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1. Introduction 
 
• Non-consequentialism and the separateness-of-persons objection 

Consequentialists: one ought to do what maximises the aggregated good. 

Non-consequentialists: aggregation has limits. Unrestricted interpersonal aggregation fails 
to ‘take seriously the distinction between persons’ (Rawls 1971, 27). 

 
• The disagreement about aggregation 
 

TRANSMITTER ROOM. One can either allow a technician to continue suffering extremely 
painful electric shocks in a transmitter room so that millions can watch a football 
broadcast, or stop the shocks by interrupting the broadcast.  

 

RESCUE. Three individuals – A, B, and C – are about to die. One can either save A, or one 
can save B and C. All else is equal.  

 
Consequentialists: reasons interpersonally aggregate in all cases. 
Standard non-consequentialists: no aggregation in TRANSMITTER ROOM, but aggregation in 
RESCUE. 

 
• Aims of this talk 

I argue that non-consequentialists should not deny that reasons interpersonally aggregate in 
all cases. 
The substantive disagreement between consequentialists and non-consequentialists lies 
elsewhere. 
 

 
 
2. Framing the issues 
 
• The Balancing View of ought 
 

(BV) One ought to x if, and only if, for each incompatible alternative y to x, the reasons 
to x are weightier than those to y.  

 
• Aggregation 
 

(A) A set of reasons aggregates if, and only if, it is weightier than each of its proper 
subsets.  
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• RESCUE: adding a third option 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. RESCUE, with third option and reasons added 

 
Four reasons: one to Save A, one to Save Only B, and two to Save B&C.  

 
• Two separate issues 

Do the reasons to Save B&C aggregate? This depends on whether the reasons to Save B&C 
are weightier than the reason to Save Only B (§3). 

Ought one to Save B&C? This depends on whether the reasons to Save B&C are weightier 
than the reason to Save A (§§4-5). 

 
 
 
3. An argument for interpersonal aggregation 
 
• Outline of the argument 

(1)  In RESCUE, there is a reason to Save B&C rather than Save Only B, but no reason to 
Save Only B rather than Save B&C. 

(2)  Therefore: Save B&C is better supported by reasons than Save Only B. 

(3)  Therefore: the reasons to Save B&C are weightier than the reason to Save Only B. 
(4)  Therefore: the reasons to Save B&C aggregate. 

The argument is worked out in greater detail in the Appendix. 
 
• Consequentialists vs. non-consequentialists on RESCUE: locating the disagreement 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 2. RESCUE, with reasons relations partly added 
 

Consequentialists: the reasons to Save A and to Save Only B are equally weighty. (It then 
straightforwardly follows that one ought to Save B&C.) 

Non-consequentialists: it is not the case that the reasons to Save A and to Save Only B are 
equally weighty. (It then does not straightforwardly follow that one ought to Save B&C.) 

RB2 RB1 RC RA 

Save B&C Save Only B Save A 

Save A Save Only B 

Save B&C 

? 

  >  ? 
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4. Aggregation for non-consequentialists: supererogation and parity 
 
• A three-option case involving supererogation 
 

SACRIFICE. Three individuals are about to die: oneself (A*), and two others (B and C). One 
can either Save A* (i.e., oneself), or Save Only B, or Save B&C. All else is equal. 

 
A non-consequentialist stance on SACRIFICE is as follows: 

– Save A* and Save B&C are permissible. 
– It is impermissible to Save Only B. 

– It is permissible to Save Only B rather than Save A* (i.e., if one does not Save B&C, 
it is permissible to Save Only B). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Figure 3. SACRIFICE, with reasons relations partly added 

 

• Reasons relations in SACRIFICE 
Making sense of this stance on SACRIFICE requires assuming parity between the reasons to 
Save A* and Save Only B, and between the reasons to Save A* and Save B&C: 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 4. The completed analysis of SACRIFICE 
 

• Non-consequentialism and the ‘separateness of persons’ 
That reasons of the same sort that are attached to different persons are on a par, rather than 
equally weighty, is an attractive way of making precise Rawls’s view that we need to ‘take 
seriously the distinction between persons’. 

 
 
 

Save A* Save Only B 

Save B&C 

? 

  >  ? 

Save A* Save Only B 

Save B&C 

~ 

  >  

  ~ 
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5. Non-consequentialism and the duty to save the greater number 
 
• Two possible non-consequentialist views about RESCUE 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 5. Non-consequentialism about RESCUE: two views 

 
• Ought one to save the greater number? 

One ought to Save B&C only if there is a morally relevant difference between SACRIFICE 
and RESCUE. Establishing this requires a substantive piece of first-order theorising. 
A promising idea: parity between non-moral and moral reasons is plausibly more robust than 
parity between moral reasons. 

 
 
 
6. Conclusion 
 
• Consequentialism vs. non-consequentialism: aggregation is not the issue 

The disagreement between consequentialists and non-consequentialists should not be about 
whether reasons interpersonally aggregate.  

 
• Non-consequentialism on RESCUE and TRANSMITTER ROOM 

Non-consequentialists can consistently hold that one ought to switch off the transmitter in 
TRANSMITTER ROOM and save the greater number in cases such as RESCUE. 

 
 
  

Save A Save Only B 

Save B&C 

~ 

  >  

Save A Save Only B 

Save B&C 

~ 

  >  ? 
  > 

  ~ 
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Appendix. The argument for aggregation in detail 
 
• Reasons transmission in RESCUE 

The specific reasons RB1 and RB2 are present because there is a more general reason to save B, 
and Save Only B and Save B&C are ways of doing so. 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6. Reasons transmission in RESCUE 
 

(T) If doing y is a way of doing x, then a non-derivative reason to x provides an equally 
weighty reason to y. 

 
• Contrastive reasons in RESCUE 
 

(C) A (contrastive) reason to x rather than y is a reason to x that is not provided by a 
reason for a more general option that x and y are ways of doing. 

 
It follows that there is a reason to Save B&C rather than Save Only B (namely RC), but no 
reason to Save Only B rather than Save B&C. 

 
• The redundancy of non-contrastive reasons 

(R)  The reasons to x are weightier than those to y if, and only if, the reasons to x rather 
than y are weightier than those to y rather than x. 

 
• The argument for interpersonal aggregation 

(1)  There is a reason to Save B&C rather than Save Only B, but there is no reason to 
Save Only B rather than Save B&C. [from (T), (C) and the structure of the case] 

(2) The reasons to Save B&C rather than Save Only B are weightier than those to 
Save Only B rather than Save B&C. [from (1)] 

(3) The reasons to Save B&C are weightier than those to Save Only B. [from (2) and (R)] 

(4) The reasons to Save B&C are weightier than RB2. [from (3) and (T)] 
(5) The reasons to Save B&C are weightier than RC. [analogous reasoning to (1)-(4)] 

(6) The reasons to Save B&C aggregate. [from (4), (5), and (A)] 
 

RB 

RB2 RB1 RC RA 

Save B&C Save Only B Save A 
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• Generalising the argument 
The argument for interpersonal aggregation generalises to all other cases where the 
interpersonal aggregation of reasons is at issue. Consider a three-option variant of 
TRANSMITTER ROOM: 

 In TRANSMITTER ROOM, there is a reason to let millions watch the broadcast rather 
than only one hundred of them. 

 … 
Therefore: the reasons to let millions watch the broadcast aggregate. 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 7. Illustrating the generalised argument 
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