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R E S T R I C T I V E  C O N S E Q U E N T I A L I S M  

Phil ip Pett i t  and  Geoffrey Br e nna n  

1. I n t roduc t i on  

Restrictive consequent ia l i sm is a var iant  of the s tandard  consequential ist  
doctr ine.  It is no t  an  u n k n o w n  var iant ,  since it has been widely endorsed 
in the past,  bu t  it is in f requent ly  explicated and less of ten defended.  This 
paper  offers bo th  explicat ion and  defence. 

S tandard  consequent ia l i sm is a theory of  decision. It a t tempts  to identify, 
for any set o f  al ternative opt ions ,  that  which it is right that  an agent should 
take or should have taken. 1 The theory is characterised by three propositions. 

1. Every relevant  state of  the world,  realised or not ,  has an  evaluator- 
neutra l  value. 

2. The right opt ion  in any decision is a func t ion  of  the value to be realised 

in the world:  as the func t ion  is usual ly unders tood ,  it is that  which 
maximises object ively p robab le  value,  that  which promotes  the best 
objectively p robab le  consequences,  z 

3. The func t ion  which determines what  is the right decision is also the 
funct ion which ought  to be applied in decision-making:  it serves at once 
to evaluate opt ions ,  and  to select them. 

For  each of  these three assumpt ions ,  there is a non - s t anda rd  variety of 
consequent ia l i sm in which that  a s sumpt ion  is lifted. The first is lifted in the 
evaluator-relat ive sort of  consequent ia l i sm recently explored by Amartya  

This role in assessing decisions should not be confused with the other functions that ethical 
doctrines serve in the assessment of agents, actions and the like. A bad agent may choose 
the right option. And the right option may result in the wrong action: that is, in an action 
which is inferior to the action that would have come of a different choice. We think that 
a great deal of confusion has come of failing to distinguish the concern with options from 
the concern with actions: the failure is marked by the ambiguity often attendant on the phrase 
'act-conseqnentialism'. For some relevant distinctions see Anthony Quinton, Utilitarian Ethics 
Macmillan, London, 1973, p. 49. 

z These phrases are meant to suggest that the value of the option is to be computed in a manner 
parallel to the computation of expected utility: see Ellery Eells, Rational Decision and Causality, 
Cambridge University Press, i982, Chapters 1 and 3, for a survey of some approaches to 
that computation. The suggestion is standard: see J. J. C. Smart's comments on page 42 
in Smart and Bernard Williams, Utilitarianism: For and Against, Cambridge University Press, 
1973. The suggestion needs further explication however, since we do not mean to insinuate 
for example that a consequentialist's evaluative ordering must satisfy the conditions for being 
representable in a real-valued utility function: on such conditions, see for example H. A. 
John Green, Consumer Theory, rev.ed., Macmillan, London, 1976. In a forthcoming paper, 
Frank Jackson argues that the subjectively right option is that which maximises subjectively 
probable value. On related matters, see Hugh Mellor, 'Objective Decision-Making', Social 
Theory and Practice 9, (1983). 
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Sen. 3 The second is relaxed, more famously, in the sort of  doctrine known 
as universalistic or rule-consequentialism: here the right option is that type 
of  option which is such that if everyone chose it or took steps to choose it, 
then that would maximise objectively probable value. 4 

Restrictive consequentialism lifts the third standard assumption. It suggests 
that while it may be appropriate to evaluate options by the criterion of  
maximising probable value, it need not be sensible to select them on that 
basis. The idea is that the way to satisfy the criterion of evaluation may often 
be to restrict or forswear its application, relying rather on some other criterion 
of  choice. 

Opponents of consequentialism have traditionally alleged that the doctrine 
cannot go restrictive. The allegation is turned against consequentialism, for 
it is said that no theory can be plausible if it compels agents to ignore ingrained 
habits, spontaneous motives and principled commitments, forcing them 
always to choose on the basis of  calculation over outcomes. F. H. Bradley 
put the objection nicely. 'So far as my lights go, this is to make possible, 
to justify, and even to encourage, an incessant practical casuistry; and that, 
it need scarcely be added, is the death of  morality'. 5 

More sympathetic expositors of the consequentialist approach have usually 
taken a different view. They have suggested that with the choice of  actions 
in particular, consequentialism need not require explicit application of the 
criterion of  option evaluation. It may allow people to accelerate and avoid 
deliberation, taking their guidance from more homely maxims or motives. 
It will permit this if that generally seems to be the way of  actually achieving 
the best probable consequences. 

Sidgwick was explicit on the point. 'It is not necessary that the end which 
gives the criterion of  rightness should always be the end at which we 
consciously aim: and if experience shows that the general happiness will be 
more satisfactorily attained if men frequently act from other motives than 
pure universal philanthropy, it is obvious that these other motives are 
reasonably to be preferred on utilitarian principles'. 6 

Nor was Sidgwick alone. Austin writes in richer vein but to similar effect 
in The Province of  Jurisprudence. 'Of  all the pleasures bodily or mental, 
the pleasures of  mutual love, cemented by mutual esteem, are the most 
enduring and varied. They therefore contribute largely to swell the sum of 
well-being, or they form an important item in the account of  human 

3 See Amartya Sen 'Rights and Agency', Philosophy and Public Affairs 11, (1982), p. 30. 
4 See David Lyons, The Forms and Limits o f  Utilitarianism, Oxford University Press, 1965, 

Ch. 4. See too R. M. Adams 'Motive Utilitarianism', Journal of  Philosophy 73, (1976), p. 480. 
Often universalistic consequentialism is characterised as an ethic of action rather than decision. 
Sometimes the phrase 'rule-consequentialism' is used loosely, like the phrase 'indirect 
consequentialism', to encompass the sort of approach that we describe as restrictive. 

5 F. H. Bradley, Ethical Studies, Oxford University Press, 1962, p. 109. See too Bernard Williams 
in Smart and Williams op. cir., pp. 118-135. 

6 Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of  Ethics, Dover, New York, 1966, p. 413. See too James 
Griffin 'Modern Utilitarianism', Revue Internationale de Philosophie, 36, (1982), p. 347; 
R. M. Hare Moral Thinking, Oxford University Press, 1981, pp. 35-40; David Lyons op. 
cit., p. 149; and Smart in Smart and Williams op. cit., pp. 42-57. 
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happiness .  And ,  for  tha t  reason,  the well-wisher  o f  the  genera l  good ,  or  the 
adheren t  o f  the  pr inc ip le  o f  ut i l i ty,  mus t ,  in tha t  charac te r ,  cons ider  them 
with much  complacency .  But ,  t hough  he app roves  o f  love because  it accords  
with his pr incip le ,  he is far  f r om ma in t a in ing  tha t  the  genera l  good  ought 
to be the motive o f  the lover. It was never con tended  or conceived by  a sound, 
o r t h o d o x  u t i l i ta r ian ,  tha t  the lover  should  kiss his mistress  with an eye to 
the  c o m m o n  weal ' .  7 

W e  th ink  tha t  the suppor te r s  o f  consequen t i a l i sm are  in the  r ight  on  the 
issue dividing them f rom their  opponen t s ;  bu t  that  with some recent 
exceptions,  they  have not  done  enough to argue their  restrictive point  o f  view; 
and that  wi thout  except ion,  they have done  too  little to  develop it. s Our  paper  
is des igned to show how the faul t  m a y  begin  to be remedied .  It m a y  also 
serve, we hope ,  to  d raw a t t en t ion  to a signif icant  research p r o g r a m m e  for 
app l i ed  consequent ia l i s t  ethics.  

