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PART FOUR

FUTURE
GENERATIONS

16
THE NON-IDENTITY
PROBLEM

THERE is another question about
personal identity. Each of us might
never have existed. What would have
made this true? The answer produces a
problem that most of us overlook.

One of my aims in Part Four is to
discuss this problem. My other aim is to
discuss the part of our moral theory in
which this problem arises. This is the
part that covers how we affect future
generations. This is the most important
part of our moral theory, since the next
few centuries will be the most important
in human history.

119. HOW OUR IDENTITY IN
FACT DEPENDS ON WHEN WE
WERE CONCEIVED

What would have made it true that
some particular person would never
have existed? With one qualification, |
believe

The Time-Dependence Claim: If any
particular person had not been conceived
when he was in fact conceived, it is in
fact true that he would never have
existed.

This claim is not obviously true. Thus
one woman writes:

"It is always fascinating to speculate on
who we would have been if our parents
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ICKE-IDENTITETS-
PROBLEMET

DET finns en annan fraga som handlar om
personlig identitet: mojligheten att var och
en av oss aldrig skulle ha existerat. Fragan
ar under vilka omstandigheter detta skulle
vara sant. Svaret skapar ett problem som de
flesta av oss forbiser.

Ett av syftena i del fyra &r att diskutera
detta problem. Det andra syftet ar att
diskutera den del av var moralteori i vilken
problemet uppkommer, ndmligen delen
som handlar om hur vi paverkar framtida
generationer. Detta &r den viktigaste delen
av var moralteori, eftersom de kommande
arhundradena kommer att bli de viktigaste i
maénsklighetens historia.

119. VARFOR
BEFRUKTNINGSOGONBLICKET AR
AVGORANDE FOR VAR IDENTITET

Under vilka omsténdigheter skulle det vara
sant att en viss person aldrig skulle ha
existerat? Efter en modifiering tror jag pa

Pastaendet om tidpunktens avgorande
betydelse: Om en viss person inte hade
avlats nar han de facto avlades ar det de
facto sant att han aldrig skulle ha existerat.

Det har pastaendet ar inte uppenbart sant.
Som en kvinna skriver:

”Det ar alltid fangslande att spekulera éver
vilka vi hade varit om var mor (eller far)
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had married other people.™

In wondering who she would have been,
this woman ignores the answer: “No
one’.

Though the Time-Dependence Claim
is not obviously true, it is not
controversial, and it is easy to believe.
It is thus unlike the Reductionist View
about personal identity over time. This
is one of several competing views, and
is hard to believe. The Time-
Dependence Claim is not about personal
identity over time. It is about a different
though related subject: personal identity
in different possible histories of the
world. Several views about this subject
are worth discussing. But the Time-
Dependence Claim is not one of these
views. It is a claim that is true on all of
these views.

As | have said, the claim should be
qualified. Each of us grew from a
particular pair of cells: an ovum and the
spermatozoon by which, out of millions,
it was fertilized. Suppose that my mother
had not conceived a child at the time
when in fact she conceived me. And
suppose that she had conceived a child
within a few days of this time. This
child would have grown from the same
particular ovum from which | grew. But
even if this child had been conceived
only a few seconds earlier or later, it is
almost certain that he would have grown
from a different spermatozoon. This
child would have had some but not all of
my genes. Would this child have been
me?

We are inclined to believe that any
question about our identity must have an
answer, which must be either Yes or No.
As before, | reject this view. There are
cases in which our identity is
indeterminate. What | have just
described may be such a case. If it is,
my question has no answer. It is neither
true nor false that, if these events had
occurred, | would never have existed.
Though I can always ask, “‘Would 1

hade gift sig med nagon annan.™

Genom att fraga sig vem hon skulle ha varit
blundar hon for svaret: ”Ingen”.

Trots att pastaendet om tidpunktens
avgorande betydelse inte &r uppenbart sant
ar det inte kontroversiellt och dessutom latt
att tro pa. Pa sa vis skiljer det sig fran den
reduktionistiska uppfattningen om
personlig identitet dver tid. Denna
uppfattning, som ar en av flera
motstridande, ar svar att tro pa. Pastaendet
om tidpunktens avgérande betydelse
handlar inte om personlig identitet dver tid.
Det handlar om en annan men relaterad
fraga: personlig identitet i olika mojliga
varldshistorier. Det finns flera uppfattningar
i fragan som &r vérda att diskutera.
Pastaendet om tidpunktens avgorande
betydelse ar dock inte en av dessa
uppfattningar, utan ett pastaende som &r sant
enligt samtliga.

Som jag har sagt bor pastaendet om
tidpunktens avgérande betydelse
modifieras. Var och en av oss har vaxt fran
tva specifika celler: ett 4gg och den av
miljontals spermier som befruktade det.
Ponera att min mor inte hade avlat ett barn
vid den tidpunkt da hon de facto avlade mig.
Anta ocksa att hon hade avlat ett barn
inom nagra dagar fran denna tidpunkt. Det
barnet skulle ha véaxt fran samma dgg som
jag vaxte fran. Men aven om barnet hade
avlats bara nagra sekunder tidigare eller
senare ar det néstan helt sékert att det
skulle ha vaxt fran en annan spermie.
Barnet skulle ha burit ndgra av mina gener
men inte alla. Skulle det barnet ha varit

jag?

Vi har en benagenhet att tro att alla fragor
som ror var identitet maste kunna besvaras
med antingen ja eller nej. Liksom tidigare
forkastar jag en sadan uppfattning. Det finns
fall da var identitet ar obestamd. Fallet jag
just har beskrivit kan vara ett sadant. Om
det ar s& har min fraga inget svar. Det ar
varken sant eller falskt att jag, om
ovanstaende hade hant, aldrig skulle ha
existerat. Aven om jag alltid kan stélla
fragan "Skulle jag ha existerat?” skulle den



have existed?’, this would here be an
empty question.
These last claims are controversial.
85 Since | want my Time-Dependence

Claim not to be controversial, | shall set
aside these cases. The claim can become

(TD2) If any particular person had

90 not been conceived within a month of
the time when he was in fact conceived,

he would in fact never have existed.

I claim that this is in fact true. | do not
claim that it is necessarily true. The

95 different views about this subject make

competing claims about what is

necessary. It is because I claim less that
my claim is not controversial. Those who

disagree about what could have

100  happened may agree about what would
in fact have happened. As I shall argue,
the holders of all plausible views would

agree with me.

These views make claims about the
105 necessary properties of each particular

person. Some of a person’s necessary

properties are had by everyone: these

are the properties that are necessary to
being a person. What concerns us here
110  are the distinctive necessary properties

of each particular person. Suppose |

claim that P is one of Kant’s distinctive

necessary properties. This means that

Kant could not have lacked P, and that

115  only Kant could have had P.
According to
The Origin View, each person has this
distinctive necessary property: that of

having grown from the particular pair of

120  cells from which this person in fact
grew.?

This property cannot be fully distinctive.

Any pair of identical twins both grew
from such a pair of cells. And any
125  fertilized ovum might have later split,
and produced twins. The Origin View
must be revised to meet this problem.

But I need not discuss this revision. It is

enough for my purposes that, on this

i det har fallet sakna innehall.

De sista pastaendena r kontroversiella.
Eftersom jag vill att mitt pastdende om
tidpunktens avgorande betydelse ska vara
okontroversiellt kommer jag att bortse fran
dessa fall. Pastaendet blir da
(TP2) Om en viss person inte hade avlats
inom en manad fran den tidpunkt da han de
facto avlades &r det de facto sant att han
aldrig skulle ha existerat.

Jag pastar att detta ar de facto sant. Jag
pastar inte att det ar nodvandigtvis sant. De
olika uppfattningarna i frdgan gér motsatta
pastaenden om vad som dr nédvandigt. Att
mitt pastaende inte ar kontroversiellt beror
pa att det ar mindre omfattande. De som
inte &r Overens om vad som kunde ha hant
kan enas om vad som de facto skulle ha
hant. Som jag kommer att hdvda skulle
anhangarna av samtliga rimliga
uppfattningar halla med mig.

Dessa uppfattningar gor pastaenden i fragan
om varje persons nodvandiga egenskaper.
Nagra av en persons nodvandiga egenskaper
finns hos alla: de egenskaper som ar
nddvéndiga for att vara en person. Det som
intresserar 0ss har ar varje enskild persons
utméarkande nddvéandiga egenskaper.
Ponera att jag hévdar att P &r en av Kants
utmarkande nddvandiga egenskaper. Det
betyder att Kant inte kunde ha saknat P och
att endast Kant kunde ha haft P.

Enligt

Ursprungsuppfattningen har varje person
foljande utmarkande nddvandiga egenskap:
att ha vaxt fran just det par celler som den
har personen de facto véxte fran.?

Den hér egenskapen kan inte vara
fullstandigt utmarkande. Varje par
enaggstvillingar har bada véxt fran ett
sadant par celler. Och varje befruktat dgg
skulle senare ha kunnat delas sa att
tvillingar hade utvecklats. For att dvervinna
problemet maste ursprungsuppfattningen
revideras. Jag behéver dock inte diskutera en
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view, Kant could not have grown from a
different pair of cells. It is irrelevant
that, because there can be twins, it is
false that only Kant could have grown
from this pair of cells.

