still broader collecti,·;ties 
(including the survival of spc<:ies and the integrity and ,tability of 
biolic communities). For each 0/ Ihese rival values, p"TSonal and 
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irnp"ronal .Iike, the wdbrist i ~ rommined <0 .dopting one of 
tWo str.tegie-;: either ro·opting it os " welfarist good or denying 
th.t its pursuit a. an ond has any place in ethics. 

For ptrsonal goods th. (o·01'tion stu.egy is the moSI promis· 
ing. For consider: .ny ptrsooal "allle which could plausibly k 
advan""d a< basic or foundational for ethics will also be a ~tand· 
.. d intrinsic roure" of wdl·boing. Recall how (hi, goes. Since 
welfare consists in (authentic) happin .... ' or lik satisfaction, some· 
thing (anything) can make Our live. go kU"r onl)· if it contributes. 
directly or indirectly, to making our li"ed exptrience more re" 
warding or fulfilling. When the rontrihution .omething makes to 
our li\'e~ is direct-when. that is, we lind its prosen"" in our lives 
enriching in itself, indeptndenrly of any further good to which it 
leads-then that counts as an intrinsic source of our well ·king. 
The intrinsic sources of our well·being are .herdore intrinsic pm· 
denti,l goods for u~; a,pect~ of our lives which w<: CO re about or 
prize for their own ",ke. Oespil< our individual diff"en""., i. i. 
not difficult to compile a 1i~1 of gener;'; good, whose prudential 
payoff for uS is, inta ali .. , intrinsic- the items on {he foregoing li,{ 
of ptrsonal goods will "''''e very nicely. (An analogous Ii,t could 
be compiled for non·human welfar. subjectS. ) 

The "'""lIr"" of wclfari,rn serve to sharptn somewhat the qu .... · 
tion about a pluralism of Ihe good. The pluf3list wi~hcs 10 include 
rome (or all) personal goods as basic ethical value., alongside 
wdfare. She therefore believes Ihat the)· arC worrh promoting for 
the;, oum jilke il"d i"dependemiy of the extent 10 which thq 
"",ke OJor lives go well. Is titis a plausible view? Here, I thiuk, we 
h,,·. reached onc of those bedrock queslions in ethio whi~h can 
be answered only by sining down in 3 cool hour and thinking it 
ovcr as dearly and carefully as po"ibk. For my own p"'t, I can 
find no ethical value in promoting achievement or knowledge or 
liberty, or any other ptrsonal good, if no one m all will k better 
off for il: neither the person whose good it is nor anyone eI>e. To 
my mind, th. value of these state. of affai .. is adequately captured 
by the role they play in enriching our lives; there i, 00 remainder 
which ",qui"" indeptndent aeknowledge ..... nt kyond this pru· 
dential payoff. I can offer here no proof .ha. installing these item, 
as separatc, non ·wdfarist basic goods i. redunda"', bm I do think 
Ihal althis point it is lair to shiflthe argumentalive burden 10 the 
plurali.t. Since welfarisls Can already make >en$e of the "hical 
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point of pTOmoting and pTOtoc(ing thesc personal goods, and .inee 
foundational valu .. should not t,., multipli.d t,.,yond n=ssity, 
some reason is need.d for a'~ording them an independent Status. 

Thi. anti-plurahst argument is very general aod abstract ; its 
force may t,., easier to assess if we (<xu. on a test ~ase. Am.ny' 
s..., has artkulatM a version of pluralism whieb finds room for 
two w-<=qual foundational values: wdl-t,.,ing and agency. " We 
have already examined his analysi. o f the former in terms of 
functionings and eap.1bilities (section 3.3). By agency Sen means 
'wh,t the p<"fSOn is fre<: to do and a~hiev. in pursuit of whatever 
go.l, or values be or she regard, a, important'." Agency i, tbu, 
a broad kind of freedom or autonomy, whjeh Sen thinh maners 
.. much for .,hics as welfare: 'Persons muSt enter the moral ac­
counting by others not only a, people wb"", well·t,.,ing demands 
concern, hut also as people wh"", re.ponsible agency must t,., 
re<;ognized:" 'Although tb. ag.ocy aspect and the wen-being as­
p!'Ci both are important, they are important for quit<: different 
reaSOn!. In one perspective, a person is seen as a doer and a judge, 
wh .. ea, in tbe otber the same person is seen as a t,.,neficiary 
whose intereils and advantages na..., to t,., considered. There i. no 
way of reducing this plural-information base into a moni" one 
without losing something of importance.''' 

kn'. case for pluralism depends in part on the possibi lity of 
,"nlliet t,.,tween the two goods. He gives the following ca .. : 

Yo~r friend i, inju,O<I in an =ide"t and i, un<Dn!Cious. The doctor .oy. 
,ba' .i,ber '",.,ment A or t'e.'",."1 R con be u.w "nd one would be ju .. 
a, df"";,, . , rhe ",h", but ,h .. you. friend would .uffer 1 ... ftom A 
because of irs ,m.lIer sid. dfoq •. However, you happen '0 know ,hat 
your friend ""ould h,," eh .... n treatment II, ,inc< ,,,, .. men, A i, >>SO­
"i .. 0<1 with ..,m< exp<rimenn on Ii, .. anima l. of which your friend di.­
. pprova ,,,,.lIy. H. would, in fact, agree ,hat tre.tmen' A would have been 
ben.r fm hi, w.Il.t,.,illj!, hut ... f, .. agent he would have no,·ertllel ... 
eh"..n tr.otmrnt LJ, if h. wrrr given ,he choic<." 

If )'ou authorize treannem B, Sen s.'ys. then yon are attaching an 
independent value to your friend's agency, in competition with his 
we1I-t,.,ing. And that .. ems a rea,onable thing to do. 

I.' Hi, "=>'J" of til< po<! .. "" ou' ..,.", fu lly in Sen 19Sj!>. Sen is . 1", • 
pl",.li" . bout "·,II . ",,i~ >« f><n ,,'Q-,. 

" St. '9iJb, LOJ . " Ibid. ' Ot · 
~ Ibid. LOS 1100<.",.,. omitted l. " tbi.l . L,,?-'O. 
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We have alrud\' nmed, in (he pre"ious section , (11..( a rational 
agem can de.:idc (0 sacIifi~e his own well-being fOI th. sake of 
some coml"'ting value . Sen in,erprets Ihe foregoing case a! JUS( 
such a sacrifice, where the eoml"'ting value is a (pr~umably au ­
tonomous) ethical commitmem. As Sen ,ees it, you are in ,h. 
position of choo,ing to side ei,her wi,h your friend's wei/arc or 
with his agency, How.,·er. it is not dear thai your friend himstlf 
will subsequently >« your cho ice in thi' light. He might, for in ­
stance, regard himself a, having been tainted Or corrupted by 
a form of treatment which is associa1<..t with animal ,uffering, 
furthermore, w. are to ,uppme ,hat ,ince h. val ues fidelily ro hi, 
ethical <commitments, and car~ deeply about being able to man­
age his affaits according to hi. own conscience, he would regard 
• M. in which his agency has been seriously compromiseJ as the 
poorer for that reason. He may well feel, ther.£ore, that his life 
goes bener, on halance, when his agency has heen preserved, "'en 
at the cOSI of Some additional ,uffering. In thai case the conflict 
will sum ro him to be, no, b.:tween his well-being and some 
competing ,·alue. but between different pn,demial goods. Sen seems 
10 be assuming ,hat the only poten,ial welfare cost for your friend 
is the additional suffering which would resul, fn)rn choosing treat· 
men! B. This would be true, howe""r, only on a narrowly hedon­
istic theor)" of welfare_ On a more robust throry _ choosing tre~tment 
A for your friend ~an h .. 'e serious cost. for him as wen. 