2. The  A r g u m e n t  for  Restr ic t ive Consequen t i a l i sm 

The poss ib i l i ty  o f  restr ict ive consequen t ia l i sm is roo ted  in the  fact ,  more  or 
less ignored in our  in t roduc t ion ,  tha t  the op t ions  which consequent ia l is ts  are 
concerned  to evalua te  are not  l imited jus t  to  behav ioura l  ones.  In  par t icular ,  
they  also include the psycholog ica l  op t ions  o f  whether  to  encourage  this or 
tha t  t ra i t ,  this or  tha t  mot ive ,  this or  tha t  pol icy ,  and  so on.  9 Such non- 
behav ioura l  op t ions  are  s ignif icant ,  because  the  choice  o f  a t ra i t  or  motive 
or  pol icy  is l ikely to  p r e - empt  cer ta in  decis ions be tween  ac t -op t ions .  

P s y c h o l o g i c a l  prof i les  which  t h r e a t e n  such p r e - e m p t i o n  are  all 
p red i spos i t ions  in the fo l lowing,  s t ipula t ive  sense: they are  states whose 
man i f e s t a t i on  in ac t ion  means  tha t  the  ac t ion  is no t  chosen  on  a fully 
calculative or del iberat ive basis.  These predisposi t ions  are to be distinguished 
f rom o r d i n a r y  d ispos i t ions  such as the  bel ief  tha t  someth ing  is the  case, or 
the desire tha t  it shou ld  be so. One m a y  encourage  a cer ta in  bel ief  or  desire 
in oneself ,  and  do  so on  conseqent ia l i s t  g rounds ,  wi thout  being thereby 
inh ib i ted  f rom calcula t ing  over  the choice o f  any  act ions .  1° 

I f  a consequent ia l i s t  were concerned  jus t  with i so la ted  decis ions between 
ac t -op t ions ,  then he would  be inevi tab ly  ca lcula t ing .  11 He  would  select what 

7 John Austin, The Province o f  Jurisprudence Determined (ed. H. L. A. Hart), London, 1954, 
pp. 107-108. We are indebted to Thomas Mautner for drawing our attention to this passage. 

s The exceptions mentioned certainly include R. M. Adams op. cit.; R. M. Hare op. cir.; Derek 
Parfit Reasons and Persons, Oxford University Press, 1984; and J. J. C. Smart 'Benevolence 
is an overriding attitude', Australasian Journal o f  Philosophy 55, (1977). See to Brian Elfis 
'Retrospective and Prospective Utilitarianism', Nous 15, (1981). An important background 
piece is R. Eugene Bales 'Act-Utilitarianism: Account of Right-Making Characteristics or 
Decision-Making Procedure?', American Philosophical Quarterly 8, (1971). 

9 They also include more. See Joel J. Kupperman, The Foundations o f  Morality, Allen and 
Unwin, London, 1983, Ch. 7 for an insightful overview. 

1o The one sort of exception will be a belief that is inconsistent with the second standard 
consequentialist assumption. See footnote 31 below. We are not concerned in this paper with 
that sort of case. 

~ A choice between psychological predispositions might be represented as itself a choice or set 
of choices between act-options. If it were, then our point would have to be recast. The contrast 
between predisposition-options and act-options would have to be replaced by a contrast between 
those act-options which affect calculation over other act-options and those which do not. 
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he did in each case on the calculated ground that it maximised probable value. 
But as a matter  of  fact he must also be concerned with his own 
predispositions. He must ask himself whether he ought to preserve or promote 
this or that trait or motive or policy, as well as asking whether he ought to 
perform this or that action. That means that  he has to be open to the 
possibility of  deciding to restrict calculation in some areas of  action. For 
to opt for a predisposition will be to accept that some a c t i o n s - t h o s e  that 
manifest the predispos i t ion-wi l l  be uncalculatingly generated. 

The reasoning, more formally stated, is this. 

1. It is possible that the consequentialist agent will opt for (preserving 
and /o r  promoting) some predispositions as well as opting for 
(performing) various actions. 

2. I f  he does opt for such predispositions, then he will not calculate over 
the choice of  the particular actions which they generate. 

3. Thus he will be a restrictive consequentialist; he will forswear calculation 
over some options; specifically, over those actions which manifest the 
predispositions. 

An example will help to clarify the possibility. Suppose that a 
consequentialist agent finds that he is by temperament  inclined to involve 
himself unselfconsciously in his activities. He will naturally be concerned, 
not just with what he ought to do in this or that  situation, but also with 
whether he ought to preserve this predisposition. Suppose now that he applies 
the criterion of  option evaluation to the choice of  predisposition and decides 
in favour of  keeping it. He must then accept that the actions which manifest 
that predisposition will not be selected by him on the calculated ground 
provided by that criterion. Having made a calculated decision in favour of  
the predisposition, he is bound to forswear calculation in regard to the actions 
which it generates. 

The possibility that a consequentialist may have to go restrictive is of  some 
importance. It means that he may have to choose in a manner  which fails 
to guard against taking less than the best option. The restrictive 
consequentialist trusts himself in the field of  moral  action to the control of  
relatively unseeing predispositions: predispositions which, in the nature of  
things, are not fine-tuned to the requirements of  the circumstances on hand. 
Inevitably then, he is going to act occasionally in a non-optimific manner.  
That is the cost he must pay for seeking out optimific predispositions as well 
as optimific actions. 12 

We have argued for the possibility that  the consequentialist will have to 
go restrictive. We must now identify the conditions under which that 
possibility will materialise. In order to do this, we need to examine the 
strategies by which a consequentialist might hope to circumvent the need for 

12 The risk of taking less than the best option will not concern a satisficing consequentialist 
such as Michael Slote describes. See his Common-Sense Morality and Consequentiatism, 
Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1985. For a critical notice which rejects Slote's relevant 
claims see Philip Pettit 'Slote on Consequentialism', Philosophical Quarterly, forthcoming. 