Holders of the Origin View would
accept my claim that, if Kant had not
been conceived within a month of the
time when he was conceived, he would
in fact never have existed. If he had not
been conceived in that month, no child
would in fact have grown from the
particular pair of cells from which he
grew. (This claim makes an assumption
both about the distinctive necessary
properties of this pair of cells, and about
the human reproductive system. But
these assumptions are not controversial.)

According to certain other views, Kant
could have grown from a different pair of
cells. On
The Featureless Cartesian View, Kant
was a particular Cartesian Ego, which
had no distinctive necessary properties.

On this view, a person’s identity has no
connections with his physical and
mental characteristics. Kant might have
been me, and vice versa, though, if this
had happened, no one would have
noticed any difference. It is at worst
mildly controversial to claim, as | did,
that we should reject this version of the
Cartesian View.

Two other views are closely related.
On

The Descriptive View, each person has
several distinctive necessary properties.
These are this person’s most
important distinctive properties, and
they do not include having grown from
a particular pair of cells.

In the case of Kant, these properties
would include his authorship of certain
books. One version of this view does not
claim that Kant must have had all these
properties. Anyone with most of these
properties would have been Kant.

sadan revidering. FOr mitt syfte ar det
tillrackligt att Kant enligt den har
uppfattningen inte kunde ha vaxt fran tva
helt andra celler. Det &r irrelevant att det, pa
grund av mojligheten att tvillingar kan
utvecklas, ar falskt att endast Kant kunde ha
vaxt fran dessa tva celler.
Ursprungsuppfattningens anhéngare
skulle godta mitt pastaende att Kant, om han
inte hade avlats inom en manad fran den
tidpunkt da han avlades, de facto inte skulle
ha existerat. Om han inte hade avlats under
den manaden skulle de facto inget barn ha
vaxt fran just det par celler som han vaxte
fran. (Det har pastaendet utgar fran tva
antaganden: ett om de hér cellernas
utmarkande nédvandiga egenskaper och ett
om det manskliga fortplantningssystemet.
Antagandena &r dock inte kontroversiella.)

Enligt vissa andra uppfattningar kunde
Kant ha vaxt fran tva andra celler. Enligt

Den opersonliga cartesianska uppfattningen
var Kant ett visst cartesianskt subjekt utan
utmarkande nédvandiga egenskaper.

Enligt den har uppfattningen har en persons
identitet inga samband med hans fysiska
och psykiska egenskaper. Kant hade kunnat
vara jag och tvartom trots att ingen, om det
hade varit s, skulle ha markt nagon
skillnad. Det &r i sdmsta fall en aning
kontroversiellt att, som jag gjorde, havda att
vi borde forkasta denna version av den
cartesianska uppfattningen.

Det finns tva andra och nara beslaktade
uppfattningar. Enligt

Den deskriptiva uppfattningen har varje
person flera utmarkande nédvandiga
egenskaper. Dessa ar de viktigaste av
personens utmarkande egenskaper och
omfattar inte att ha vaxt fran ett visst par
celler.

Nér det galler Kant skulle dessa egenskaper
omfatta att vara forfattaren till vissa bocker.
Enligt en version av den har uppfattningen
behover Kant inte ha haft alla dessa
egenskaper. Vem som helst med de flesta av
dessa egenskaper skulle ha varit Kant.
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On

The Descriptive Name View, every
person’s name means ‘the person who
...”. For us now, ‘Kant’ means ‘the
person who wrote the Critique of Pure
Reason, etc’. A particular person’s
necessary properties are those that
would be listed when we explain the
meaning of this person’s name.

Both this and the Descriptive View
might be combined with the other
version of Cartesianism. Kant might be
claimed to be the Cartesian Ego whose
distinctive necessary properties include
the authorship of certain books. But the
two Descriptive Views need not add this
claim.?

One objection to the Descriptive
Views is that each person’s life could
have been very different. Kant could
have died in his cradle. Since this is
possible, the authorship of certain books
cannot be one of Kant’s necessary
properties.

One reply to this objection retreats to
a weaker claim. It could be said:

Though this property is not necessary, it
is distinctive. Kant might not have
written these books. But, in any possible
history in which a single person wrote
these books, this person would have
been Kant.

I need not discuss whether this, or some
other reply, meets this objection-Even if
the objection can be met, my Time-
Dependence Claim is true.

On both Descriptive Views, Kant
could have grown from a different pair
of cells, or even had different parents.
This would have happened if Kant’s
mother had not conceived a child when
she conceived him, and some other
couple had conceived a child who later
wrote the Critique of Pure Reason, etc.
On the Descriptive Views, this child
would have been Kant. He would not

Enligt

Den deskriptiva namn-uppfattningen
betyder varje persons namn ’personen som
...”. FOr oss idag betyder Kant’ ’personen
som skrev Kritik av det rena férnuftet och
sa vidare’. En viss persons nodvandiga
egenskaper ar dem som man skulle rékna
upp for att forklara vad personens namn
betyder.

Bade denna och den deskriptiva
uppfattningen kan kombineras med den
andra versionen av cartesianism. Kant
skulle kunna pastas vara det cartesianska
subjekt vars utmarkande nédvandiga
egenskaper omfattar att vara forfattaren till
vissa bocker. De tva deskriptiva
uppfattningarna behover dock inte l&gga till
detta pastaende.’

En invandning mot de deskriptiva
uppfattningarna &r att varje persons liv
kunde ha sett ut pa ett helt annat satt. Kant
kunde ha dott i vaggan. Eftersom detta &r
maojligt kan inte det att vara forfattaren till
vissa bocker vara en av Kants nddvéandiga
egenskaper.

Ett sétt att bemOta invandningen &r att
istallet gora ett mindre omfattande
pastaende. Detta kan uttryckas:

Trots att den hér egenskapen inte &r
nddvandig ar den utmérkande. Det ar
mojligt att Kant aldrig skulle ha skrivit de
h&r bockerna. Men i varje tankbar historia
dar en enskild person skrev bockerna skulle
den personen ha varit Kant.

Jag behdver inte diskutera huruvida detta
eller nagot annat svar bemater
invandningen. Mitt pastaendet om
tidpunktens avgorande betydelse ar sant
aven om invandningen kan bemotas.

Enligt bada de deskriptiva
uppfattningarna kunde Kant ha vaxt fran ett
annat par celler eller till och med haft andra
foraldrar. Detta skulle ha intraffat om Kants
mor inte hade avlat ett barn nar hon avlade
honom och om ett annat par hade avlat ett
barn som senare skrev Kritik av det rena
fornuftet och sa vidare. Enligt de deskriptiva
uppfattningarna skulle det barnet ha varit
Kant. Han skulle inte ha hetat Kant. Detta
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have been called Kant. But this does not
worry holders of these views. They
would claim that, if this had happened,
Kant would have had both different
parents and a different name.

Though they believe that this might
have happened, most holders of the
Descriptive Views would accept my
claim that it would not in fact have
happened. If they claim that it would
have happened, they must accept an
extreme version of Tolstoy’s view, stated
in the epilogue of War and Peace, that
history does not depend on the decisions
made by particular people. On this view,
if Napoleon’s mother had remained
childless, history would have provided a
‘substitute Napoleon’, who would have
invaded Russia in 1812. And, if Kant’s
mother had remained childless, history
would have provided another author of
the Critique of Pure Reason. This view
is too implausible to be worth
discussing.

There is another way in which
holders of the Descriptive Views might
reject my claim. They might claim that
Kant’s necessary properties were far
less distinctive. They might for instance
merely be: being his mother’s first child.
This claim meets the objection that each
person’s life might have been very
different. But this claim is also too
implausible to be worth discussing. | am
the second of my mother’s three
children. This claim implies absurdly
that, if my mother had conceived no
child when she in fact conceived me, |
would have been my younger sister.

Consider next the possible history in
which the Descriptive Views seem most
plausible. Suppose that Kant’s mother
had not conceived a child when she
conceived him, and that one month later
she conceived a child who was exactly
like Kant. This child would have
grown from a different pair of cells; but
by an amazing coincidence, of a kind
that never actually happens, this child
would have had all of Kant’s genes. And
suppose that, apart from the fact and the
effects of being born later, this child

bekymrar dock inte anh&ngarna av de hér
uppfattningarna. De skulle pasta att Kant
om detta hade hant bade skulle ha haft andra
foraldrar och ett annat namn.

Trots att de tror att detta hade kunnat
hé&nda skulle de flesta anhéngare av de
deskriptiva uppfattningarna godta mitt
pastaende att detta de facto inte skulle ha
hént. Om de hé&vdar att det skulle ha hant
maste de godta en extrem version av den
uppfattning som Tolstoj uttrycker i epilogen
till Krig och fred, ndmligen att historien inte
ar en foljd av beslut fattade av specifika
manniskor. Om Napoleons mor hade
forblivit barnlds skulle historien enligt den
hér uppfattningen ha skaffat fram en
“ersattare” som skulle ha invaderat
Ryssland 1812. Och om Kants mor hade
forblivit barnlds skulle historien ha skaffat
fram en annan forfattare till Kritik av det
rena fornuftet. Den har uppfattningen ar for
orimlig for att vara vérd att diskutera.