Sen 's case i. therefore nOt an unambiguous one of ,0nAiet be­
tween welfare and agency . In order for agen~y to function here a. 
a .trict ly non -welforis, good, we need to suppose that your friend 
would not regard hi. li fe as going worse for him i" ~~)' '''':1)' were 
h. to discover ,uMequently that hi. agency had been o"erridden 
Or compmmi.eJ . 1 am not cefta in that this . uppo.i,ion i. psycho­
logically coherent. , inc. it invites u, to imagine (031 yoor friend 
attaches a high value to his own agency but doe. not regard hi. 
life as going bemr when thaI agency is secured. But if it i, coher­
ent then it seriou,ly weakens your reason for choosing treatment 
B for him. Now you mu'\ thin k ,ha, thi, choice will not just bt 
woNe for him on balanc. (a. it would b.: if the additional .uffer­
ing were great enough 10 outweigh the benefits of pre-;cn'ing hi. 
agen~y) but a dead prudential loss , It i. one thing for you r friend 
to ~hoo,. to sacrifice hi, own interest in this way for an ",hi .. l 
~ause , and quite another for you to ma ke thi, ~hoice on hi. behalf. 
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Your friend h~s twO commitments: to his own wdl-be ing and to 
the cau",. You have only your commilment w him; the elhic~l 
uu", maners to you only to the extont that it maners to him. [f 
prmeqing wha, m~ners w him doe., nOt make his life go bettor, 
lhen you have no lunher reaSon to care about il . Being dedicated 
to doing what is besl lor your friend, all things =midered, will 
normally requi" you to take hi~ commitments ~e riou<l y, ju~c be­
~auSe they are his. But that is because doing so w;)l normally make 
him better off. Where thi. =ndition fails, where honouring his 
commitments will nOt be a good for him, you have only the re­
maining aspects of his well-being to la ke into account. 

Agency ha. value, 'herelore, in so far a5 it enriches rhe lives of 
agents. [t is wonh noting that there is an ""pecially intimate rela­
tiomhip between welfare and ,his panicular perwnal good. On 
Sen·s construal, agt'ncy SeemS to have primarily to do with Ira­
dom, bUI he would probably not r"'ist dapening ,he nmion w 
indude au,onomy as well. Autonomy is an intrinsic pmdential 
good, something whose p",,,,n,,,, in our lives makes them go bener 
in it",lf. But it is a lso one of rh. condition~ of anything having 
prudential value, .ince it i. embedded in the nam", of welfare. A 
person's cndor"''''''nt of the condilions of her lift: i~ dete,mina,ive 
of her well-being only when tha t cndor",ment i, .uth.ntic, and it 
is authentic only when il is auronomou,. In rhe ab!;(n"" of aum­
nomy, a person·s welfare is indeterminate or unknowable. F"'ter­
iog autonomy is therefor. n"""'<ary, nor only as one particolar way 
of enhancing people's welfare, but also as a condition of knowing 
wh .. ein Iheir welfa,., con.ist,. 

Working through rhe issues posed by Sen', notion of agency 
serves to remind u, that arguments in support of ,·alue plurali'm 
often point to the possibility, ur inevirability, of conflicts among 
goods.'" Goods contlie, whenever. whet~er necessarily or contin· 
gtndy, they cannot all be reali",d or brought about. Conflicrs 
among goods are a familiar !cam", in rhe landscape of practical 
reason. For oor purposel, they can be sorted into two tyP"" (I ) con­
flicts acrOSs di fferent dimen,ions of value, and I~) wnflicts within 
a , ingle dimension. The former are not at i .. u. here, a. a moni, tic 
theory of value for elhic~. ",dfarism has no problem in acknow· 
ledging that ethical values may compete fo, rational altCntion wilh 
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ac<theri, Or perfeCtionist Ooes. It doe, lian" uS to ignore ,hese 
competing dimensions of value when we are doing ethics, e ~cept 
10 the extent ,hal they affeCt well-being; in ,hem",lves, they are 
irrdevan, to ,he .thical enterprise. They can, of COUNe, conAict 
wilh ethical va l" •• , bill such confliers muSt (somehow or other) be 
..,tlled in the higher coun of practical ruson. They ate not internal 
to e,hics, 

But what of conflicls within lhe ethical domain, among intrinsic 
goods? Surely they too are contmonplace: achievement, for in­
stance. may be bought Jt the price of enjorment, or leisure. or 
play. Do these con/lict~ presuppm.t tha, th. goods at 'take ar~ 
manr rath .. than one? Is welf.rism then committed to denying ,he 
exi<lena of .thical conflict? It may seem '0, if we assume an 
accounl of ",-dfare in ",-hieh it consisu of some homogeneous 
mmtal stale such as pleasure. For then anr two bits 01 it muSI be 
commensurable (sina they are hits of the ",me generic ..,rt of 
stulf) and we can alwa)-s. al least in principle, figure Out which is 
more worth having. Even in thi, limiting case wdlarism would 
still allow Ih. reality of conmer, since no! all the pleasu res we 
would like to have, or bring about, are compossible. But at l.asl 
we could be reassured thaI a foregone good was alway~ being 
com!",nsated hI' a larger good 01 the same kind. 

We know by 110W, ho"'~ve r, that t~i s Benthamite calculus d is­
torts the nature of wdfare. jlt e"cn distorts the nature 01 pleasure 
--or, ral~er. of enjoyment. , Welfare docs nor con~ist in pleasure 
or enjor ment; ralher, Ih • .., latter constitute an irnpo"ant kind of 
personal good alongside others jsuch as achi. vemem). It is con­
flic," among the .. various per..,nal good, which pluralists are 
fond 01 celebraling. And they are righl: within a single life pursuit 
of ..,me goods lin,i" or foredoses ent irely th~ pursuil of others. 
As agents "'e muSt face th ese conflkts cominually, ~nd Ihey do not 
gel any e(J..i~' if we thi~k of the,e goods ," SO many ~omponeniS 
of 01" well-being. Welf. re is not wme overriding or higher--order 
value to which we can appeal in orde, to resoj,-. ~onflicts among 
more local goods: ra lher, it is the outcome when "'. have sertled 
our priorilies among such goods. Welfarism I~ds information about 
individuals' interestS into an ethical decision-making procedure 
(whatever it may be), bu t sinc"" welfa .. is subjective the determina­
tion of those interests is left (within limits den ned by the require­
ment of authenticit YI 10 those individual •. This is surelr the way 



it ought to Ix: 00 on~ can presume to dictate to uth~rs the balanc~ 
they ought to seck among the pos,ihilitie$ open to th~m . A! 
welf~rist$ all we can, and should, say is that th~ choices a subi~ct 
makes should Ix as infonned and autonomous a, ]>OS,ibl<--that 
is, that they should genuinely reHeet the subject's own priorit;" •. 
Bu, ,hat is what pluralists .... y. In which case, the acknowledge· 
mellt and pn,s.:tvation of conAict among perso!l31 goods cannol be 
a uniquoly pluralist accomplishment . Were wdbri,! • ."mehow to 
erase conflict the}' would be correctly accused of simplifyi ng and 
distorting our Ii'·e' as agents. For the wdb';" in ,his ca,e, failure 
is ,uccess, 1 ... , is mo,.." 