442 Restrictive Consequentialism 

restriction. If we know those strategies, then we can tell the conditions under 
which they will fail; and those conditions are precisely the circumstances where 
restrictive consequentialism becomes more than a mere possibility. 

Consider a predisposition P whose presence promises the realisation of 
a benefit B. There are two ways in which the consequentialist agent might 
envisage taking B into account without ceding control of  his actions to P. 
These are the strategies by which he might hope to promote the consequences 
associated with the predisposition without having to pay the cost of restricting 
his calculative sovereignty. 

First of  all, he might imagine that having recognised the value of  B, there 
is nothing to stop him from ignoring the predisposition with which it is 
normally associated, concentrating on the issue of  how he ought to act in 
order to promote B and, more generally, to maximise probable value. On 
such grounds he might hope to be able to focus on the selection of  act-options 
alone. Why should he think of  committing himself to the care of  more or 
less coarse-grained predispositions, if all the benefits that such commitments 
might promote could be taken into account in a programme of  calculating 
over every action? 

If this recourse is to be blocked, so that restrictive consequentialism is a 
real possibility, then the benefit B must be such that it cannot be attained 
under the calculative choice of action. It must be calculatively elusive, as 
we will say. The lustre which unselfconscious involvement gives to behaviour 
is an example of  a calculatively elusive consequence. It is a benefit which 
is reliably produced by the unselfconscious predisposition but which 
evaporates under a regime of  sustained action-calculation. 

Blocked in this way, the consequentialist who recoils f rom any restriction 
on calculation might consider a second course. He might envisage adopting 
P - o r  at least going through the motions of  adopting i t - b u t  allowing it to 
issue in action only when calculative monitoring reveals that the action is 
indeed for the best. The idea behind this project is that the benefit B which 
P produces can be equally well produced by the monitored counterpart. 

If this second recourse is also to be closed then the consequence B must 
have a further feature over and beyond being calculatively elusive. It must 
be unavailable, not just when each action is calculatively chosen, but even 
when the predisposition which normaIlyproduces that action is calculatively 
monitored. It must be vulnerable to the presence of calculation, even in a 
supervisory role. The benefit attendant on unselfconscious involvement is 
calculatively vulnerable in this sense, and not just calculatively elusive. It 
is destroyed as readily by calculative supervision of  the involvement as it is 
by calculative choice of  each action. 

In summary: if the argument for  the possibility of  restrictive 
consequentialism is to have concrete significance, then the benefits which are 
thought to motivate a choice of  certain calculation-inhibiting predispositions 
must have two distinctive features. They must be calculatively elusive and, 
more strongly, they must be calculatively vulnerable. If the benefits do not 
have these features, then the consequentialist cannot be persuaded to 



Philip Pettit and GeoJfrey Brennan 443 

relinquish calculative control of  his actions; the risk of  achieving less than 
the best will be an effective deterrent. 

In the remainder of  this paper we will be looking at examples of  benefits 
which appear to meet these two requirements. In section three we consider 
a well recognised case but one which does not readily generalise. In section 
four we turn to a case that is also commonly recognised but which has the 
added attraction that it suggests a variety of  parallels. Section five is devoted 
to a taxonomy of  those parallels, a taxonomy which suggests that there are 
many  different areas where the consequentialist may be required to go 
restrictive. 

3. A Less Interesting Case of  Restrictive Consequentialism 

A person's tendency to throw himself unselfconsciously into his activities 
provides an example of  a predisposition with elusive benefits. Examples 
similar to it abound.  They are predispositions which raise the psychological 
returns to an agent of  the actions which they select: the actions become more 
rewarding than they would have been had they been chosen in a calculating 
way. Examples are available wherever some form of  enthusiasm or dedication 
or even obsessiveness has the effect o f  giving an agent greater pleasure in 
his achievements than he would have if he had been more calculating and 
detached. 

This sort of  example will provide a first case where the consequentialist 
may have to go restrictive, provided that  the consequences are calculatively 
vulnerable as well as elusive. We suggested that they are vulnerable in the 
case of  our unselfconsciousness example. We believe that they are calculatively 
vulnerable for all examples of  this kind. 

Suppose that one could monitor  the operation of  such predispositions, 
suspending them where necessary for the maximisation of  probable value. 
It is not obvious that such monitoring would necessarily undermine the 
relevant effects of  the dispositions. Nevertheless the effects are calculatively 
vulnerable. For what is true is that predispositions of  the type in question 
are not such as can be suspended by calculative monitoring. Genuinely to 
instantiate predisposition is to be more or less incapable, in the particular 
instance, of  inhibiting their operation. The dispositions have a pathological 
aspect. 

This pathological character o f  the predispositions makes their relevant 
consequences calculatively vulnerable in a special sense. It means that effective 
monitoring would cancel the consequences, as vulnerability requires, but this 
is because the availability of  such monitoring would involve the absence of  
the dispositions. It is not that  if  an agent could both have a predisposition 
and moni tor  it, then the monitoring would destroy the relevant effects. It 
is rather that if an agent was in a position to monitor  and control the 
predisposition, that would undermine its realisation and thereby the 
realisation of  its effects. 

We have found a first case where a consequentialist may be rationally led 
to forswear calculation. It is not unfamiliar,  since it is the sort o f  case that 
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has led various writers to argue the merits of  motive utilitarianism. ~3 The 
thought behind such a doctrine is that certain predispositions generate results 
which make them worth having; that the results are not available under a 
strategy of  calculation, or even of  calculative monitoring; and that the right 
thing for a consequentialist to do therefore may be to put himself in thrall 
to the dispositions. He will encourage the development of  those characteristics 
in the knowledge that he will thereby lose calculative control over certain 
actions. And he will do this because he believes that that is the way for him 
to realise the consequentialist opt imum. 

This case is interesting, but it does not suggest any very general lessons. 
It shows that there are some predispositions which allow the argument for 
restrictive consequentialism to assume significance. But it does not indicate 
how that argument can be borne out more generally. The illustration is 
available only for dispositions with the highly distinctive character that  they 
are difficult to monitor  and suspend. 

4. A More Interesting Case of  Restrictive Consequentialism 

A second case of  predispositions with calculatively elusive and vulnerable 
consequences has been longer recognised in the literature. It is o f  greater 
interest, because the predispositions in question do not have to be difficult 
to suspend. This means that the case may allow of  extrapolation to a variety 
of  dispositions. We at tempt to sketch some lines of  extrapolation in the next 
section. 

The case has been recognised both by utilitarian philosophers and by certain 
decision theorists. It arises with predispositions to take various calculative 
short-cuts that have the benefit of  saving the agent time and trouble. In order 
to establish that this sort of  case is one where the requirements for restrictive 
consequentialism are met we need to demonstrate  that the time-saving 
consequence is calculatively elusive and calculatively vulnerable. The 
demonstrat ion is not difficult. 