Anhédngarna av de deskriptiva
uppfattningarna kan forkasta mitt pastaende
ocksa pa ett annat satt. De kan havda att
Kants nddvéndiga egenskaper var mycket
mindre utmérkande. De skulle exempelvis
kunna vara enbart detta: att vara sin mors
forsta barn. Det har pastaendet bemoter
invandningen att varje persons liv kunde ha
sett ut pa ett helt annat sétt. Men dven detta
pastaende ar for orimligt for att vara vart att
diskutera. Av min mors tre barn &r jag
nummer tva. Det har pastaendet medfor det
orimliga att om min mor inte hade avlat ett
barn nér hon de facto avlade mig skulle jag
ha varit min yngre syster.

Betrakta nu den mojliga historia i vilken
de deskriptiva uppfattningarna forefaller
mest rimliga. Ponera att Kants mor inte
hade avlat ett barn n&r hon avlade honom
och att hon en manad senare avlade ett barn
som var precis som Kant. Det hadr barnet
skulle ha vaxt fran ett annat par celler men
skulle av en otrolig och i verkligheten
omojlig tillfallighet béra alla Kants gener.
Och anta att barnet, forutom att det foddes
senare, skulle ha levt ett liv som var precis
som Kants, skulle ha skrivit Kritik av det
rena fornuftet och sa vidare.
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would have lived a life that was just like
Kant’s, writing the Critique of Pure
Reason, etc.

On the Descriptive Views, this child
would have been Kant. Holders of the
Origin View might object:

Kant was a particular person. In your
imagined possible history, you have not
shown that you are referring to this
particular person. In this imagined
history, there would have been someone
who was exactly like this person. But
exact similarity is not the same as
numerical identity, as is shown by any
two exactly similar things.

These remarks explain why the Origin
View refers to the particular pair of cells
from which a person grew.

A fifth view also makes such a direct
reference. On
The Backward Variation View, this
reference need not be to the point of
origin, or to the cells from which a
person grew. The reference can be made
at any time in this person’s life. By
making such a reference, we can
describe how this person might have had
a different origin.

Consider a holder of this view who, in
1780, is attending one of Kant’s
lectures. This person might claim:

Kant is the person standing there. Kant
might have had different parents, and
lived a different life up until the recent
past. For this to have been what
happened, all that is needed is that this
different life would have led Kant to be
now standing there.

This view must make some further
claims. But it meets the objection that, to
justify a claim of identity, we need
more than similarity. Holders of the
Origin View therefore need a different
objection to the Backward Variation
View. For my purposes, | need not
decide between these views.

Enligt de deskriptiva uppfattningarna
skulle barnet ha varit Kant. Anhangarna av
ursprungsuppfattningen skulle kunna
invénda:

Kant var en specifik person. | den méjliga
historia ni tdnker er har ni inte visat att ni
syftar pa just den har personen. | er tankta
historia skulle det ha funnits nagon som var
exakt som den har personen. Men exakt
likhet &r inte detsamma som numerisk
identitet, ndgot som man kan se pa alla par
av exakt likadana ting.

Dessa anmarkningar forklarar varfor
ursprungsuppfattningen syftar pa just det
par celler fran vilka en person har véxt.
Aven en femte uppfattning gor denna typ
av direkt syftning. Enligt
Ursprungsvariationsuppfattningen behéver
syftningen inte galla tillkomstdgonblicket
eller det par celler fran vilka en person har
vaxt. Syftningen kan galla vilken tidpunkt i
personens liv som helst. Genom att géra en
sadan hanvisning kan vi beskriva hur
personen kunde ha haft ett annat ursprung.

Tank dig en anhangare av den har
uppfattningen som 1780 besoker en av
Kants foreldsningar. Den hdr personen kan
pasta:

Kant &r personen som star dar. Kant hade
kunnat ha andra foréldrar och fram till helt
nyligen ha levt ett helt annat liv. Allt som
kréavs for att detta skulle ha varit fallet &r att
det andra livet hade utmynnat i att Kant star
har nu.

Den hér uppfattningen maste géra
ytterligare nagra pastaenden. Men den
bemoter invéndningen att det krdvs mer &n
likhet for att rattfardiga pastadd identitet.
Anhéngarna av ursprungsuppfattningen
behover darfér en annan invandning mot
ursprungsvariationsuppfattningen. Fér mina
syften ar det inte nddvandigt att valja
mellan dessa uppfattningar.
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On the Backward Variation View,
Kant might have had a different origin.
But holders of this view would accept
my claim that, in fact, this would not
have happened. They would agree that,
if Kant had not been conceived within a
month of the time when he was
conceived, he would in fact never have
existed.

I have now described all of the views
about our identity in different possible
histories.” I discuss in endnote 6 how
these views are related to the different
views about our identity over time. On
all of the plausible views, my Time-
Dependence Claim is true. This claim
applies to everyone. You were
conceived at a certain time. It is in fact
true that, if you had not been conceived
within a month of that time, you would
never have existed.

120. THE THREE KINDS OF
CHOICE

Unless we, or some global disaster,
destroy the human race, there will be
people living later who do not now
exist. These are future people. Science
has given to our generation great ability
both to affect these people, and to predict
these effects.

Two kinds of effect raise puzzling
questions. We can affect the identities of
future people, or who the people are
who will later live. And we can affect
the number of future people. These
effects give us different kinds of choice.

[...] Utelamnat diagram

Different Number Choices affect both
the number and the identities of future
people. Same Number Choices affect
the identities of future people, but do not
affect their number. Same People
Choices affect neither.

Enligt ursprungsvariationsuppfattningen
kunde Kant ha haft ett annat ursprung.
Uppfattningens anhé&ngare skulle dock godta
mitt pastaende att detta de facto inte skulle
ha hant. De skulle halla med om att Kant,
om han inte hade avlats inom en manad fran
det han avlades, de facto aldrig skulle ha
existerat.

Jag har nu beskrivit alla uppfattningar om
vér identitet i olika tankbara historier.” |
slutnot 6 diskuterar jag pa vilket satt dessa
uppfattningar ar beslaktade med de olika
uppfattningarna om var identitet 6ver tid.
Enligt alla rimliga uppfattningar &r mitt
pastaende om tidpunktens avgorande
betydelse sant. Det stammer in pa alla. Du
avlades vid en viss tidpunkt. Det &r de facto
sant att du, om du inte hade avlats inom en
manad fran den tidpunkten, inte skulle ha
existerat.

120. TRE TYPER AV
VALMOJLIGHETER

Savida inte vi sjalva eller nagon global
katastrof utplanar manskligheten kommer
det langre fram att leva ménniskor som inte
existerar nu. De ar framtida manniskor.
Vetenskapen ger var generation formaga att
i stor utstrackning bade paverka dessa
maéanniskor och férutsdga konsekvenserna av
sadan paverkan.

Tva typer av konsekvenser ger upphov
till komplicerade fragor. Vi kan paverka de
framtida ménniskornas identiteter, eller med
andra ord vilka de manniskor ar som
kommer att leva langre fram. Vi kan
dessutom paverka de framtida manniskornas
antal. De har konsekvenserna ger oss olika
typer av valmajligheter.

Val som paverkar antalet manniskor
paverkar bade de framtida manniskornas
antal och deras identiteter. Val som inte
paverkar antalet manniskor paverkar de
framtida mé&nniskornas identiteter men inte
deras antal. Val som inte paverkar vilka
manniskor som kommer att leva paverkar
varken antal eller identitet.
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121. WHAT WEIGHT SHOULD WE
GIVE TO THE INTERESTS OF
FUTURE PEOPLE?

Most of our moral thinking is about
Same People Choices. As | shall argue,
such choices are not as numerous as
most of us assume. Very many of our
choices will in fact have some effect on
both the identities and the number of
future people. But in most of these
cases, because we cannot predict what
the particular effects would be, these
effects can be morally ignored. We can
treat these cases as if they were Same
People Choices.

In some cases we can predict that some
act either may or will be against the
interests of future people. This can be
true when we are making a Same
People Choice. In such a case,
whatever we choose, all and only the
same people will ever live. Some of
these people will be future people. Since
these people will exist whatever we
choose, we can either harm or benefit
these people in a quite straightforward
way.

Suppose that | leave some broken
glass in the undergrowth of a wood. A
hundred years later this glass wounds a
child. My act harms this child. If | had
safely buried the glass, this child would
have walked through the wood
unharmed.

Does it make a moral difference that the
child whom I harm does not now exist?

On one view, moral principles cover
only people who can reciprocate, or
harm and benefit each other. If | cannot
be harmed or benefited by this child, as
we can plausibly suppose, the harm that
I cause this child has no moral
importance. | assume that we should
reject this view.’