It might be thuught that wdfarist< must provide the r~"'ur""s 
for resolving prudential conflicts. for do lhey nol Ixlicvc rhar a ll 
prudemial goods-all ,ouree. of wdl · lxins-ar~ commensurable? 
And if th~y ar~ commensurable, is it not alway. possible, in prin· 
ciple a, lea't, to determine which competing good will pro" ide the 
gr. ater prud.ntial payoff? Sadly, the answer in each case is: no . 
For one thing. commensurability is no guarantc"C of conflict , ... t>­

lution. Th" more similar things a",. the more commemurable they 
are. So y ... might think that commensurability hold, within par­
ticular categories of prudential goods (such as enjormem or achieve· 
ment) bur not acroSs differem ,"regories. However, choices among 
gen~rically similar goods mar still be hard on", (think of deliber· 
ating among different leisure anivi'ics. or how to divide your time 
and energy among your various friends). In any case. wdfarism 
provides no assurance that all prudential goods ~re commenSur­
able ." Some incommensurabilitics are no obstacle to conAiet 
,..,solution; au wntrd;re, th~y trivialize it. This will occur whenever 
une good is lexically prior to anmher, '" tha, no amount of the 
former, however small. is ",orth sacr;fi~ing for an)' amoun, of the 
latter, however large. The worri,ome kind of incommensurability 
;s not rhi, bu' incomparability, whe,.., no prudential ranking can 
Ix made of the goods among which we muSt choose. Can personal 
goods Ix incommensurable in this war? Ther can be if Ihere is 
sometime, nu anSwer at ~ll to thc question of whKh will Ix more 
satisfying or fulfilling for us. 11 ,his i. po'sible, ,hen ,here ",ill be 
gaps in prudential evaluations, and therdor., for ",dbri,." , gaps 

" An ,,,,,,II,,,,, d;o<u.""" of the , .• ,;"." d;me"';"", of OOftlI"O<n ...... OiI;ty ron 1>< 
l<>un<! in Gtiflin [9 86. rh. ,. 
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in ~d,ical evaluations as well. Whe,.., such gaps occur . all we can 
say is 'C'est I. vic', Welfarisrn cannot introduc~ rno,.., c<rtalnty 
inlo ethics Ihan the subject malter allows. 

In ,he end. thinking of personal goods as '0 many intrinsic 
so"rces of welfar. prob.bly m.hs little practical difference 10 the 
resolutio" of conflicTS amo"s them. The adoplion of welfarism a, 
a theory of the good &Cerns to me prell}' well to leave value con­
flicts of thi. sort n.ilher more nor less traCTable Ihan they alre.dy 
are, What it dOC'S is to focus our attention on one panicular way 
of thinking abo"l the .. conflicTS. which highlights the need for 
individuals to engage in thoughtful (and authentk ) deliberations 
about what will most enrich their lives. But welfarism need not 
take on the ta,k of r<'<olving, or diminating, all conflict; Ihe idea 
that it would h.ve this pro,t;';.1 implication i, the prin,;pal weapon 
used by pluralists 10 di",,..,dit il. 

We return, then, to the main issue at stoke between wdfarisTS 
and pluralists . If non-wd /arist good, are considered item by item, 
then il is not difficult 10 make rheir ethical value ,eem 10 depend 
on the ."tent to which they make our live, go bener lor us. The 
pluralist wnuld have a mnr. convincing ca .. if her list of basic 
values. to be added to welfare, were less ~le<;tic and pi~emeal. 
This would be true if the,.., were some oth .. evaluati'-e dimension, 
just as abstract and generic as prudential value, to which appeal 
waS needed in order ro capro,.., some of In. value of these personal 
goods. l'relt)' clearly, aosthetic value will not ",n'e bt,.." sinc. it 
$<:erns irrelnant 10 many of these goods. We are thereforc led onCe 
more to perfectionisr value as the onl)- ,'iabl. candidat • . W. h."e 
already rejected perfe~tionism a, a rival monism, on ,he ground 
tha, an)' list of foundational "alues which omiTS well-being is ethic­
ally unacceptable. But here we encounter a mo,.., modest and 
circumspect version of the view. The perfectionist co" doim, wilh 
~"m. plausibility,.o have a rinl story to .ell about the value "f 
personal good • . Whatev .. dir~t contribution they may mah to 
our well_being, they also have ;nTrin,ic perl~tionist value beeau$<: 
their presence in a life ",,,kes ;/ " bi!lIer lif~ of jrs kind. In .hal 
case, ..... el farism does not ten the ..... hole , rory abour how liv<,< can 
go ...... 11 or badly. though it does tell an important part of it. [I 
needs 10 be supplemented by perf~lionism, and perf~lion ""ed. 
10 take ;ts plac. alongside welfare on ,he list of loundational 
good. for ethics. 
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Now thi, is, to my mind , as plausible as pluralism gets, AI least 
Ihis version ha, .omt slOry 10 lell (twO stories in fact) about how 
items qualify for inclusion on its menu of basic goods: only equally 
generic, intrinsic, import.nt, and ethi<;ally !"Iient categories of value 
will qualify, and, it is clairmd, there are (at least) two of them, 
Now the wdfari" is once more forced onto the defensiv<: in nr<kr 
to resi,t this more focusW and stripped down version of plural­
ism, he must di", ,.dit pe,fretioni't value enough to ,how that it 
docs not descrve to be included .,'en l$ one itent On a h,t of 
foundational values for eth ics , Once more the ugly, exdusivist 
face of welbri'm is exposed, 

In ord.r to ma ke his caSe against perfection as a foundational 
value, the welfariu mu , t be able to point to some salient diff.r­
enre between i, and welfare. We are supf"OSing that all of the ap­
parat", of ethics is ultimately for the sake of f"nhering the good, 
But w~ must ask: Whost good? Who are the bearers of the kin d 
of value which is the point of it all? This question opens up a de.r 
gap b.1W""n welfare and perfretion. If welfare i5 subjective, then 
it follows thar it can inhere only in ,ubirers-that is, beings capable 
of a rerrain kind and lnoei of consciousness, This is why it =ms 
W natu ral.o think of prudential val"e as belonging 10 lives: what 
el", could i. belong to? As we saw earli .. (section, I. } and 3.41, 
a life, or .he subiect of a life. is also C<lp.ble of possessing perfe<;­
.ionist value, but so a", many other thing" In order for ,omething 
to "" a potential ""a""r of perfe"ionist value it sec:ms to require 
only a na.ure-that is, some an,wer to the question, what kind of 
thing is it? An a",ount of Ihe nature of a thing, we are f() suppose, 
will ident ify cerrain properries which are essential to it-properties 
in .he absence of which it would not be a Ihing of that kind, From 
this account it will then be possible to extract criteria for deter­
mining how ",ell a parr;':"lar thing meaSures up 10 the standard, 
of its kind, Howev .. Ihis ,-ery abstract schema comes to be filled 
Out in de.ail, it will d early apply across the full range of natural 
kind" [nnoi tably, therefore, many things ",ill "" candidates for 
perfcc.ioni<1 value which could no. possibly have a wdf .. e. 