The consequence is calculatively elusive, because it is not a result mediated 
by action. What  saves t ime for the agent with a predisposition to take 
calculative short-cuts is not the action which his predisposition selects. Rather 
it is the exercise of  that disposition itself. Where full calculation would take 
considerable time, the exercise of  the predisposition is likely to consume little. 
There is no way that the benefit procured by this means could be obtained 
by someone who followed a calculative route, even if that route led to the 
same actions. 

But is the time-saving consequence also calculatively vulnerable? It certainly 
is in those cases where the calculative short-cuts spring f rom habits which, 
like the predispositions discussed in the last section, are more  or less 
pathological in character.15 But it turns out to be a vulnerable consequence 

~3 See for example Adams op. cit., Hare op. cit., pp. 36 if, and Parfit op. cit., section 2. 
~4 See Smart op. tit . ,  p. 42 and H. A. Simon 'A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice', Quarterly 

Journal o f  Economics 69, (1955). 
15 See Hare op. cir., p. 38. 



Philip Pettit and Geoffrey Bmnnan 445 

too, even when the short-cut involves a calculative strategy which can be 
suspended at will. 

The most obvious example of  such a strategy is the disposition to satisfice: 
that is, to set a level of  aspiration in advance of  choosing, and in the absence 
of full knowledge of available options, and to adopt  the first alternative that 
is expected to reach that level. This predisposition can be suspended at will 
by someone who instantiates it and yet the time-saving which it produces 
is calculatively vulnerable. That vulnerability can be established by a form 
of regress argument.  16 

Suppose that a satisficer is persuaded that he ought to monitor  his 
disposition and allow it to control what he does only when it seems likely 
to maximise probable value. He will commit  himself then to a sort of  second 
order maximisation. Presented with a decision situation, he will ask whether 
at a first order level he ought to satisfice or to maximise: that is, to calculate 
the probable value of each action and choose the most valuable. He will decide 
the question by a higher order maximising procedure: he will calculate the 
probable value of  each first order strategy and select the strategy with the 
higher value. But this m o n i t o r i n g - t h i s  higher order maximisa t ion-wi l l  
cancel out, or at least reduce, the sort of  benefit which unmonitored satisficing 
would have procured. It will involve time costs of  exactly the kind that 
satisficing was designed to avoid. 

In the case mentioned in the last section, the consequences which justify 
the choice of  a predisposition are calculatively vulnerable for a special reason: 
calculative monitoring is incompatible with the disposition itself and for that 
reason incompatible with its effects. Here in the satisficing case we have a 
disposition which has more straightforwardly vulnerable consequences. The 
disposition secures the benefit of  saving time and any at tempt to monitor  
it for the importance of  that effect, even one which endorses the strategy, 
will ensure that the effect is not realised, or not realised in the same measure. 

In view of  its calculatively elusive and vulnerable consequences, the 
satisficing s t r a t e g y - a n d  indeed any time-saving m a x i m - w i l l  often attract 
the commitment  of  the consequentialist. He will make that commitment  in 
any range or sphere of  activity where it seems likely that time costs will be 
important relative to other considerations. An initial, schematic calculation 
will usher further calculation f rom the scene - sub jec t  perhaps to periodic 
r e v i e w - a n d  will put the agent on automatic pilot, submitting him to the 
more or less mechanical direction of the appropriate maxim. 

The metaphor  of  the automatic pilot is appropriate in a further respect 
that is worth specifying. Just as an automatic  pilot will be disengaged in 
emergencies, so the maxim is subject to escape clauses. Thus if the agent 
comes to learn in any instance that the best thing for him to do there is after 
all to break with the maxim, then he can have no ground for not doing so. 
Equally, if it becomes clear to the agent that the situation is out of  the ordinary 
run, say because it involves some sort of  emergency, then he must avoid 

16 See Philip Pettit 'Satisficing Consequentialism' Proceedings o f  the Aristotelian Society, Supp. 
Vol. 58, (1984), where this argument is presented. 
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an un th ink ing  re l iance on the  genera l  rule.  The  consequent ia l i s t  satisficer is 
not  wedded  to his max im;  he espouses  it on ly  so far  as it p romises  to  deliver 
o p t i m a l  results .  W h e r e  tha t  p romi se  is w i thd rawn ,  he has  no  reason  for 
r ema in ing  fa i thfu l .  

5. The  Poss ib i l i ty  o f  Genera l i s ing  the  Second  Case  

In the  satisficing case,  the consequence  which is l iable  to  jus t i fy  choice of  
the  p r e d i s p o s i t i o n - t h e  fact  tha t  it saves t i m e - i s  de l ibera t ive ly  fragile .  It 
canno t  be pur sued  in direct  ca lcu la t ion  over  ac t ions ,  nor  in calculat ive 
m o n i t o r i n g  o f  the  d i spos i t ion  to  satisfice. A n y  such pursu i t  wou ld  be self- 
defea t ing .  It wou ld  i tself  consume  t ime,  and  would  e l imina te  or  reduce the 
benefit  on  offer. 

This single feature  o f  satisficing explains bo th  why its potent ia l ly  just ifying 
consequence  is ca lcula t ive ly  elusive and  why  it is ca lcula t ive ly  vulnerable .  
The  obse rva t ion  is useful ,  for  it suggests  t ha t  we can  expect  to  find cases 
where  the  a rgumen t  for  restr ict ive consequent ia l i sm applies  wherever  we can 
iden t i fy  p red i spos i t ions  which have  such de l ibera t ive ly  fragi le  results .  The 
results  a re  l iable  to  j u s t i fy  select ion o f  the  p red i spos i t ions  a n d  eschewal  of  
ca lcu la t ion  over  the  ac t ions  to  which one  is t he reby  p red i sposed .  

W e  have a m e t h o d  o f  ex t r apo la t ing  ou r  second  case in p rospec t ,  for  the 
no t ion  o f  de l ibera t ive ly  f ragi le  results  is a fami l ia r  o n e )  7 W e  have only  to 
find such del ibera t ively  fragile results as a t tach  to predispos i t ions  and  we will 
have new cases where consequential is ts  should  go restrictive. The disposit ions 
to which we will par t icu la r ly  look  are commi tments  to  fol low certain maxims; 
such commi tments  are the p a r a d i g m  of  non-pa tho log ica l  predisposi t ions  that 
can  be suspended  on  pa r t i cu la r  occas ions .  

In  view o f  the  cur rency  o f  the  phrase  in consequent ia l i s t  circles,  it is 
t emp t ing  to  th ink  o f  the  max ims  which  we shall  be iden t i fy ing  as rules of  
t h u m b .  But  care  is needed,  for  this  ph rase  is somet imes  used to  pick out 
mere ly  p re sumpt ive  max ims ,  no t  p r o p e r l y  restr ic t ive or  p re -empt ive  ones. 