Some writers claim that, while we
ought to be concerned about effects on
future people, we are morally justified

121. HUR STOR HANSYN BOR VI TA
TILL FRAMTIDA MANNISKORS
INTRESSEN?

Vart moraliska tankande handlar mestadels
om val som inte paverkar vilka manniskor
som kommer att leva. Dessa val ar dock,
som jag kommer att havda, inte si manga
som de flesta av oss antar. Véldigt manga
av vara val kommer de facto att fa ndgon
form av konsekvens bade pa de framtida
méanniskornas identiteter och deras antal.
Eftersom vi inte kan forutsdga exakt vilka
konsekvenserna kommer att bli behdver vi i
de flesta fall dock inte ta moralisk hansyn
till dem. Vi kan behandla sadana fall som
om de vore val som inte paverkar vilka
méanniskor som kommer att leva.

| vissa fall kan vi férutséga att en viss
handling antingen kan eller kommer att
strida mot framtida manniskors intressen.
Detta kan vara sant nar vi star infor ett val
som inte paverkar vilka manniskor som
kommer att leva. Oavsett vad vi véljer i ett
sadant fall kommer samma méanniskor och
endast dessa under alla omsténdigheter att
leva. Vissa av dem kommer att vara
framtida ménniskor. Eftersom de kommer
att existera vilka val vi &n gor kan vi pa ett
ganska omedelbart satt antingen skada eller
gynna dem.

Ponera att jag lamnar krossat glas pa
marken i en skog. Hundra ar senare skadar
sig ett barn pa glaset. Min handling skadar
barnet. Om jag hade gravt ner glaset pa ett
sakert satt hade barnet kunnat ga valbehallet
genom skogen. GOr det en moralisk skillnad
att barnet som jag skadar inte existerar nu?

Enligt en uppfattning kraver moraliska
principer reciprocitet och omfattar darmed
enbart méanniskor som kan skada och gynna
varandra. Om jag, vilket vi rimligen kan
ponera, inte kan skadas eller gynnas av det
hér barnet, har den skada jag tillfogar
honom eller henne ingen moralisk
betydelse. Jag antar att vi bor forkasta den
har uppfattningen.’

Vissa skribenter havdar att vi samtidigt
som vi bor fasta avseende vid
konsekvenserna for framtida ménniskor ar
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in being less concerned about effects in
the further future. This is a common
view in welfare economics, and cost-
benefit analysis. On this view, we can
discount the more remote effects of our
acts and policies, at some rate of n per
cent per year. This is called the Social
Discount Rate.

Suppose we are considering how to
dispose safely of the radio-active matter
called nuclear waste. If we believe in
the Social Discount Rate, we shall be
concerned with safety only in the nearer
future. We shall not be troubled by the
fact that some nuclear waste will be
radio-active for thousands of years. At
a discount rate of five per cent, one
death next year counts for more than a
billion deaths in 500 years. On this
view, catastrophes in the further future
can now be regarded as morally trivial.

As this case suggests, the Social
Discount Rate is indefensible.
Remoteness in time roughly correlates
with some important facts, such as
predictability. But, as | argue in
Appendix F, these correlations are too
rough to justify the Social Discount
Rate. The present moral importance of
future events does not decline at a rate
of n per cent per year. Remoteness in
time has, in itself, no more significance
than remoteness in space. Suppose that |
shoot some arrow into a distant wood,
where it wounds some person. If |
should have known that there might be
someone in this wood, | am guilty of
gross negligence. Because this person is
far away, | cannot identify the person
whom | harm. But this is no excuse. Nor
IS it any excuse that this person is far
away. We should make the same claims
about effects on people who are
temporally remote.

122. A YOUNG GIRL’S CHILD

Future people are, in one respect, unlike
distant people. We can affect their
identity. And many of our acts have this

moraliskt rattfardigade att fasta mindre
avseende vid konsekvenserna i en avlagsen
framtid. Detta &r en vanlig uppfattning inom
omradena valfardsekonomi och
Ionsamhetsberékning. Enligt den hér
uppfattningen kan vi diskontera de mer
avlagsna konsekvenserna av vara handlingar
och principer med n procent per ar. Detta
kallas den sociala diskonteringsrantan.
Ponera att vi Gvervager hur vi pa ett
sékert sétt ska hantera det radioaktiva amne
som kallas karnavfall. Om vi tror pa den
sociala diskonteringsrantan kommer vi att
fasta avseende vid sékerhet bara i den
narmaste framtiden. Vi kommer inte att
bekymra oss om det faktum att kérnavfallet
kommer att vara radioaktivt i tusentals ar.
Med en diskonteringsranta pa fem procent
vager ett enda dodsfall nasta ar tyngre &n en
miljard dodsfall om 500 ar. Enligt den har
uppfattningen kan katastrofer i en avlagsen
framtid anses sakna moralisk betydelse nu.

Som det hér fallet visar &r den sociala
diskonteringsréntan ofdrsvarlig. Det finns
ett dvergripande samband mellan
avlagsenhet i tid och vissa andra viktiga
faktorer som exempelvis forutsagbarhet.
Men som jag argumenterar i appendix F &r
sambanden alltfor dvergripande for att
kunna réttfardiga den sociala
diskonteringsrantan. Den moraliska
betydelse som framtida handelser har idag
avtar inte med n procent per ar. Avstand i
tid har i sig inte storre betydelse &n rumsligt
avstand. Ponera att jag skjuter en pil ini en
avlagsen skog och darigenom skadar nagon.
Om jag hade vetat att det kunde finnas
nagon i skogen &r jag skyldig till grov
oaktsamhet. Eftersom den har personen ar
langt borta kan jag inte identifiera den
person jag skadar. Detta ar dock ingen
ursakt. Inte heller ar det nagon ursakt att
personen ar langt borta. Vi bor pasta samma
sak om konsekvenserna for ménniskor som
befinner sig pa stort temporalt avstand.

122. EN UNG FLICKAS BARN

Framtida manniskor skiljer sig pa ett satt
fran manniskor som befinner sig langt borta.
Vi kan paverka deras identitet. Och flera av
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effect.

This fact produces a problem.
Before | describe this problem, I shall
repeat some preliminary remarks. |
assume that one person can be worse off
than another, in morally significant
ways, and by more or less. But | do not
assume that these comparisons could be,
even in principle, precise. | assume that
there is only rough or partial
comparability. On this assumption, it
could be true of two people that neither
is worse off than the other, but this
would not imply that these people are
exactly equally well off.

‘Worse off” could be taken to refer,
either to someone’s level of happiness,
or more narrowly to his standard of
living, or, more broadly, to the quality
of his life. Since it is the broadest, | shall
often use the phrase ‘the quality of life’. |
also call certain lives ‘worth living’.
This description can be ignored by those
who believe that there could not be lives
that are not worth living. But, like many
other people, | believe that there could
be such lives. Finally, | extend the
ordinary use of the phrase ‘worth
living’. If one of two people would have
a lower quality of life, I call his life to
this extent ‘less worth living’.

When considering future people, we
must answer two questions:

(1) If we cause someone to exist, who
will have a life worth living, do we
thereby benefit this person?

(2) Do we also benefit this person if
some act of ours is a remote but
necessary part of the cause of his
existence?

These are difficult questions. If we
answer Yes to both, | shall say that we
believe that causing to exist can
benefit.

Some people answer Yes to (1) but
No to (2). These people give their

vara handlingar gor det.

Detta skapar ett problem. Innan jag
beskriver problemet kommer jag att upprepa
nagra inledande kommentarer. Jag antar att
en person kan ha det samre stallt &n en
annan pa moraliskt vasentliga satt samt i
storre eller mindre utstrdckning. Men jag
antar inte att dessa jamforelser kan vara
exakta, inte ens principiellt. Jag antar att
jamforelserna bara kan vara grova eller
ofullstdndiga. Enligt det hdr antagandet kan
det vara sant om tva personer att ingen av
dem har det samre stéllt an den andre utan
att detta medfor att de bada har det exakt
lika bra stallt.

Man kan forsta *samre stallt” som en
syftning antingen pa nagons lyckoniva eller
i snavare mening pa hans levnadsstandard
eller i vidare mening pa hans livskvalitet.
Eftersom ordet "livskvalitet’ har en vidare
betydelse an de andra orden kommer jag ofta
att anvanda det. Jag kommer ocksa att kalla
vissa liv ’vdrda att leva’. Denna beskrivning
kan ignoreras av dem som inte tror att det
kan finnas liv som inte &r vérda att leva.
Liksom manga andra manniskor tror jag
dock att det kan finnas sadana liv. Slutligen
utvidgar jag det vanliga bruket av frasen
‘vart att leva’. Om en av tva personer har en
lagre livskvalitet &n den andre kallar jag
hans liv lika mycket "mindre vart att leva’.

Nar vi tar framtida manniskor under
overvagande maste vi besvara tva fragor:

(1) Har vi, om vi orsakar nagons existens och
den personens liv kommer att vara vart att
leva, darmed gynnat den personen?

(2) Gynnar vi den har personen aven om
nagon av vara handlingar har en ytterst liten
men nodvandig del i att orsaka hans
existens?

Detta ar svara fragor. Om vi svarar ja pa
bada kommer jag att séga att vi tror att man
kan gynna nagon genom att orsaka hans
existens.

Vissa svarar ja pa (1) men nej pa (2). Det
andra svaret beror pa att de anvander
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second answer because they use
‘benefit’ in its ordinary sense. As |
argued in Section 25, we ought for
moral purposes to extend our use of
‘benefit’. If we answer Yes to (1) we
should answer Yes to (2).