It can"" temp.ing to think that the good which is foundational 
f() ethics muSt he the human good, BUI this is a restriction which 
muSl be defended, lest it seem a me", unthinking speciesi,m (or, 
more broadly, natural-kindism) , Philosophical debates in environ­
mental ethics have ,hown how difficult il is to provide the nceded 
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defence. For a ptrf",,!iun;s( ethi<e< it wou lJ surely be ;mpo1siblc. 
What perfectionism begins by telling us i. that a thing's .xo:en.n~. 
by th. standards of its kind, is intrinsically valuable. What con­
,ei,-able reason could il then have for narrowing this da irn 10 one 
pani~ular kind? Why should it be rha!, while our excellence is 
wonh promoting for its own sake, nothing dse's is? The logic of 
perfe<:tionism seems to dt;" . il ;n the dire<;lion of holding that the 
good of the members of any natural kind is intrinsica lly valuable, 
and thor funhering that (gcntTOI category of) good is the ultimate 
point and rational. of ethics. 

For those who t"lh their environmental ethic< ""riously Ihis 
may seem a welcome result. Although individuals remain the ..,Ie 
(or primary) btarr" of value, which will d i,pl~a,e th~ mor~ 

huli'tically miod«l, at bot this is a step beyond the rcflex human 
chauvinism which characterizes most traditional ethiml fra~orks , 

Indttd, it is quitc a long >tep beyond anth'opocenrri,m, since it 
~xtend, moral standing to ~very namral obje<1 in th. world. In 
thi, i, quite uu!:Strips wdb,ism, which Can confer such ,tanding 
only on sentient beings. Such a dramatic o"ertuming of the old para­
digms can he refreshing, but perhaps it ,hould also induu caution. 
For consider what perfe<1iunism threatens tu commit us to, 
Th~ pef~tiOlli,t ptogramme '<:<juir ... the id~a of a natural kind. 

[."t uS suppose that this idea is coherent, anJ that we Can .. sembk 
:;orne intdligibl. account of it. Then e" cry particular thing which 
Counts as natural will belong to ar least one such kind. This will 
not only include all organi~m'. but also inanimate obje<."ts ,uch as 
rocks, oil d~posits. lak., and riv .... mountains. plan~ts. and sta ... 
Th. objects which belong tu each of these kinds. "'..;: afe !O sup­
pose. are capable of being evaluated in terms of their own stand­
ards of excellence. Now I Ju not ,hink that ,hi, notiun i, cra,.y, 
however difficult it might be to give it a sa tisfying philosophical 
explication. I think I have a rough working sense of what it migh, 
m~an to say that the Alps are superior to th~ Apennines as moun' 
tain$, wher~ this compari,nn ju" points to the fact that they ato , 
well. mu,e mountain"" •.• , uppuscd tu bein); more $Cenic or m",e 
im • ..,sting to climb. And [s"ppose I can also make SenSe of think· 
ing that one strain of viru, is superior 10 another as " ~im$ il it 
dot'S ben" wbatever viru .. s typically do-invades cells mure ef· 
ficiently, or tntnates more readily. or wbatever. So I th ink that ..... e 
can mak~ ,om. scns. of natural objects being more or Ie .. ideal 
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s~im~ns of th~ir kind, and thus of ,heir having more or less 
pcrre.:liOflist v. lue. WhJl is ur.dear 10 me is whr w~ shonld Ihink 
we ha,'~ a moral ",ason 10 mak~ Ihings beller e~amples of ,heir 
kind. 

In the ca", of human beings the idea ,ha, we should promo'e 
their good .u,.<:iy owes at leaSt part of its appeal to th~ fact that 
we Can do so for their ",h or on their behalf. In doing good for 
somwne Wt are ,herd",e nOt merdy making the world. betler 
place but also doing something for I"~I p~rtirul~r p",son. Now 
this notion of furth.,ing someone', good for he, own Iioake con be 
generalized beyond the buundaries of our s~ies; I hav~ a per­
fe"ly good ""n", of what it mean< to tah my cal to th. velerinarian 
for her ",k~ . But it cannot be geoera li7.(:d indcfinile!)', for not .11 
nalural obj«t$ have a 'sake" for which we can do things. There­
fore, although I can mak~ ,en", of preserving" mountain as a 
good specimen of itS kind, and might be prepared to contribute 
some time or mont')" to sa,,~ it ftom being strip·mined, my doing 
so would be for the sake, nm of the mountain, bUI of those 
crea,ures whose lives will be enhanced by its preservation. Out 
ethical sensibilities =m to have muc h to do with our ability to see 
things from the point of view of potential vicrims and beneficiar­
ies . I am pr~pa",d to thin k that mountains and Stal'S can fare 
bett., or wOr", on some objecti". seal. of perfection, bu, thi' fact 
does not giw them a point of view on wlio,," behalf I can marshal 
my ..,rvices. Having a point of view in this sonso soems to r~uire 
being a subject, but perfectionist value is oot confined to ,ubj«ts. 

So far I h.,·e assum~d tha, what matter_ what must mal1~r­
for p",fectionisrs is the good of any natural obj~ct capahl~ of 
belonging to a natural kind. [f anYthing, however, this may under· 
OIak the distribution of moral standing on a perfectionist thwry 
of value. We also classify anefac" into kinds and grade them in 
term, of crit~ria drawn from th~", kind,. [n faCT our paradigm 
beare,. of perfectionist value are things with d~arl y delineated 
function.; on Ihe na lural side w~ readily think of items such as 
organs (one of Aristotle', bvourite examples), but the world of 
functional objc.;t~ al.<> clearly includes such things as ,001. and 
purpose·buih macliine •. Although I h3'" to ""'teh somewhat to 
imagine the "iteria for coum;ng as a good mountain, I have no 
such problem in the case of a hammer or a dishwasher. But if we 
have difficulty in Ihinking that promo,ing the good of moumains 
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might matt.r for it> own sake, how will we fare in trying this on 
for anefacts? There ar. , of course, many good reasons for build ­
ing heller lcheaper, mor. efficienf, less w>stdul) machines, but lhe 
fa" that doing so ",ill be better (or Ih~ ",,,chine., or will add to 

the sum total of perfection in the world, does nm seem !O be 
amon g ,hem. 

In environmental debates the unwekome extension of moral 
standing to lawn-mowers and oil rigo has sometimes been blocked 
b)" pointing out that, wh ilo such things have a good, they do not 
have a good of their own." The point being made is thaI our 
standards of exceUence fo r ar,darn are determined b)" our pur· 
""" .. in making th orn, thus by .omething n ternal to the Ihing. 
Ihemsdvts. It is nol dear thaI Ihis distinction r.ally mak ... any 
ethica l differem:. Iwould we lose our standing should it turn out, 
as many seem to believe, that we we .. ,roared by a deity for some 
obscure purpose of hcr own?). B"t even if i, does make a differ­
ence, the I .. son to be learned does not seem to be a perfectionist 
one, And.ct. plainly ha,". a nature from which norms can he 
deri ... .:!, Sin"" that is all that perfectionist value requires. why isn' t 
that sufficient? What difference could the gentsis of such Ihings 
make, from a perhctionist standpoint? Of course it is crazy to 
couOl lools or machines as mattering in their own righI , independ­
ently of the contribntion they make to our good (or the good of 
other sentient creatures), But Ihe best explanation of why it is 
crazy seems to be: available only to the wolfari". 