A p resumpt ive  m a x i m  tells  an agent  to  m a k e  a p r e s u m p t i o n  in f avour  of  
do ing  a cer ta in  act  A under  cond i t ions  C, when he is ca lcula t ing  what  to 
do  in such c i rcumstances .  It does  not  p roh ib i t  the  agent  f rom apply ing  the 
consequent ia l is t  cr i ter ion o f  op t ion  evalua t ion  when he is selecting the action. 
It jus t  prescr ibes  tha t  he should  be loa th  to t rus t  evidence tha t  suggests doing 
any th ing  o ther  than  A.  18 

iv For a virtuoso review see Jon Elster, Sour Grapes, Cambridge University Press, 1983, Ch. 2. 
18 It is not clear to us whether any consequentialists are counselling a presumptive rule approach 

in advocating selectional rules of thumb. If their only reason for prescribing rules of thumb 
is a belief that agents in the field are calculatively fallible, then this probably is what they 
are recommending. But in any case we do not think that the approach is significantly distinct 
from that of just applying the evaluation criterion in selecting inputs. It is not the sort of 
line for which we shall be arguing. 

Bernard Williams foists something like the presumptive rule approach on his opponents. 
In Smart and Williams op. cit., p. 127 he writes as follows of the rules that they recommend: 
'it is important that I treat them as rules of thumb, which means not only that if I do discover 
that this is an exceptional case, then I treat it as an exception, but also-and importantly- 
that I keep a utilitarian eye open for signs that a case may be exceptional'. 
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A restrictive or pre-emptive maxim tells an agent to do A under  conditions 
C, given at least that  there is no  (loosely specified sort of) emergency.  19 The 
rule pre-empts the agent 's calculating in accordance  with the criterion o f  
opt ion evaluation,  for  while the condit ions C may  be o f  various kinds, they 
c a n n o t -  on  pain o f  making  the rule r edundan t - - inc lude  the condi t ion that  
the agent calculates that  A is for the best. The rule directs the agent to 
ascertain that  circumstances C obtain,  and that  the escape condi t ion  is 
unrealised, but  not to bother  with any information beyond that:  in particular, 
not  to try to identify and weigh the pro's  and con's  o f  doing A in that  
part icular  instance o f  C. 

But to return now to the main business, we want  to identify various 
predispositions, consisting o f  commitments  to pre-emptive maxims, which 
are distinguished by the fact that  they have desirable but deliberatively fragile 
outcomes.  

Our  original case, exemplified by satisficing, is one where the deliberation 
involved in calculatively moni tor ing  a predisposition, or  in replacing it by 
straight calculation over action,  itself undermines a benefit which the 
unmoni to red  disposit ion would  have. That  case suggests three analogues.  
In each o f  these a consequence o f  the deliberation, not  the deliberation itself, 
destroys that  benefit. In the first the destructive consequence is the agent 's 
becoming aware o f  deliberating; in the second, other people's becoming aware 
o f  his deliberating; and in the third, his acting on the basis o f  the deliberation. 

In  the remainder  o f  the section we will illustrate this range o f  cases. The 
illustration may  be o f  interest in its own right. Mainly,  however,  it should 
serve to reveal further  avenues for  research, indicating the rich resources o f  
restrictive consequential ism. 

The original case 

The original case is already well illustrated by the satisficing example. But 
we would like to offer ,me further  instance, in part icular  an instance with 
a less technical aspect. The example is provided by the maxims which serve 
to produce  virtue, at least on one particular concept ion  o f  virtue. 

On  that  concept ion,  a characteristic feature o f  the v i r t u e s - o r  in any case 
o f  the virtues to which the concept ion appl ies-- is  that  they require the 
eschewal o f  a certain kind of  calculation. There may  be various background  
qualifications to  be entered but within the limits which these set, to possess 
one o f  the virtues is to be able to hearken to certain considerations,  while 
remaining deaf  to others.  This filtering o f  at tention may  be principled, 

19 The restrictive rule approach is clearly what David Lyons ascribes to consequentialists when 
he writes op. tit., p. 148: 'follow the rules, indeed, but not when you know or are quite certain 
that breaking one will have better effects on the whole than keeping to it'. We shall see at 
the end of section 6 that one sort of plausible restrictive rule does not even require this escape 
clause. While C cannot sensibly include the clause that the agent has not calculated and found 
that some action other than A is best, they may in some cases include a weaker calculative 
condition: for example, a condition to the effect that the agent has not calculated and found 
that A falls by more than a certain margin below the optimum available. Such a possibility 
is raised in Samuel Scheffler, The Rejection of  Consequentialism, Oxford University Press, 
1982, Ch. 2. 
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requiring renewed commitment, or ingrained, being a matter of established 
habit. 

To be honourable, so the story then goes, is to find one's commitments 
obligating and motivating--albeit they may be overridden--without first 
having to see whether their fulfilment is for the best in some impersonal or 
global scheme. To be courageous is to have the ability to be galvanised by 
a venture on hand without the prior assurance that it is worth the danger 
to oneself involved in its pursuit. To be generous is to enjoy the capacity 
to respond to certain demands made by others without weighing up the cost 
to oneself in time or money. And to be a person of  integrity, as Bernard 
Williams argues, is to have the gumption that enables one uncalculatingly 
to manifest one's deepest, even self-defining, attachments in the bulk of  one's 
normal behaviour, z° 

We assume that some such virtues are indeed worth having. That is 
not unreasonable, since they all have the aspect of  powers. They are 
capacities to be motivated by considerations which it is easy to lose sight 
of; capacities which make one proof  against weakness of  the will, the pale 
cast of  thought, and other such ailments of practical reason. In some 
approaches indeed the virtues are capacities with a cognitive dimension: they 
are necessary even for a person to become attuned to the considerations on 
which they bear. 2~ 

By some accounts fidelity to appropriate maxims is sufficient to constitute 
virtue. By all accounts it is sufficient to cause virtue eventually to appear: 
this, through leading to the formation of corresponding habits. In either case 
we can say that virtues of  the kind surveyed are consequences of a 
commitment to suitable maxims. And the question then is whether they are 
catculatively elusive and vulnerable consequences. 

The reason that virtue can come as a consequence of  committing one- 
self to appropriate maxims is that such a commitment enforces the cal- 
culative discipline associated with virtue. It allows a place in deliberation only 
to those considerations that should count with the virtuous agent. This 
practice of ratiocinative exclusion is what constitutes virtue or causes it to 
appear. 