Many people answer No to both these
questions. These people might say: ‘We
benefit someone if it is true that, if we
had not done what we did, this would
have been worse for this person. If we
had not caused someone to exist, this
would not have been worse for this
person.’

| believe that, while it is defensible to
answer No to both these questions, it is
also defensible to answer Yes to both.
For those who doubt this second belief |
have written Appendix G. Since |
believe that it is defensible both to claim
and to deny that causing to exist can
benefit, | shall discuss the implications
of both views.

Consider

The 14- Year-Old Girl. This girl chooses
to have a child. Because she is so young,
she gives her child a bad start in life.
Though this will have bad effects
throughout this child’s life, his life will,
predictably, be worth living. If this girl
had waited for several years, she would
have had a different child, to whom she
would have given a better start in life.

Since such cases are becoming common,
they raise a practical problem.? They
also raise a theoretical problem.
Suppose that we tried to persuade this
girl that she ought to wait. We claimed:
‘If you have a child now, you will soon
regret this. If you wait, this will be better
for you.” She replied: ‘This is my affair.
Even if | am doing what will be worse
for me, | have a right to do what I want.’
We replied: "This is not entirely your
affair. You should think not only of
yourself, but also of your child. It will
be worse for him if you have him now.
If you have him later, you will give him

‘gynna’ i ordets vanliga betydelse. Som jag
hévdade i avsnitt 25 bor vi av moraliska
skal utvidga var anvandning av ‘gynna’.
Om vi svarar ja pa (1) borde vi svara ja pa

(2).

Manga besvarar bada fragorna med nej.
De kan saga att: Vi gynnar nagon om det
ar sant att det skulle ha varit samre for den
hér personen om vi inte hade gjort som vi
gjorde. Om vi inte hade orsakat en viss
persons existens skulle detta inte ha varit
samre for den personen.”

Jag tror att det samtidigt som det ar
hallbart att besvara bagge fragorna med nej
ocksa ar hallbart att besvara dem med ja.
FOr dem som betvivlar min senare
Overtygelse har jag skrivit appendix G.
Eftersom jag tror att det ar hallbart bade att
pasta och férneka att man gynnar nagon
genom att orsaka hans existens kommer jag
att diskutera vad de bagge uppfattningarna
medfor.

Betrakta

Den 14-ariga flickan. Flickan véljer att skaffa
ett barn. Eftersom hon &r sa ung ger hon sitt
barn en dalig start i livet. Aven om detta
kommer att fa daliga konsekvenser som
drabbar barnet under hela hans liv kommer
hans liv anda att kunna forvantas vara vart att
leva. Om flickan hade vantat i flera ar skulle
hon ha fatt ett annat barn som hon skulle ha
gett en battre start i livet.

Eftersom sadana hér fall blir allt vanligare
ger de upphov till ett praktiskt problem.® De
ger dven upphov till ett teoretiskt problem.

Ponera att vi forsoker 6vertyga flickan
om att hon bér vanta. Vi pastar att: "Om du
far barn nu kommer du snart att angra det.
Att vénta skulle vara battre for dig.” Hon
svarar: "Det ar min ensak. Aven om jag gor
nagot som kommer att vara samre for mig
har jag ratt att géra som jag vill.”

Vi svarar: "Det har handlar inte bara om
dig. Du borde inte tanka bara pa dig sjélv
utan ocksa pa barnet. Det blir samre for
honom om du far honom nu. Om du far
honom langre fram kommer du att ge
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a better start in life.’

We failed to persuade this girl. She
had a child when she was 14, and, as we
predicted, she gave him a bad start in
life. Were we right to claim that her
decision was worse for her child? If she
had waited, this particular child would
never have existed. And, despite its bad
start, his life is worth living. Suppose
first that we do not believe that causing
to exist can benefit. We should ask, “If
someone lives a life that is worth living,
is this worse for this person than if he
had never existed?” Our answer must be
No. Suppose next that we believe that
causing to exist can benefit. On this
view, this girl’s decision benefits her
child.

On both views, this girl’s decision
was not worse for her child. When we
see this, do we change our mind about
this decision? Do we cease to believe
that it would have been better if this girl
had waited, so that she could give to her
first child a better start in life? |
continue to have this belief, as do most
of those who consider this case. But we
cannot defend this belief in the natural
way that I suggested. We cannot claim
that this girl’s decision was worse for
her child. What is the objection to her
decision? This question arises because,
in the different outcomes, different
people would be born. I shall therefore
call this the Non-Identity Problem?®

It may be said:

In one sense, this girl’s decision was
worse for her child. In trying to persuade
this girl not to have a child now, we can
use the phrase ‘her child’ and the
pronoun ‘he’ to cover any child that
she might have. These words need not
refer to one particular child. We can
truly claim: “If this girl does not have her
child now, but waits and has him later,
he will not be the same particular child.
If she has him later, he will be a different
child.” By using these words in this way,
we can explain why it would be better if
this girl waits. We can claim:

honom en béttre start i livet.”

Vi lyckas inte 6vertyga flickan. Hon far
barn vid 14 ars alder och precis som vi
forutsett ger hon barnet en dalig start i livet.
Hade vi ratt nar vi pastod att hennes beslut
var sémre for barnet? Om hon hade véntat
skulle just det har barnet aldrig ha existerat.
Och trots det daliga utgangslaget ar hans liv
vart att leva. Ponera till att borja med att vi
inte tror att man kan gynna nagon genom att
orsaka hans existens. Vi skulle fraga ”Om
nagon lever ett liv som &r vart att leva, ar
detta da samre for den har personen &n att
aldrig ha existerat?” Vart svar maste bli ne;j.
Anta darefter att vi tror att man kan gynna
nagon genom att orsaka hans existens.
Enligt en sadan uppfattning gynnas flickans
barn av hennes beslut.

Enligt bagge uppfattningarna &r flickans
beslut inte sémre for hennes barn. Leder den
hér insikten till att vi &ndrar uppfattning om
beslutet i frdga? Tror vi inte langre att det
skulle ha varit battre om flickan hade vantat
och darmed kunnat ge sin forstfodde en
béattre start i livet? Jag, liksom de flesta
andra som tar fallet i beaktande, behaller
samma overtygelse. Var 6vertygelse kan
dock inte rattfardigas pa det sjalvklara satt
jag foreslog. Vi kan inte pasta att flickans
beslut var samre for hennes barn. Vilken ar
invandningen mot hennes beslut? Fragan
uppstar pa grund av att olika manniskor
skulle fodas i olika utfall. Jag ska darfor
kalla detta icke-identitetsproblemet.®

Man kan saga foljande:
Pa ett sétt var den har flickans beslut samre
for hennes barn. | vara forsok att 6vertala
henne att inte skaffa ett barn just nu kan vi
anvanda frasen ‘hennes barn’ och
pronomenet ‘han’ sa att de omfattar vilket
barn som helst som hon kan fa. Orden
behdver inte syfta pa ett specifikt barn. Vi
kan sanningsenligt pasta: ”Om flickan inte
far sitt barn nu utan véntar och far honom
langre fram kommer han inte att vara exakt
samma barn. Om hon far honom langre fram
kommer han att vara ett annat barn.” Genom
att anvanda orden pa det har sattet kan vi
forklara varfor det skulle vara béattre om
flickan vantar. Vi kan pasta:
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(A) The objection to this girl’s decision
is that it will probably be worse for her
child. If she waited, she would probably
give him a better start in life.

Though we can truly make this claim, it
does not explain the objection to this
girl’s decision. This becomes clear after
she has had her child. The phrase “her
child’ now naturally refers to this
particular child. And this girl’s decision
was not worse for this child. Though
there is a sense in which (A) is true, (A)
does not appeal to a familiar moral
principle.

On one of our familiar principles, it
is an objection to someone’s choice that
this choice will be worse for, or be
against the interests of, any other
particular person. If we claim that this
girl’s decision was worse for her child,
we cannot be claiming that it was worse
for a particular person. We cannot claim,
of the girl’s child, that her decision was
worse for him. We must admit that, in
claim (A), the words “her child” do not
refer to her child. (A) is not about what
is good or bad for any of the particular
people who ever live. (A) appeals to a
new principle, that must be explained
and justified.

If (A) seems to appeal to a familiar
principle, this is because it has two
senses. Here is another example. A
general shows military skill if, in many
battles, he always makes his the
winning side. But there are two ways of
doing this. He might win victories. Or he
might always, when he is about to lose,
change sides. A general shows no
military skill if it is only in the second
sense that he always makes his the
winning side.

To what principle does (A) appeal?
We should state the principle in a way
that shows the kind of choice to which it
applies. These are Same Number
Choices, which affect the identities of
future people, but do not affect their
number. We might suggest

(A) Invandningen mot flickans beslut ar att
det troligtvis kommer att vara samre for
hennes barn. Om hon véntade skulle hon
troligtvis ge honom en battre start i livet.

Aven om vi sanningsenligt kan pasta detta
forklarar det inte invdndningen mot flickans
beslut. Detta star klart efter det att hon fatt
sitt barn. Frasen “hennes barn’ syftar nu
naturligtvis pa just det har barnet. Och
flickans beslut var inte samre for det har
barnet. Trots att (A) &r sant pa satt och vis
sa hanvisar (A) inte till ndgon valkand
moralisk princip.