Part of Ihe problem wilh perb:tion a, a fundamemal value for 
ethics is ,hsf as a category of .he good it senlts on just abottt 
""erything, Wha t it wonld be: like to Set about trying to increase 
iI, or 10 protect it whcre"cr it happens to be, is not u'y to ima· 
gine_ Bul the scope probkm, as seriotl, as il is itt its own right, 
also exacerbates a further difficttlt)", Ex""nen~e or perfeCTion is, as 
we have seen, relal;ve 10 kind" Thus it is possible, in principle at 
l~ast, to compare things belonging to th~ same kind in terms of 
their perf«:lioni" value , However, wc are given no resources for 
, .. rrying Out compari",n. across kinds. Unless different kind, belong 
to some COmmon ,uper·k ind (what ",ould i, bd ,he ""Iegory of 
thing?), it i. difficult to see bow such comparijons could ever gel 

" CI. "'u6.]rl '98" '9I j ' oJ 'T.y ]", '986, Ilo<h ",,,field .nd T.~1or "'" thll 
""''''' to i"" ;1)- ];m;,;ng m",. 1 ""Ki ; ,,~ 00 Ii,.,,!: b<j~., 
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a purchase. But in that case perfe<;lionism threatens to be mute 
in all cases of conflict among diffe"'nt varietie, or local ions of 
perfe<.Tionist value. When a category of value i, distributed so 
widely, ,uch conflicts will be legion. How are an)' of them 10 be 
adjudicated! 

How, indeed, arc they even to be conceptualized? So far, I have 
assumed that each particular Ihing, wheth" natural Or artificial, 
belon~ to exactly one kind. This assumption was nece.,ary in 
order to en,u", that the perfectionist value of each thing would be 
measurtd against one determinate set of criteria. But the assump­
tion is pa tontly false . Ewn if we have adequate rules for determin­
ing whal is to count as a kind, it is obvious that over}" particuldf 
thing belongs to many, perhaps infi nitely many, such kinds. I am 
a human being, 10 be su"', but I am al,o an organism, an .nimal, 
a 'p.1tiotempo",lly extended object, a biped • • vertebrate, a par­
ent, a philosopher, • baseball fan, and hea"en know, what else. 
Presumably, each of these kinds gener",e! its Own grading stdnd­
ard . in which c.", I can be !>Hter or worse as human Ilting, 
animal, paren" et c. Is my 1,,·e1 of perfe<;tion to be determined ju" 
by one favoured category! [f so, how i. this to be selected? Or by 
all of them! BUI then th. conflict problem looms again: what 
makes me" better parent may make me. worse philosopher. The 
problem with perfectionist value is not iuS! that it is everywhere; 
the", is also too much of it in each particula r location. 

Th. superabundance of perfectionist value entail, that th~re will 
often be no rthieal point 10 promoting or protecting il. This still 
leaves open ,he possibility that some particular domain of such 
va lue , circum'iCribed by some extraneous /actor, might be founda­
lional for ethics." This possibiliry would, however, be undercut 
were thor. rcason to think that ,!>ere i< never any ethical point to 
promoting perfection for its own s-,ke . [n pursuing this question 
[ will confine m)'self to the core case of human good, in order that 
the issues at stake here stand out as starkly as po.sible, and that 
we not be distracted by the quito distinct 'iCope problem. 

" n..:.m .. Hu,k. tu, 'u!;t«'trd ,hoi , .. If ,t.< I'<~ oJ t;, ;o;; ,h,1I3' ma""" 
(Hu,Jca I!I9). 6, '';'''71. Inn ;, ,h ;, ""'I'" _net;on ' umea "'" to l>< ;n'","v<lf 
pUu,; "", ~ .,,,,,Id ",II b< no« if ",,,k<,""';", «)uld ~n<"" ;om, "" ,,"nt " I 
whf \x;"g , hvc m,k" ,m. kind of J;ff"""""". T I", I;"" 01 "gu""'"' "plot,"" 
."I;",_tl. .. only "'l\"";,m, h."". good " I 11><" ""'rr-",,m, " nl ;k.I)· to do ,ft<, 
job_ 



w. already know rhar individu.ls .an /ace ~ "hoic. between 
their ~rfection ~nd their welfa .. : what makes them better persons 
may fail !O make ,hem berrer off, if i, gives them no satisfaetion 
or fulfilment. When you arc choosing be""cen sud, options for 
yourself, then the sacrifice of either to the other seem. inTelligible; 
we c.n unden;llnd .he point of the choice in either ca,e, and we 
may take the view that it is simply your deci,ion to mal:.. (On the 
other hand, if you seem to be tOO willing !O $acrifice your well­
being in tbe pursuit 0/ some perf""tioni,t ideal, we may stop being 
so supportive.) In ca,,"", of personal choice, where we are dtter· 
mining the array of goods wi,hin our own lives, we all assume 
that individual, enjoy a brood prerogatiw within who", limits the 
balance to be struck heN!""n perfection and welfare land other 
good. as well) is simply up to them. To stipulate any rigid priority 
among rhese goods, whether it favours perf"'tion over wdfare or 
vice ,'ersa, sum, Iiere an unwar",nted intrusion into the sphere of 
individual autonomy. 

But we must al,o make choices whose impact will fall on the 
lives of oth .. s. If we adopt a welfariS1l~rfectioni" pluralism then 
we will so""tim", sacrifi"" other peopl. ', wel f.re for the , ake of 
their p"rft:Ction. But imposing that priority on them .. ems pre­
sumptuous On Our part, because of th. objecti vity of perfectionist 
value. Their perfection is in no way determined by their interests 
or concerns. Perfectionist evalu .. ion imposes on an individual 
standards derived from rhe spo:i., as a whole; it exemplifies the 
hegemony 0/ the n.tural kind . Rut then OUT prdefring rhe ~rf",­

tion of others to their welfare invo],'" completely oveniding any 
say they might have in ,he mailer. Ho wever they may f.,.,l about 
it, whatever the impact on their aims or aspi"'tions, an ideal 
!"(eflecting the standpoint of the s""ci", is to p!"(evaiJ. To put it 
mildly, tnis seems to accord little recognition or respect to their 
individuality, or to tneir say ove r the managemen, of their own 
lives . 