Given the reason why fidelity to suitable maxims may produce 
corresponding virtues, the production of  those virtues is bound to be 
calculatively elusive and vulnerable. The agent who calculates consequentially 
over every action is certainly not going to exhibit or pick up the virtuous 
habits in question. And neither is the person who goes through the motions 
of  virtue but stops to check every manifestation for its consequentialistic 
sense. If  the consequer ~ialist agent wants to develop virtuous patterns of 
thought, then he has m choice but to go restrictive. He must forswear the 
sort of  practical reasoning that is classically associated with his ethic. 

z0 See Bernard Williams MoralLuck, Cambridge University Press, 1981, Ch. 3. See too Michael 
Stocker 'Values and Purposes: The Limits of Teleology and the Ends of Friendship', Journal 
of Philosophy 78, (1981). 

21 John McDowell 'Virtue and Reason' The ?¢lonist 62, (1979). 
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The first derived case 

So much for the original sort of  case: the case where deliberation itself 
undermines a benefit that may serve to justify choice of  a predisposition. 
We now turn to three derived cases, in each one of  which a consequence of 
deliberation destroys the effect. In the first the consequence is the agent's 
awareness of  deliberating, in the second other people's awareness of  his doing 
so and in the third his acting on the basis of  his deliberation. 

The first of  these further cases is of  a familiar kind. It arises when the 
potentially justifying consequence of  fidelity to some maxim is a state of  the 
agent which requires a degree of  unselfconsciousness. This requirement means 
that if the result enters the arena of deliberation, whether in calculation proper 
or in calculative monitoring, then the fact that deliberation generates 
selfconsiousness jeopardises the result. I f  you want the consequence on offer 
therefore, you had better bind yourself to the maxim that produces it and 
forswear further calculation. 

The pr imary example of  such a result is unselfconsciousness itself, since 
this is often prized for its own sake. Other instances are states in which 
unselfconsciousness is a component  or for which it is a precondition. 
Spontaneity is one example, being relaxed another. 22 

Suppose you wish, among other things, to be in such a state. If  you try 
to calculate over actions to determine whether the achievement of  the state 
justifies choice of  one rather than another,  then inevitably you will become 
conscious of  deliberating. Similarly if you try to monitor  a m a x i m -  say, 'Act 
first, ask questions a f t e r ' - w h i c h  on its own would produce the state. Either 
way you will destroy whatever chance you had of  getting the desired result. 
You will condemn yourself to its absence. 

It follows that if you reckon that the state is generally of  great importance 
in a certain sphere of  ac t i v i t y -pe rhaps  only a limited one, such as a game 
prov ides - then  you should be prepared to eschew all calculative control there. 
You should trust yourself to a maxim like that advising the postponement 
of  questions. Only by going on automatic  pilot in this way, can you achieve 
your desired result. The state will be realised by fidelity to such a maxim, 
but in a calculatively elusive and vulnerable manner.  It cannot spring from 
action that is chosen with calculation and consciousness. And similarly it 
cannot issue f rom attachment to a maxim, if that at tachment is subject to 
conscious supervision. 

The second derived case 

The second of our three derived cases is of  potentially greater importance 
than the first. It arises when I can get another to believe that I am following 
a certain maxim in my behaviour towards him only if I do actually follow 
that maxim; where his believing this produces some desired effect; and where 
his believing that I calculated, or calculatively monitored,  every move would 
not do so. In such a case I will secure the effect only if I follow the maxim. 
Thus the effect will be calculatively elusive and calculatively vulnerable. 

22 See J. J. C. Smart 'Benevolence is an over-riding attitude'. 
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A first, uncomplicated illustration is provided by the security which lovers 
or friends produce in one another by being guided, and being seen to be 
guided, by maxims of  virtually unconditional fidelity. Adherence to such 
maxims is justified by this prized effect, since any retreat f rom it will 
undermine the effect, being inevitably detectable within a close relationship. 
This is so whether the retreat takes the form of  intruding calculation or 
calculative monitoring. The point scarcely needs emphasis. 23 

The example lends itself to a general pattern of  analysis, if it is 
conceptualised with the help of  the idea of  loyalty. The definition of  loyalty 
presupposed in the analysis is stipulative; those who reject it may replace 
the term by another.  

1. I f  you are loyal to family, friends or associates, then you will not weigh 
their claims on you in a standard consequentialist way. You will be 
committed to the fulfilment of  such claims independently of  whether 
fulfilling them turns out to be the optimific action; and this, though 
you may decide on occasion that other considerations override the 
commitment .  

2. Because such a commitment  will inevitably be visible to your contacts, 
it will be a source of  security for them. It will be an assurance that they 
matter  to you, since their claims provide you with an independent 
motivation to action: that is, a motivation which does not depend on 
the discovery that fulfilling the claims is impersonally optimific. 

3. This effect of  the commitment  is bound to be calculatively elusive and 
vulnerable. It wilt be obvious to your beneficiaries if you calculate over 
your responses to them, or if you calculatively monitor those responses, 
and once they see this, they will see that they do not matter  to you in 
a way that they would expect o f  someone loyal. You will not be thought 
loyal, merely conscientious. 

4. The security of  immediate contacts is likely to concern you and so, if 
you are a consequentialist, you should be prepared to forswear 
calculation and calculative monitoring in favour of  the commi tmen t s -  
in effect, maxims--dist inct ive of  loyalty. 

The benefit of  analysing our initial example in this way is that it suggests 
a further, more significant illustration of  the second derived case. Instead 
of  loyalty and the special claims which correspond to it, this illustration 
involves respect for persons and the rights acknowledged under a regimen 
of  respect. 

In parallel to our earlier analysis, the analogy suggests the following 
argument:  

1. I f  you respect a person then you will regard certain of  the claims he 
makes as privileged: that is, as claims which block goals whose 
realisation you would otherwise see as more important  than the 

23 The case for loyalties is more fully explored in Philip Pettit 'Social Holism and Moral Theory', 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 86, (1985-86). See too Philip Pettit and Robert Goodin 
'The Possibility of Special Duties', Canadian Journal of Philosophy, forthcoming. 
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fulfilment of  those claims. The claims wiU count as rights in the sense 
in which rights are distinguished by their t rumping role. z4 

2. Such respect invests the beneficiary with dignity. Since your attitude 
will be obvious to him, and probably to people at large, it means 
that he can enjoy a certain sort of  discretion over your behaviour; 
specifically, the discretion to stop you sacrificing his interest to 
the achievement of  something that you regard as a greater objective 
g o o d y  

3. This dignity is a calculatively elusive and vulnerable consequence. You 
cannot achieve it if you are known to calculate over your treatment 
of  the individual, or to monitor  that treatment,  because the fact of  
deliberating in such a manner  means that you do not yield any 
controlling discretion to him. And if you do actually calculate or 
calculatively monitor  your responses to the individual, then that will 
inevitably become known. 

4. The dignity of  the people with whom you deal is likely to be important  
to you and so if you are a consequentialist you should be prepared to 
forswear calculation and calculative monitoring in favour of  the 
c o m m i t m e n t s - i n  effect, maxims--dist inct ive of  respect for persons. 