Att nagons val kommer att vara samre for
en viss person eller strida mot en viss
persons intressen ar enligt en av vara
vélkanda principer en invandning mot ett
sadant val. Om vi pastar att flickans beslut
var samre for hennes barn kan vi inte pasta
att det var samre for en specifik person. Vi
kan inte pasta om flickans barn att hennes
beslut var samre for honom. Vi maste
medge att orden ‘hennes barn’ i pastaende
(A) inte syftar pa hennes barn. (A) handlar
inte om vad som é&r bra eller daligt for
nagon av de manniskor som nagonsin
kommer att leva. (A) hénvisar till en ny
princip som maste forklaras och
rattfardigas.

Om (A) verkar hanvisa till en valkéand
princip beror detta pa att (A) betyder tva
saker. Har kommer ett annat exempel. En
general uppvisar militar skicklighet om han
i flera slag alltid avgar med segern. Det
finns dock tva satt att gora detta pd. Han kan
vinna segrar. Eller sa kan han byta sida nar
han haller pa att forlora. En general
uppvisar ingen militar skicklighet om det
bara ar pa det andra sattet han alltid avgar
med segern.

Vilken princip hanvisar (A) till? Vi bor
redogdra for principen pa ett sétt som visar
vilken sorts valsituation den ska tillampas
pa, namligen val som inte paverkar hur
manga manniskor som kommer att leva.
Dessa paverkar framtida manniskors
identitet men inte deras antal. Ett forslag
kan vara
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The Same Number Quality Claim, or Q:
If in either of two possible outcomes the
same number of people would ever live,
it would be worse if those who live are
worse off, or have a lower quality of life,
than those who would have lived.

This claim is plausible. And it implies
what we believe about the 14-Year-Old
Girl. The child that she has now will
probably be worse off than a child she
could have had later would have been,
since this other child would have had a
better start in life. If this is true, Q implies
that this is the worse of these two
outcomes. Q implies that it would have
been better if this girl had waited, and
had a child later.

We may shrink from claiming, of
this girl’s actual child, that it would
have been better if he had never existed.
But, if we claimed earlier that it would
be better if this girl waits, this is what we
must claim. We cannot consistently
make a claim and deny this same claim
later. If (1) in 1990 it would be better if
this girl waits and has a child later, then
(2) in 2020 it would have been better if
she had waited and had a child later.
And (2) implies (3) that it would have
been better if the child who existed had
not been her actual child. If we cannot
accept (3), we must reject (1).

| suggest that, on reflection, we can
accept (3). I believe that, if | was the
actual child of this girl, 1 could accept
(3). (3) does not imply that my
existence is bad, or intrinsically morally
undesirable. The claim is merely that,
since a child born later would probably
have had a better life than mine, it
would have been better if my mother
had waited, and had a child later. This
claim need not imply that | ought
rationally to regret that my mother had
me, or that she ought rationally to
regret this. Since it would have been
better if she had waited, she ought
perhaps to have some moral regret. And
it is probably true that she made the

Livskvalitetspastaendet eller L: Om samma
antal méanniskor under alla omstandigheter
skulle leva i tva mojliga utfall skulle det
vara samre om de som lever har det sdmre
stéllt, eller har lagre livskvalitet, &n dem
som kunde ha levt.

Detta ar ett rimligt pastaende. Det medfor
dessutom vad vi tror nér det géller den 14-
ariga flickan. Barnet som hon far nu
kommer sannolikt att ha det sémre stéllt an
ett barn som hon kunde ha fatt langre fram
skulle ha haft det, eftersom det andra barnet
skulle ha fatt en battre start i livet. Om
ovanstaende stammer medfor L att det har
ar det samre av de tva utfallen. L medfor att
det skulle ha varit battre om flickan hade
vantat och fatt barn senare.

Det kan kannas olustigt att pasta om
flickans faktiska barn att det hade varit
béattre om han aldrig hade existerat. Men om
vi tidigare har h&vdat att det skulle vara
battre om flickan vantar maste vi gora ett
sadant pastaende. Vi kan inte pa ett
konsekvent satt pasta en sak och senare
forneka samma pastaende. Om det (1) 1990
skulle vara battre om flickan véntar och far
barn senare skulle det (2) 2020 ha varit
battre om hon hade vantat och fatt barn
senare. Och (2) medfor (3) att det skulle ha
varit battre om ett annat barn &n hennes
faktiska hade varit det som existerat. Om vi
inte kan godta (3) maste vi forkasta (1).

Jag foreslar att vi efter moget
Overvéagande kan godta (3). Om jag hade
varit flickans faktiska barn tror jag att jag
skulle kunna godta (3). (3) medfor inte att
min existens ar dalig eller i sig moraliskt
forkastlig. Pastaendet sager enbart att det,
eftersom ett barn som skulle ha fotts senare
troligtvis skulle ha fatt ett battre liv an jag,
hade varit battre om min mor hade véntat
och fatt barn senare. Pastaendet behover
inte medfora att jag rationellt borde beklaga
att min mor fick mig eller att hon rationellt
borde angra detta. Eftersom det skulle ha
varit battre om hon hade vantat borde hon
kanske kéanna viss moralisk anger. Och det
ar troligtvis sant att hon gjorde utfallet
samre for sig sjalv. Men dven om detta ar
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outcome worse for herself. But, even if
this is true, it does not show that she
ought rationally to regret her act, all
things considered. If she loves me, her
actual child, this is enough to block the
claim that she is irrational if she does
not have such regret.'® Even when it
implies a claim like (3), I conclude that
we can accept Q.

Though Q is plausible, it does not
solve the Non-ldentity Problem. Q
covers only the cases where, in the
different outcomes, the same number of
people would ever live. We need a claim
that covers cases where, in the different
outcomes, different numbers would ever
live. The Non-Identity Problem can
arise in these cases.

Because Q is restricted, it could be
justified in several different ways.
There are several principles that imply
Q, but conflict when applied to
Different Number Choices. We shall
need to decide which of these
principles, or which set of principles,
we ought to accept. Call what we ought
to accept Theory X. X will solve the
Non-ldentity Problem in Different
Number Choices. And X will tell us
how Q should be justified, or more fully
explained.

In the case of the 14-Year-Old Girl,
we are not forced to appeal to Q. There
are other facts to which we could
appeal, such as the effects on other
people. But the problem can arise in a
purer form.

123. HOW LOWERING THE
QUALITY OF LIFE MIGHT BE
WORSE FOR NO ONE

Suppose that we are choosing between
two social or economic policies. And
suppose that, on one of the two policies,
the standard of living would be slightly
higher over the next century. This effect
implies another. It is not true that,
whichever policy we choose, the same
particular people will exist in the further
future. Given the effects of two such

sant visar det inte att hon pa det hela taget
borde angra sin handling av rationella skal.
Om hon &lskar mig, sitt faktiska barn,
racker detta for att halla tillbaka pastaendet
att hon ar irrationell om hon inte kanner
sadan &nger.™® Aven d& det medfor ett
pastaende som (3) drar jag slutsatsen att vi
kan godta L.

Trots att L &r en rimlig princip l6ser den
inte icke-identitetsproblemet. L omfattar
bara de fall dar samma antal manniskor
under alla omstandigheter skulle leva i de
olika utfallen. Vi behGver ett pastdende som
omfattar fall déar olika antal mé&nniskor
skulle leva i de olika utfallen. Det &r i dessa
fall som icke-identitetsproblemet
uppkommer.

Pa grund av sina avgransningar kan L
rattfardigas pa flera olika satt. Det finns
flera principer som medfor L men som
hamnar i konflikt nar de tillampas pa val
som paverkar hur manga manniskor som
kommer att leva. Vi kommer att behdva
avgora vilken av dessa principer, eller
vilken uppsattning principer, vi bor godta.
Lat oss kalla vad vi borde godta fér Teori X.
X kommer att I6sa icke-identitetsproblemet
nar det galler val som paverkar hur manga
manniskor som kommer att leva. X kommer
ocksa att forklara hur L ska rattfardigas eller
forklaras mer utforligt.

| fallet med den 14-ariga flickan &r vi inte
tvingade att hanvisa till L. Det finns andra
saker man kan hanvisa till, som exempelvis
konsekvenserna for andra manniskor.
Problemet kan dock uppsta i en renare form.

123. HUR DET KAN KOMMA SIG ATT
SANKNINGAR AV LIVSKVALITETEN
INTE AR SAMRE FOR NAGON

Ponera att vi véljer mellan tva
socialpolitiska eller ekonomiska linjer. Och
anta att den ena av dem skulle leda till att
levnadsstandarden under det kommande
arhundradet skulle vara nagot hogre. Den
hér konsekvensen medfor en annan. Det &r
inte sant att exakt samma manniskor
kommer att existera i en avlagsen framtid
oavsett vilken linje vi véljer. Med tanke pa
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policies on the details of our lives, it
would increasingly over time be true that,
on the different policies, people married
different people. And, even in the same
marriages, the children would
increasingly over time be conceived at
different times. As | have argued,
children conceived more than a month
earlier or later would in fact be different
children. Since the choice between our
two policies would affect the timing of
later conceptions, some of the people
who are later born would owe their
existence to our choice of one of the two
policies. If we had chosen the other
policy, these particular people would
never have existed. And the proportion
of those later born who owe their
existence to our choice would, like
ripples in a pool, steadily grow. We can
plausibly assume that, after one or two
centuries, there would be no one living
in our community who would have been
born whichever policy we chose. (It may
help to think about this question: how
many of us could truly claim, ‘Even if
railways and motor cars had never been
invented, | would still have been
born’?)