Objecti'-e values are quite literolly alien to us hecau"" they 
emanate from a standpoint which is eXlernal to u. OS individual., 
and because their stam s a, values requir", no affirm.tion or en· 
dorsement of them on our part. The problem for ~rfectionism 
can Iberdore he generalized: promoting any ol>jeeri"" value a, a 
foundational good for ethics will infringe autonomy Or individu­
ality. Perfectionists can of course ,often the impac, <>f ,h.iT theory 
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of value by making autonomy one of tbe items in their m"""plion 
01 the hUnlan good. BUlthi. i •• t best only a partial solution, since 
the relali...., inlponan~e to be assigned to autonomy, in mmpeti· 
tion witb otber pedectionist good" wilJ still be determined from 
th. outside and with no reference to the individual's own prior­
ili.-s. Tbe deep prohlem for any objecti..., theory i. th.t personal 
collCerns pl.y no role in detennining why something janything) 
counts as a good for an individual in the first pla~, or why one 
thing counts 3, a greOler good than anoth ... Any such theory will 
therefore be commined in principle to overriding the autonomou, 
choi"", of itldividual. mn""rn;tl!.: their own li'-e., imposing on 
them what they them,dves value Ie". Only a subjective theory, 
which incorporates the individual's authentic point of view into it. 
account of the good, i. c3pabl. of acknowledging the .tatus of 
human agents a, de.erminers of tbeir own priori,;." for their live •. 

At the beginning of this section we divided putative non-wdfarist 
foundational good, into two "".egories: personal and impetSonal. 
This excursion through pcr~tionism ha, car,ied uS beyond the 
former category and deep into the Ian ... Since most of the funda­
mental issue. have already been canva.S«!, we will be able 10 deal 
with impersonal goods much more briefly. Whereas m -option i. 
,he preferred welfarist ,lr.,"Sy for p<:rsonal good" denial i. its 
only option for impersonal ones. Perfectionism has no difficulty 
recognizing impersonal goods; its problem is ,hat it recognizes '00 
many of them. l\euusc of the ,ubje~"1ivelobje<;tive opposition, wd­
far~ is in many waY' the mirror image of peruetion. Since wrlfar~ 
is r.-stric,cd to semient Creature,. ,here is no worry ,har wdlari,m 
might distribute moral stand ing indiscriminately over everything 
there is. from th~ vantage point nf environmental ethics, wrlfarism 
i. a halfw:ly houle between anthropocentrism on the one hand 
and vuiou, view. which aim lor a wider distribution of moral 
Slanding on the orher. T hat it decisivdy rejects the lonner counts 
sttongly in favO\,r of it. The only serious question is wheth .. it 
draws the circle too narrowly, by excluding 100 many thing, from 
comideration. 

There are two po6.ibie ptoblems here, first. the fact that welfarism 
is thoroughly and unashamedly individualist, .inee only individu­
al, can be wdfare subjects; and second, the fact that it counten· 
ance. only tho"" individuals who are capab le of having interests. 
I! is the second limitation which troubl.-s biOttnrriSls like Robin 
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Attfield and Paul Taylor. who w;,h 10 e»1cnd mOfal standing to 
.11 living <rodturrs .... However. since (he only good which we can 
promote fOT non -semient Qrganisms is 'h,,;r pcrfe.:.ion, ra,heT ,han 
their welfare, this extension now SeemS unpromising. Fur reaSons 
outlined abo,'" it also makes it difficult, or impo,,;bl •• to resin a 
further extension It> all nOlur "J things, or ev~n artefact •. We ,hould 
keep in mind here that to deny imrimic value to the li,'c' of non­
sentient organi,ms is not to deny them .11 value. In moS! ca>ell, we 
will ha" c (derivative) welfa,i,! tUoon, for ptmecting and preserv­
ing these organism., .specially when we take into aCCount not juSt 
our own imereSls bur 'hose of all semient ere"IIIIes. In any case, 
jf we wanl a mor~ gencTl>u, distribution "I moral sranding ,he 
only way I un se~ to obtain it i, to return to perfectionism. Ther~ 
appear> I() be no viable intermediate position between counting 
only those creature-; with interests and accepting that ethical con­
sid~ration may be merited by jUst about everything th~re is. 

Reso[mion of the individualism issue follows essentiall )" the !.lme 
path . Wdfarism implies that collective goods have no intrinsic 
"a[ue; instead, they arc worth foste,ing only '0 the e,,'en, 'h'lhe)' 
enrich th~ Ii"", of individuals. This result applies 10 Ih" flourishing 
of bo,h ~ul'ural and nllur.l ",mmunitie" and ,herefore runs against 
the grain of both political communitarianism and environmental 
holism." One<: again, perfeCtioni,m is capable in principle of 
acknowledging the intrinsic vaJue of collectiv. goods, since ,h. 
flourishing of a colle.:tivity can be thought of as its distincti •• 
excellence. And once aga in this ontcome Can onl)" be: purchased al 
the price of an indiscriminate distribution of moral standing. Th. 
sharw traditions of cultural communi.i .. must be validated by 
showing how they contribute to enriching the Jives of Ihe members 
of tho~ communities, tM",by defining one prudentially valuable 
form of human life." The flourishing Or su,.. .. ival of a nalural specie~ 
or of a biotic communi!}". 0' th e integri!}" and slability of the 
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~osys!em, muSt paS& a similar test, TheSfc or" "alnes wonhy of 
our support when. as is usually th. case, they 3"" means of emur­
ing the welfare o' ,o,\,;oal of sentient beings. Where they are not. 
they ha,-. no ethical va]"". whet"'" ;1lI.;n,;c or instrumental. 

For the more communally or holistically minded, the individual­
ism uf welfar;.m will 5e<:m its greatest drawback. By comra,'. I 
regard it as ils greatest strength, since lh. ""mlal daim of welfar;,," 
-and In. OOUt"", I believe, of its enormous intuitive app<:al_ 
is that nothing whkh requires ethical ootKo' has occurred unless 
sumeone, (or something's) [if. has bttn made to go well or badly, 
or has b.en afftctcd for bet", or worse, The localiution of welfa,. 
;n individuals provides a clear (wen, a tolerably dear) critorion for 
the scopo: of It.. ethical domain, which is capable of differentiating 
i, from Olher rcalms of value (such as the perfectionist or aes­
theti~) _ Porhaps axiological individualism i, nOi nfC('Ssary for ,his, 
but it cenainl)' ,eem, to me a promising way of e><plaining both 
the r~nge and force of ethic •. Moral considerations maner ~au,. 

it matte" how wdllives are going, and how well the lives of other 
aeatute< are going mUSt maner to uS ~"'lI<5e it matters (from the 
inside ) to those crea"''''s. 

7.J WELFARIST ETHICS AND POliTICS 

We have now constru=d a theory of welfare and defended a wei­
farist theory of the good. Our work is tberdo" e'""ntially com­
plete. Instead of recapitobting the ground we have al,..,ady covered, 
I want to conclude by making a few suggestion, about whore we 
might go from her •. Suppo"" that we ag"e about the nature of 
wdb .. and ilS place in .,hic,; what difference might that make to 
oor ethical and politic.1 theories? 

In affinning a welfari" foundation for ethics we have remained 
studiously agnostic about ,he futlher shape of an ethical theory. 
Co"",quentialists will build on this foundation by amalgamating the 
int.rests of separate individuals into ""me overall agent-neutral 
goal, which may be purely aggregative las in utilitarianism) or in­
corporate distributive constraints. The maximi:ullion of this goal 
will then ""rve as the touchstone for developing a deontic <lruetu", 
of rights and duties, justice and fairness, and an ar.,aic "ructll,. 
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of V;rTI1tS." Dwntulogim will want 10 bypass this globalizing step 
and instead ConStruct a system of duties whose function is to 

prote<:{ individual w"]fa"" mainly (though not exclusively) by pro­
hibiting the intentional infliction of hann . These duti •• may"" 
. "ception\ess, ot they may be o,"er,idablc by wnsi<iemriQfl of overall 
consequences. Finally, virtuethwrim will idtntify as vinue< lh"", 
dispositions which tend to promote well -being, whether that of 
th. agent or of other!. 