This consequentialist argument for the importance of  respect and of  the 
rights recognised under the dispensation of  respect is in significantly greater 
need of  elaboration and defence than the corresponding argument for 
loyalty. 26 For present purposes however, it may stand in its austere form. 
It serves in tandem with the loyalty argument  to demonstrate the potential 
significance of  our second derived case. Clearly there is a real possibility that 
if a consequentialist is concerned about dignity then he will have to take rights 
seriously, restricting his own calculative impulses. That is a prospect sufficient 
on its own to make restrictive consequentialism worth exploring. 27 

The third derived case: 

And now, finally, to the third derived case. This arises where deliberation 
undermines a potentially justifying consequence of  adhering to a maxim, not 
by its nature, nor because of  the awareness it generates, but because of the 
action to which it leads. 

The sort of  example which we propose in illustration of  this possibility 
is an effect of  maxim-fidelity which materialises only over a considerable 
period of  time. Suppose that the effect is forthcoming f rom behaving in 

z4 For this view of rights see Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia, Basic Books, New 
York, 1974, pp. 28-30 and Ronald Dworkin, Taking Rights Seriously, Duckworth, London, 
1977, pp. 90-94. See to Philip Pettit, 'Rights, Constraints and Trumps', Analysis, forthcoming. 

25 See Joel Feinberg, Rights, Justice, and the Bounds of  Liberty, Princeton University Press, 
1980, Ch. 7. 

26 One of us has elaborated the case elsewhere. See Philip Pettit 'A Consequentialist Case for 
Rights' in Denis Galligan and Charles Sampford, eds, Law, Rights and the Welfare State, 
Croom Helm, London, forthcoming and 'The Consequentialist Can Recognise Rights', 
Philosophical Quarterly, forthcoming. 

27 For a different line see David Lyons 'Utility and Rights', Nomos 24, (1982). 
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accordance with the maxim over a certain period; that each act of  compliance 
with the maxim is troublesome; and that no one act on its own makes the 
difference between the achievement and non-achievement of the effect. In 
that case deliberation would undermine the effect, because it would select 
non-compliance in each instance. 

The maxim in question might be a trivial one, such as that of washing one's 
teeth after every meal. Sticking to a maxim like this over one's lifetime would 
ensure dental health; so at least we may assume. But the effect is both 
calculatively elusive and calculatively vulnerable. It would be undermined 
by the actions to which instance-by-instance deliberation must lead. 

Suppose that I were to calculate after every meal whether to clean my teeth. 
On the negative side I would count the non-trivial cost of going to the trouble 
required. What would I count on the positive? The temptation is to say: the 
importance of  the cleaning for my dental health. But the fact is that the 
significance of  each individual cleaning for my oral well-being is negligible 
or next to negligible. No individual cleaning is sufficient to make the difference 
between having healthy teeth and not having healthy teeth; this is because 
dental health is a vaguely defined gestalt. Thus, other things being equal, 
calculation after every meal would always fail to elicit a walk to the bathroom; 
the result would be, bad teeth. 28 

Dental health then is a calculatively elusive consequence of  adherence to 
a certain maxim. In order to achieve it, one must forswear calculation over 
individual actions. Better find a rule and stick to it. Wash after every meal, 
or wash every day, or wash when some regular chance event occurs. Do 
anything other than weigh the pro's and con's in every instance. Othewise 
you will never resist the opportunity to free ride on your future selves, and 
you will fail to ensure that you maintain your teeth. 

We have laboured the fact that dental health is a caIculatively elusive 
consequence of adherence to the maxim. The other question is whether it 
is also a consequence of  a calculatively vulnerable sort. 

Consider again the situation of  deciding whether or not to wash my teeth 
now. If  we agree that other things being equal, strict calculation of the pro's 
and con's would not galvanise me to action, then equally it must be admitted 
that a calculatively monitored maxim would fail to do so. The unmonitored 
maxim would certainly have the desired effect. But it would be robbed of 
all its power, once subjected to the question of  whether adherence in this 
particular instance is strictly for the best. The question would be an immediate 
stimulus to free riding. 

The dental health example is trivial but it stands proxy for many other 
illustrations of  the third derived case where our argument for uncalculating 
consequentialism applies. We find similar examples wherever there is a good 
which has the following characteristics: it emerges over a period from 

z~ For some discussion of intertemporal, intrapersonal free riding, see Richard Tuck 'Is there 
a free rider problem?' in Ross Harrison, ed., Rational Action, Cambridge University Press, 
1979. If principle C10 in Derek Parfit op. cit., p. 77 is accepted, then an analogue will block 
the temptation to free ride in this way. For more on free riding see Philip Pettit 'Free Riding 
and Foul Dealing', Journal of Philosophy, forthcoming. 
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independent actions; each of those actions is relatively burdensome; and none 
of the actions makes the difference between the appearance and non- 
appearance of  the good. Under any such circumstances the person will be 
tempted at each moment  to free ride on future efforts. Even where the good 
is a matter  of  the deepest self-interest therefore, the agent may be sure of  
achieving it only if he commits himself to an appropriate maxim. 

In concluding discussion of  this final case, it is worth noting that the case 
is exceptional in an important  regard. It does not satisfy an otherwise general 
rule: viz. that the consequentialist will remain faithful to a maxim only if 
he does not independently come to believe that breaking it is actually for 
the best in the instance on hand. The consequentialist will abandon the sort 
o f  maxim that produces virtue, or unselfconsciousness, or loyalty, if that 
is known in a given instance to be genuinely for the best. In such an event--  
however unlikely--he will even violate the maxim that ensures respect and 
rights. But he will not defect f rom the maxim in our third derived case, even 
when he knows that doing so secures the optimal  result. 

It is not surprising that this case should be exceptional, for the damage 
done there by deliberation is due precisely to the fact that  deliberation 
selects the option with the best probable results. I f  the restrictive consequen- 
tialist has found reason for submitting himself to some maxim in such a 
case, then knowing that following the maxim in a particular instance produces 
less than the best will not deprive him of that reason. It is precisely that 
sort of  knowledge which motivate his adherence to the maxim in the first 
place. 

Still, there is a paradox here. The consequentialist endorses the criterion 
of  option evaluation associated with best probable consequences but in this 
sort of  case he operates with an option selection criterion that is inconsistent 
in each instance, and is known to be inconsistent, with the achievement of  
the best probable consequences. How can that be? 

The answer has to do with temporal  perspective. The selection criterion 
for each option is inconsistent with the criterion of evaluation as applied to 
that  particular option but not with the criterion of  evaluation as applied to 
the series of  options over which selection has to be made. In order to secure 
the best result overall therefore, the agent has to be sure that he does not 
pursue the best result in each case. Like Ulysses he must tie his hands. But 
he must do so to protect himself f rom his rational impulses, not f rom any 
irrational visitation. 