How does this produce a problem?
Consider

Depletion. As a community, we must
choose whether to deplete or conserve
certain kinds of resources. If we choose
Depletion, the quality of life over the
next two centuries would be slightly
higher than it would have been if we had
chosen Conservation. But it wouid later,
for many centuries, be much lower than
it would have been if we had chosen
Conservation. This would be because, at
the start of this period, people would
have to find alternatives for the
resources that we had depleted. It is
worth distinguishing two versions of
this case. The effects of the different
policies would be as shown below.

[...] Utelamnat diagram

hur tva sadana linjer skulle paverka enskilda
faktorer i vara liv skulle det med tiden i allt
hogre grad vara sant att ménniskor inte
skulle gifta sig med samma manniskor i de
olika utfallen. Och &ven inom samma
aktenskap skulle barnen med tiden i allt
hogre grad avlas vid andra tidpunkter. Som
jag tidigare har havdat skulle barn avlade
mer an en manad tidigare eller senare de
facto vara andra barn. Eftersom valet
mellan vara tva linjer skulle paverka nar
framtida befruktningar skulle &ga rum
skulle ndgra av manniskorna som fods
langre fram ha en av de tva linjerna att
tacka for sin existens. Om vi hade valt den
andra linjen skulle just de har manniskorna
aldrig ha existerat. Och den andel av de
framtida manniskorna som har vart beslut
att tacka for sin existens skulle véxa stadigt
for varje ar. Vi kan rimligtvis anta att det
efter ett eller tva arhundraden inte skulle
finnas nagon i vart samhalle som skulle ha
fotts oavsett vilken linje vi hade valt. (Det
kan hér vara bra att fundera 6ver foljande
fradga: Hur manga av oss kan sanningsenligt
havda att ”Aven om jarnvagen och bilen
aldrig hade uppfunnits sa skulle jag anda ha
fotts”?)

Pa vilket satt skapar detta ett problem?
Betrakta

Forbrukningslinjen. Som samhalle maste
vi valja om vi ska forbruka eller hushalla
med vissa typer av resurser. Om vi valjer
forbrukningslinjen kommer livskvaliteten
under de tva kommande arhundradena att
bli nagot hogre &n den skulle ha blivit om
vi hade valt hushallningslinjen. Langre
fram kommer dock livskvaliteten att
under flera arhundraden vara mycket
lagre &n den skulle ha varit om vi hade
valt hushallningslinjen. Detta skulle bero
pa att manniskor i borjan av den har
perioden skulle vara tvungna att hitta
alternativ till de resurser vi hade
forbrukat. Det finns en podng med att
skilja mellan tva olika versioner av fallet.
De tva linjernas konsekvenser skulle bli
som visas nedan.
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We could never know, in such detail, that
these would be the effects of two
policies. But this is no objection to this
case. Similar effects would sometimes be
predictable. Nor does it matter that this
imagined case is artificially simple,
since this merely clarifies the relevant
questions.

Suppose that we choose Depletion,
and that this has either of the two
effects shown in my diagram. Is our
choice worse for anyone?

Because we chose Depletion, millions
of people have, for several centuries, a
much lower quality of life. This quality
of life is much lower, not than it is now,
but than it would have been if we had
chosen Conservation. These people’s
lives are worth living; and, if we had
chosen Conservation, these particular
people would never have existed.
Suppose that we do not assume that
causing to exist can benefit. We should
ask, ‘If particular people live lives that
are worth living, is this worse for these
people than if they had never existed?’
Our answer must be No. Suppose next
that we do assume that causing to exist
can benefit. Since these future people’s
lives will be worth living, and they
would never have existed if we had
chosen Conservation, our choice of
Depletion is not only not worse for these
people: it benefits them.

On both answers, our choice will not
be worse for these future people.
Moreover, when we understand the
case, we know that this is true. We
know that, even if it greatly lowers the
quality of life for several centuries, our
choice will not be worse for anyone who
ever lives.

Does this make a moral difference?
There are three views. It might make all
the difference, or some difference, or no
difference. There might be no objection
to our choice, or some objection, or the
objection may be just as strong.

Det ar omojligt att veta sa har exakt att tva
olika linjer verkligen skulle fa de har
konsekvenserna. Det &r dock ingen
invandning mot det har fallet. Liknande
konsekvenser skulle ibland vara méjliga att
forutse. Att det fiktiva fallet ar en
konstruerad forenkling spelar inte heller
nagon roll eftersom detta endast bidrar till
att belysa de relevanta fragorna.

Ponera att vi véljer forbrukningslinjen
och att detta langre fram far nagon av de
tva konsekvenser som visas i mitt diagram.
Ar vart val samre for ndgon?

Pa grund av att vi valjer
forbrukningslinjen kommer miljontals
manniskor att under flera arhundraden ha en
mycket lagre livskvalitet. Livskvaliteten &r
mycket lagre, inte jamfért med nu, utan
jamfort med vad den skulle ha varit om vi
hade valt hushallningslinjen. Méanniskornas
liv &r varda att leva och om vi hade valt
hushallningslinjen skulle just de har
manniskorna aldrig ha existerat. Ponera att
vi inte antar att man gynnar nagon genom
att orsaka hans existens. Var fraga skulle
vara ”Om en viss grupp manniskor lever liv
som &r vérda att leva, &r detta da samre for
dem &n att aldrig ha existerat?” Vart svar
maste bli nej. Ponera darefter att vi antar att
man gynnar nagon genom att orsaka hans
existens. Eftersom dessa framtida
manniskors liv kommer att vara varda att
leva och eftersom de aldrig skulle ha
existerat om vi hade valt hushallningslinjen
ar det inte bara sa att vart val av
forbrukningslinjen inte ar sémre for de har
manniskorna: det gynnar dem.

Enligt bada svaren kommer vart val inte
att vara samre for dessa framtida ménniskor.
Nar vi forstar fallet vet vi dessutom att detta
ar sant. Vi vet att vart val, d&ven om det i hog
grad sanker livskvaliteten under flera
arhundraden, inte kommer att vara samre for
nagon som nagonsin kommer att leva.

Gor detta ndgon moralisk skillnad? Det
finns tre uppfattningar. Det skulle kunna
gora en absolut skillnad, en partiell skillnad
eller ingen skillnad alls. Det skulle kunna
vara sa att det inte finns nagon invandning
mot vart val, eller en partiell invandning
eller sa kan invandningen vara lika stark.
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Some believe that what is bad must be
bad for someone. On this view, there is
no objection to our choice. Since it will
be bad for no one, our choice cannot
have a bad effect. The great lowering of
the quality of life provides no moral
reason not to choose Depletion.

Certain writers accept this
conclusion.!! But it is very implausible.
Before we consider cases of this kind, we
may accept the view that what is bad
must be bad for someone. But the case
of Depletion shows, | believe, that we
must reject this view. The great lowering
of the quality of life must provide some
moral reason not to choose Depletion.
This is believed by most of those who
consider cases of this kind.

If this is what we believe, we should
ask two questions:

(1) What is the moral reason not to
choose Depletion?

(2) Does it make a moral difference that
this lowering of the quality

of life will be worse for no one? Would
this effect be worse, having greater moral
weight, if it was worse for particular
people?

Our need to answer (1), and other
similar questions, | call the Non-Identity
Problem. This problem arises because
the identities of people in the further
future can be very easily affected. Some
people believe that this problem is a
mere quibble. This reaction is
unjustified. The problem arises because
of superficial facts about our
reproductive system. But, though it
arises in a superficial way, it is a real
problem. When we are choosing
between two social or economic policies,
of the kind that I described, it is not true
that, in the further future, the same
people will exist whatever we choose. It
is therefore not true that a choice like
Depletion will be against the interests of
future people. We cannot dismiss this
problem with the pretence that this is

Somliga tror att det som &r daligt maste
vara daligt for ndgon. Enligt denna
uppfattning finns det ingen invandning mot
vart val. D4 det inte kommer att vara daligt
for nagon kan vart val inte fa daliga
konsekvenser. Den stora sankningen av
livskvaliteten ger oss inga moraliska skal att
inte vélja forbrukningslinjen.

Vissa skribenter godtar den hér
slutsatsen.™ Den ar dock ytterst orimlig.
Innan vi har studerat den har typen av fall
kanske vi godtar uppfattningen att det som
ar daligt maste vara daligt for nagon. Jag
tror dock att forbrukningsfallet visar att vi
maste forkasta en sadan uppfattning. Den
stora livskvalitetssankningen maste ge oss
ett partiellt moraliskt skél att inte valja
forbrukningslinjen. Det tror de flesta som
har studerat den hér typen av fall.

Om detta ar vad vi tror bor vi stalla tva
fragor:

(1) Vad finns det for moraliskt skél att inte
valja forbrukningslinjen?