I do not intend 10 abandon this agnostidsm at this Ja te <mg. in 
th. a rgument. The development of a full " .. elfuist etlucaltheory is 
a task for another occasion. Instead, I waDI to con, ider the pos­
sible impact of welbrism o n some promi""'" issues in political 
thwry. First we need 10 consider briefly the rdationship between 
ethics and politics. The former has ~en traditionally thought to 
~ prior to rhe [atter: the geneml norms o r principles of ethics 
appl y inler alia to the special case 01 interactions between St,,,e. 
and their citizens . However, this ordering has been challenged in 
recent yeats on the ground that the ~alu .. commonly espoused by 
eth ical throries themsel~.s presuppose antecedent social and po­
litical arrangemen", so that e-thics itself is political tight down to 
its foundations. In the face of this challenge, wellaTi.m reaffirms 
,he traditional priority. At !east it does so when it adopts, as it 
should, a subjec,ive theory 01 wellall', which Can ~ neutral among 
di...,rgent ways of life and cultural traditions . Wi,h one important 
exceplion, 10 be discussed in a moment, this conception of indi­
vidual weil .. e is independent of, and priOt to, any a.sumptions 
about desirable (or undesirablel political structures or cultu ral 
traditions. Welfare is in ,his seme beyond ideology. It can there­
fOr(: be used as clIe foundation fOT building a crosHuhural theory 
of justice, and 01 exploitation or oppression. 

The important exception concenlS the role played within a sub­
jective theory by the requirement of authenticity. If an individual's 
well-being consis', in wharrv", way of life she endorses", an 
informed <Jnd auto~Qm""$ .ubjecl, then welfarism obviously privi­
legel The Traditionallihc:Tal valu~ of autonomy. But it does <0 not 
because autonomous individual. rank higher on some &Cak of 
objective value, but rather because where the social conditions for 

" I b.", uj,d to .OOw now ,hi, r"""''' mis/l' 80 10< ,j",,, in Sum"" 198], 
cit. 6 . 
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the autonomous adoption of personal values are lacking;, we (~". 
"ot know where;" people's well·bei"g comists. Th~re is therdore 
a deep afnnity berw..,n wdfarism lwhen coupled with a subj~tive 
theory of welfare) and tile liberal wnception of the person as self· 
dotermining and self-making!' On", autonomy has been m . .-ag· 
nized as a fnregrnund value then it ..,e",. inevitable that defence 
nf ,he: traditinnal liberal freedo"" (especially fr..,dom of ."pres­
.ion) will become a high priority for a political theory." 

Th. derivation nf po~tical liberty from weJfar;sm (assuming 
that it can in fact be carri~d out) contrast< with morr r.",m 
currents in liberal thought, e.peeially in the work of Jnhn Rawls. 
In 11 Theory of justiu Rawl. tried to ground principles of justi", 
in the agreem~m of agents in a h)'pothoti,al 'original po<ition', 
STructured by conditions which it would be reasonable for every· 
one to accept. Partly in response to criticisms that the.., condition. 
were biased toward liberal individualism, Raw ls has lanerly come 
to reinterpret his theory of justice-what h. now calls political 
liberalism-as 'freestanding', that is, as "'<Juiring no gtounding in 
a 'comprehensive moral doctrine '."" It can {herdor. be compatible 
with the wid. range of sm,h doctrines which may be espou..,d by 
ci.izens of a multicultural liberal socioty. On th~ nther hand. by 
being di>engaged from an ethical foundation, and instead pre­
supposing shared commitments which are pecu~ar to the liberal 
democratic rradition, it also abandnns all pretensions to univer5.l1 
validity_ 

A wdfarist foundatinn for liberalism would occupy the middle 
ground On this con~(ptual territor)', Be<;au.., we1farism i. only a 
theory of the good, and is therefore compatible with a variety of 
fully articulated ethical tbro.ie" it i, not a comprehensive mnral 
dO(1rine of the SOrt that Rawl. has in mind. Instead, it is tbe 
Common denominator of m.flY (though not a11) such doctrines. 
On the other hand, neilh .. wdfarism nor the subjective theory nf 
welfar.: embedd.d in it is self·evident or uncomroversial. (If tbey 
were, then w. would not ha'·. needed to ta~e so long to argue for 
them. ) Even after reading this book. nO{ everyone will be a welfari" 
or a .ubjectivist about welfare. Welfarism cannot. therefore, bope 

.. S« •. p. 
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to ofkr an argument to liberol ideal~ from unconrro~er<ial premi=. 
which ~~eryo"c (even .,'.ryon. in th. libe,,1 traditioo) accepts. 
However, it does capture what ",. m< to me one vuy powerful 
id .. concerning [he rebtionship of ethics to politic" namdy tha! 
the S'aIC need. to justif~' it. poli<:i~ by showing how the)' will 
make the live. of its citizens go well, and that tnese citizen. are Ihe 
6nal authorities on when th is condition has been satisfied. If Ihis 
ide. seems intuitively right, then it is a matte, of more than paro­
chial interest 10 determine jU'1 how much of liheralism can be 
established on a welfa'ist foundation . 

One imponam a!pe<;1 of liberalism is irs acceptance of, or re­
s~CI for, widely divergent lifeSTyles. Contemporary liberals haye 
tended tn interpret ,hi. ideal as one of neu!talily among concep­
lions of th. good !ife, where Ihis mea", Ihal Ih. state may nol 
favour <>r promote one such conceplion on ,he ground of its in­
trin.ic superiority to Ih. rest." By a 'conception of the good life' 
Jiberals ha"e meant some set of values or standards for the Con­
duct of one·, life, which determ ine Ih. appropr iale mix 0/ what 
we have been calling personal goods. They do nof mean ,hal 
Jibuali,m muST be neutral among wmpeting po!ilical moraliti es; 
on the coorrary, it is one ~uch morality. In <>rder 10 qualify lor 
neutral consideration, thorefo ... conceplions of In. good must be 
comp;"i!>l. with a liberal theory of justice (the belief thaI you will 
be most fulfilled by a ,areer as a serial killer will nO' qualify). 

In Ihe previous section we remarhd the apparent ~onnection 
bctwe.:n lihcr:>l neutrali,y an d value pluralism. One way 10 defend 
nel11rality is 10 argue that the ... are many c<>-e<.ju.l personal goods, 
thu, many eqlLllly valuable combinations of Ihem. Another i. to 
retreal W s<:epticism about the pos,ibility of evaluating difk .. nt 

lifestyles. Howew,. ther. is enough affinity between a subjeCt ive 
conception of welfare and liberal neutrality 10 suggest thaI the 
la",,, could "I.., be gi_en a welfarisl justification," hom one point 
of view welfarism is not neutral, ,ince il is one option among 
many as a thoory of the good. Bu, affirmation of w.Jfari,m by 

., T"" pn""'p.1 .J""" .. , .. 0/ l,be",1 n<ut.-.I"y lu"" be<n R . .. ·1s [97 1 . "d 199J. 
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liberals does nol violale liberal neutrality in any serious way, since 
a subjective conception of wdfa..., i, it.elf neutral amollg all the 
different ways of life which individuals can autonomou,l}' en ­
dorse. As Richard Arneson has put it, ·Welf." ... is a purel}' 
formal norion Ihl! does nor determi ne ,he substan,iv~ aims ,hat 
sociel}" valuing each ind ividual's satisfac'ions, strives '0 reach:" 
Once more . the,do,e, welfarism seems '0 constitute a middle 
ground for liberals, this ,ime between plurali'm and sceptici,m. 
Furthermore, for reaSOnS outlined above il furnishes a defence 
against the daim that liberal freedoms themselves favour on. way 
of life-that of the autonomous agent-over mhers. 