6. Conclusion 

We have tried to show that  there is good reason why the consequentialist 
may want to go restrictive in certain areas of  action and that  those areas 
abound.  The upshot  is a fresh view of  the possibilities o f  consequentialism, 
albeit one which squares with the traditional emphasis of  defenders of  the 
doctrine on the need for indirection. The view is worthy of further exploration, 
we believe, for we have done little more than provide some scattered 
illustrations of  the need for consequentialists to go restrictive. It  holds out 
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the prospect of a consequentialism which fits better than many other variants 
with common sense intuitions about morality, z9 

There are two objections which will certainly be brought against the line 
which we have argued and we would like to end the paper by mentioning 
these and indicating why we think that they do not succeed. 

The first objection is that our approach is not of  any significance, 
representing a trivial variation on the consequentialist themes. The suggestion 
is that a consequentialist who proclaims the importance of  restrictive rules 
still fits the familiar picture. He differs from the old-style image of  the 
consequentialist only on matters of  detail, not in his essential attitudes. 

In his essential evaluative attitudes it is true that our consequentialist fits 
the standard profile. But we maintain that the difference on questions of 
selection makes for a real discontinuity. There is nothing trivial about the 
change in outlook demanded by accepting the points that we have made. 

Amartya Sen has observed that moral principles can be usefully 
distinguished on the basis of  the sort of information whose use they exclude. 3° 
Utilitarian rules render information on the identity of  those who benefit from 
an action irrelevant; rules drawn from natural rights make information on 
the overall outcome of respecting a right redundant; and so on. Different 
moral principles are different informational constraints. 

This observation connects illuminatingly with our approach. At the level 
of  evaluation the consequentialist endorses the sort of  informational 
constraint which we would expect; all that is relevant to the assessment of 
an input is how the world promises to lie in its wake. But if our approach 
is adopted, then at the level of  selection quite different informational 
constraints may prevail. The essence of  the approach is to say that often the 
consequentialist has reason to restrict the sort of  information-use by which 
his position is distinguished. 

What we have argued then is that in the field of action the best thing for 
the consequentialist to do may be to forsake his established moral persona. 
This thesis can scarcely be dismissed as insignificant. There could hardly be 
a more demanding amendment of  consequentialism than to require that it 
should be self-effacing in this manner. 

The second objection to our approach is that it endorses self-deception 
and even deception of  others. It will be said that you are recommended self- 
deception in being told that while you should strive to bring about your own 
virtue or unselfconsciousness, you should do so by a path that involves not 
thinking about those goals. Equally it will be held that you are prescribed 
dishonesty in being instructed to promote the security or dignity of your 
beneficiaries by making it seem that your choice of  action is not dictated by 
a concern for that good. 

29 We do not claim that all such intuitions are accommodated. For example we believe that 
for all we have said, consequentialism lacks the resources to provide an appropriately strong 
prohibition on interpersonal free riding. See Pettit 'The Prisoner'~ Dilemma and Social Theory', 
PoKtics 20, 1985, pp. 9-10. 

30 See Amartya Sen 'Informational Analysis of Moral Principles' in Ross Harrison op. eit. 
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The  charge  o f  d i shones ty  is obv ious ly  misp laced .  You  m a y  m a k e  it c lear  
to your  beneficiary tha t  your  choice o f  max im,  and  u l t imate ly  therefore  your  
choice o f  act ion,  is mo t iva t ed  by  a concern  for  his secur i ty  or  digni ty.  W h a t  
you  are  requi red  to  do  is to  m a k e  it equal ly  clear  tha t  ac t ing on  the m a x i m  
does not  involve weighing the i m p o r t a n c e  o f  tha t  effect in the scale o f  p ro ' s  
and  con 's .  There  is no decep t ion  o f  o thers  involved  here.  

A n d  nei ther  in the o ther  cases is there  any decep t ion  o f  self. I do  no t  have 
to hide f rom myself  the fact that  fol lowing such and such a max im is designed 
to p roduce  m y  vir tue or  unselfconsciousness  or  whatever .  I can retain a keen 
awareness  o f  tha t  goal ,  p rov ided  tha t  in m y  choice o f  par t i cu la r  ac t ions  I 
stick to  the maxim and keep the goal  out  o f  deliberative play.  Wha t  is required 
is no t  se l f -decept ion ,  only  self-discipl ine.  

In o rde r  to emphas i se  tha t  po in t ,  cons ider  the con t ras t  between the sorts  
o f  goals which we have ment ioned and  a goal  like that  o f  believing something.  
A bel ief  is a route-specif ic  s tate ,  in the  sense tha t  you  can coherent ly  aspire  
to ins tan t ia te  it, on ly  i f  you aspi re  to achieve it a long a par t i cu la r  pa th :  
specifically,  by  being ra t iona l ly  pe r suaded  tha t  it  is t rue.  There  would  be 
something  self-deceived abou t  cleaving to a m a x i m  with the goal  o f  inducing 
a pa r t i cu la r  be l ie f  in yourse l f .  But  there  is no  such se l f -decept ion  involved 
in the  ob l ique  pursu i t  o f  the  goals  men t ioned  in our  examples .  Goals  l ike 
virtue and unselfconsciousness are not  route-specific. You can aspire to exhibit 
t hem wi thou t  asp i r ing  to  achieve them a long  any  pa r t i cu la r  pa th .  31 

The  upsho t  is tha t  the  restr ict ive consequent ia l i s t  can be bo th  ingenuous  
and reflective. He  can keep  all his a sp i ra t ions  in the open ,  so long as he is 
capab le  o f  insula t ing  t h e m  f rom his dec i s ion-mak ing  processes .  W h a t  is 
required o f  him may  not  be easy to a t ta in  but  it is not  a d i s sonan t  or  un- 
at t ract ive cast  o f  mind.  I t  may even be an  essential  pa r t  o f  mora l  wisdom.  32 33 
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3~ The belief case shows that we should add a further category to the calculatively elusive and 
vulnerable consequences already distinguished. These are the sort of consequences which are 
vulnerable even to strategic planning: to pre-calculation, as we might say. 

32 Perhaps the part emphasised in the tradition of Zen Buddhism. See Elster op. cit. In this 
connection it is worth mentioning that one of the effects of adopting a restrictive form of 
consequentialism will be to make room for an emphasis on the non-mechanical, non-actuarial 
character of moral judgment. 

33 We are grateful for helpful comments provided when this paper was read at the Dept of 
Philosophy, Faculty of Arts, Australian National University and at the Dept of Philosophy, 
University of Adelaide. We are also grateful for comments received from Stanley Benn, Jerry 
Dworkin, Peter Forrest, Jerry Gaus, Loren Lomasky, Hugh Mellor, Graham Nerlich, Huw 
Price, Christina Slade and Kim Sterelny. 