Liberry, and the neutrality in,.nde<l to fosler it, make up one 
imponant liberal value. BUT liberals are also disposed to defend 
Their political regime on ground, of e<juality. Thi, equali,y may be 
the abstrac, 'equal Concern and respect' advocated by Ronald 
Dworkin." Or it may be much n,or. concrete, consisting of some 
form of 'ublmo,i,·. e<juality among the ciri1.<:ns of The liberal state. 
This laner interpreta,ion implicates a 'heof}' of distributive justice 
and raises the queSTion: What is th. good of which citizens art to 
be assu"d "<lual .ha".? Or, as G. A. Cohen has PUt it, what is 
the currenc}' 01 egalitarian justice/Oj 

Does wdfarism ,uggest an answer to this question? It might 
seem to suggest the wtong anSwer: that liberal inst iTUtions should 
aim To ensure e<juali,y of wdfare. On a subjecti"" aa;ollnt, some 
aspects of our well-heing (our aversion to pain, for instoncel are 
relatively unaffected by our idios}'ncrasies of toST. or our freely 
chosen projects . But othe" are not: what count. as the best life for 
you will be strongl~ inAucIXed by your panicu!.r ~onstelb,ion of 
personal >"al"es or aspiraTions. Suppos. that. having con,-inced 
)·oul"<;.,]f that }'ou are the sort of person who de .. ", ... the best, you 
are unahle to be sa,isfied with less ,han the hs"" cars, thel1;lshiest 
dothes, and the beSt cosmetic surgery, while )'our more modest 
neighbours are able to achieve the same level of wdl·being with 
nlUch mo" limited resources. A throry of justice which requires that 
resource' be distributed so as to enSure equality of welfare will, in 
d/ttt, enable you t<> tax yuur neighbours lor th. maimenance of 
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your ~x~nsive h~st~I~. And that ,.ems unfair, nOt lea" becaus. 
(we are to suppos.) ~ou too could have chosen to cultivate more 
humble taStes. 

Welfare is an una!tractive currency for q;ahtari~n justice. flut is 
it the currency impl ied by a wdfari,ttheory of the good? Thrre 
are two reason. for thinking n01, on~ shallow and 0Il~ du~r. The 
firs! reason just reminds us again that wtlfarism doe. not itself 
imply any erhical goal, either aggregative Or distributive; a Im/;or;, 
it d~ not imply equality of welfare a. such a goal. The dang~r 
with making ,his response, and going no furtMr, is that welfarism 
might then be thought to be entirely silent concerning the currency 
of egalitarian jUSlic~, thus lending liberals no assistance wha,ever 
on thi, question. Instead of giving the wrong answer, i, give. no 
aOSwer at all. We therefore al.o need the second rea.on for res ist · 
ing the .traightforward argltm~nt from wdfarism to equality of 
welfar •. 

Here we ne<:d to draw attention to an important feature which, 
lik~ their wdfari.m, is the common property of all wdfarist ethi ­
cal theories (inde<:d of all non-welfarist ,heorie, as well ). Each 
.uch theory will provide, in its own way, a criterion of tn. right: 
some general specification of what the r ight thing to do lor be ) 
consists in. Howevrr, a theory is nOt committed to recommending 
that ~thical decision-making alway, be ba .. d directly on this cri ­
terion (whatever it may be). The question of how beSt to met! Or 
.. tisly the theory'S criterion- how to do the right thing- is a 
further one, and for various contingent reason. a direct strategy 
(ju,t apply the criterion whenever you facc an ethical dtcision ) is 
unlikely to be the mmt successful. " Most theories will therefore 
counsel the adoption of an indir .. t strategy, consining of what­
eVer set of rules or dispositions is calculated, given realistic a •• ump­
,ions about the nature of human agents and their circumstances, 
10 inerea .. the likelihood of sue,e .. in making th~ righl de,isio" •. 

Th. choice of a currency for a conception of egalitarian justice 
can be r. garded a. such an indirect strategy. From Ih. fact that 
making Pfflple', liv~s go beuer is the ultimate rationale and jus­
tification for liberal policie., it does not follow tha, well-being 
mu" figure dir=l~ in ,he formulation of such policies, In principle 

.. [h,,< d;"",,,,,d ,.,..., ;' ''' .. at ",nt ' h, foo- the 'po<;'[ u O< "f con .. q""'ri. I;<t 
th.",.,.. ;n s"mD<"< "S7, " 6 .• , So< .1", R.a"", ,.8, . nd r .... ' ,.8,. r." '-



"J 
at least, a weifarisl liberal state need nevor ask itself directly what 
will beor promote II .. "",Ifare of its citizens (though ;t will < ... rdy 
often do better if;1 does), In.{ead, it can fa U oock on the value o f 
IoslOring what we h.,". called standard goods: ,ho,"" goods which 
w,",bte reliably wilh well-being, though their role and impor­
lane<: may '"arr widely from ~rson to per""" . It is wme mix of 
these goods which will then constitute the currency of egalit<lrian 
justice. What that (urr.:ney might k-whethcr Rawl.', primary 
goods, or Scanlon', urg<:nt preferences, or S.n ', capabilities, or 
Dworkin's resources., or Arneson', opponuniry for welfare, Cohen'. 
""""!os 10 advanTllge, or someth ing else entirdy-I shan not attempt 
to decide. For our purposes, the important condusion is rhat welfare 
might Sl'rve to di""", liberals to the beSt currency without itself 
serving a$ that currency. 

All of the foregoing remark. abom possible links between 
wdfarism and liberalism .'" highly ~pecula tiye, designed to rai.e 
interesting questions for further exploration ra,her than providing 
ans"",,, 10 them. They have b«n motivated by a senS< of regret 
that wdfarism, which served in the heyday of utilitarianism as one 
prominent ethical basis for pub~c policy, has declined in this anti· 
foundationalisl age to the ,!;Itus of a neglected option, even among 
liberal •. " This decline has doubtless ~n promplffi hod, by the 
wid"pread abandonment of utilitarianism and by th . assumption 
of simplistic and unamactive conceptions of wdl-being. With a 
better understanding of whal welfare consisTS in, and of the vari· 
ous Ihooretica[ di...,mons available to welfari.ts, perhaps the time 
has corne for welfarism to be taken ",riouoiy again as a promising 
foundation for both elhics and politics. 

" Gnffin 1916. P." lll. ; • • """'p;cuou, '''''''p';'''' ,~,hi, ,,,,,,,1. 
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