(2) Gor det ndgon moralisk skillnad att
livskvalitetssankningen inte ar sémre for
nagon? Skulle den har konsekvensen vara
samre, och ha storre moralisk vikt, om den
vore samre for en viss grupp manniskor?

Det &r vart behov av att besvara (1) och
andra liknande fragor som jag kallar icke-
identitetsproblemet. Problemet uppkommer
eftersom framtida manniskors identiteter
mycket latt kan paverkas. Vissa tror att det
hér problemet bara ar en petitess, vilket ar
en installning som inte kan rattfardigas.
Trots att problemet uppkommer pa grund av
okomplicerade fakta om vart
fortplantningssystem ar det anda inget
okomplicerat problem. Nar vi véljer mellan
tva socialpolitiska och ekonomiska linjer av
den typ jag har beskrivit ar det inte sant att
samma méanniskor kommer att leva i en
avlagsen framtid oavsett vad vi véljer. Det
ar darfor inte sant att ett val som det av
forbrukningslinjen kommer att strida mot
framtida ménniskors intressen. Vi kan inte
avfarda problemet med forevandningen att
detta &r sant.
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We partly answer question (1) if we
appeal to Q. On this claim, if the
numbers would be the same, it would be
worse if those who live have a lower
quality of life than those who would have
lived. But the problem can arise in cases
where, in the different outcomes, there
would be different numbers of people.
To cover these cases we need Theory X.
Only X will explain how Q should be
justified, and provide a full solution to
our problem.

124, WHY AN APPEAL TO
RIGHTS CANNOT WHOLLY
SOLVE THE PROBLEM

Can we solve our problem by appealing
to people’s rights? Reconsider the 14-
Year-Old Girl. By having her child so
young, she gives him a bad start in life. It
might be claimed: ‘The objection to this
girl's decision is that she violates her
child's right to a good start in life’.

Even if this child has this right, it
could not have been fulfilled. This girl
could not have had this child when she
was a mature woman. Some would
claim that, since this child’s right could
not be fulfilled, this girl cannot be
claimed to violate his right. The objector
might reply: ‘It is wrong to cause
someone to exist if we know that this
person will have a right that cannot be
fulfilled.” Can this be the objection to this
girl’s decision?*?

Some years ago, a British politician
welcomed the fact that, in the previous
year, there had been fewer teenage
pregnancies. A middle-aged man wrote
in anger to The Times. He had been born
when his mother was only 14. He
admitted that, because his mother was
S0 young, his early years had been hard
for both of them. But his life was now
well worth living. Was the politician
suggesting that it would have been
better if he had never been born? This
suggestion seemed to him outrageous.

The politician was, implicitly,
suggesting this. On the politician’s view,

Om vi hédnvisar till L kan vi delvis
besvara fraga (1). Enligt detta pastaende
skulle det, om antalet vore detsamma, vara
sdémre om de som lever har en lagre
livskvalitet &n de som skulle ha levt. Men
problemet kan uppkomma i fall dér olika
antal ménniskor skulle komma att leva i
olika utfall. For att omfatta sddana fall
behdver vi Teori X. Endast X kommer att
forklara hur L ska rattfardigas och ge oss en
fullstandig l6sning pa vart problem.

124. VARFOR VI INTE TILL FULLO
KAN LOSA PROBLEMET GENOM ATT
HANVISA TILL RATTIGHETER

Kan vi losa vart problem genom att hanvisa
till manniskors rattigheter? Tank aterigen pa
den 14-ariga flickan. Genom att fa sitt barn
sa ung ger hon barnet en dalig start i livet.
Man skulle kunna pasta: ”Invandningen mot
flickans beslut ar att det kranker hennes
barns rétt till en bra start i livet”.

Aven om barnet har en sédan rattighet
hade den inte kunnat tillgodoses. Flickan
hade inte kunnat fa just det har barnet som
fullvuxen kvinna. Eftersom barnets rattighet
inte hade kunnat tillgodoses kan man enligt
somliga inte havda att flickan kréanker hans
rattighet. Meningsmotstandaren skulle kunna
svara: "Det &r fel att orsaka nagons existens
om vi vet att personen i fraga kommer att ha
en réttighet som inte kan tillgodoses.” Kan
detta vara invandningen mot flickans
beslut?*®

FOr nagra ar sedan uttryckte en brittisk
politiker sin belatenhet Gver att
tonarsgraviditeterna hade minskat aret
innan. En medelalders man skrev ett argt
brev till tidningen The Times. Han hade
fotts nar hans mor bara var 14 ar. Han
medgav att hans forsta ar pa grund av
hennes laga alder hade varit svara for dem
bada. Men nu var hans liv verkligen vart att
leva. Menade politikern att det skulle ha
varit battre om han aldrig hade fotts. Denna
antydan upplevde han som krénkande.

Men detta var vad politikern antydde.
Enligt dennes uppfattning skulle det ha varit
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it would have been better if this man’s
mother had waited for several years
before having children. I believe that we
should accept this view. But can we
plausibly explain this view by claiming
that this angry man had a right that was
not fulfilled?

| believe that we cannot. Suppose that
I have a right to privacy. | ask you to
marry me. If you accept, you are not
acting wrongly, by violating my right to
privacy. Since | am glad that you act as
you do, with respect to you | waive this
right. A similar claim applies to the
writer of the angry letter to The Times.
On the suggestion made above, this man
has a right to be born by a mature
woman, who would give him a good
start in life. This man’s mother acted
wrongly because she caused him to
exist with a right that cannot be
fulfilled. But this man’s letter shows
that he was glad to be alive. He denies
that his mother acted wrongly because
of what she did to him. If we had
claimed that her act was wrong, because
he has a right that cannot be fulfilled,
he could have said. ‘I waive this right’.
This would have undermined our
objection to his mother’s act.

It would have been better if this
man’s mother had waited. But this is not
because of what she did to her actual
child. It is because of what she could
have done for any child that she could
have had when she was mature. The
objection must be that, if she had
waited, she could have given to some
other child a better start in life.

Return now to the Case of Depletion.
Suppose that we choose Greater
Depletion. More than two centuries
later, the quality of life is much lower
than it would have been if we had chosen
Conservation. But the people who will
then be living will have a quality of life
that is about as high as ours will on
average be over the next century. Do
these people have rights to which an
objector can appeal?

battre om mannens mor hade vantat i flera ar
innan hon fick barn. Jag tror att vi bor godta
den uppfattningen. Men kan vi pa ett rimligt
satt forklara den genom att havda att den
arge mannen hade en rattighet som inte
tillgodosetts?

Jag tror att detta ar omojligt. Ponera att
jag har ratt till avskildhet. Jag ber dig att
gifta dig med mig. Om du svarar ja har du
inte handlat ordtt genom att kranka min ratt
till avskildhet. Eftersom det glader mig att
du handlar sa som du gor har jag
betraffande dig avstatt fran denna rattighet.
Ett liknande pastaende géller mannen som
skrev det arga brevet till The Times. Enligt
politikerns antydan hade mannen ratt att
fodas av en fullvuxen kvinna som hade
kunnat ge honom en bra start i livet.
Mannens mor handlade orétt eftersom hon
orsakade hans existens och dédrmed att han
maste leva med en rattighet som inte kan
tillgodoses. Men brevet visar att han var
glad dver att leva. Han fornekar att hans
mor handlade oratt mot honom genom att
gora som hon gjorde. Om vi hade pastatt
att hon handlade oratt eftersom han har en
rattighet som inte kan tillgodoses hade han
kunnat séga: "Jag avstod fran den
rattigheten”. Detta skulle ha undergravt var
invdndning mot moderns handling.

Det hade varit battre om mannens mor
hade vantat. Men detta beror inte pa vad hon
gjorde mot sitt faktiska barn. Det beror pa
vad hon kunde ha gjort for vilket som helst
av de barn hon kunde ha fatt som fullvuxen.
Invandningen maste vara att hon, om hon
hade véntat, hade kunnat ge ett annat barn en
béattre start i livet.

Aterviand nu till forbrukningsfallet.
Ponera att vi valjer alternativet storre
forbrukning. Mer &n tva arhundraden langre
fram &r livskvaliteten mycket lagre an den
skulle ha varit om vi hade valt
hushallningslinjen. Men méanniskorna som
kommer att leva da kommer att ha en
livskvalitet som ar ungefar lika hog som var
I genomsnitt kommer att vara under det
kommande arhundradet. Har dessa
maéanniskor rattigheter som en kritiker kan
hanvisa till?
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It might be claimed that these people
have a right to their share of the
resources that we have depleted. But
people do not have rights to a share of a
particular resource. Suppose that we
deplete some resource, but invent
technology that will enable our
successors, though they lack this
resource, to have the same range of
opportunities. There would be no
objection to what we have done. The
most that could be claimed is that people
in each generation have a right to an
equal range of opportunities, or to an
equally high quality of life.**

If we choose Greater Depletion, those
who live more than two centuries later
will have fewer opportunities, and a
lower quality of life, than some earlier
and some later generations. If people
have a right to equal opportunities, and
an equally high quality of life, an appeal
to these rights may provide some
objection to our choice. Those who live
more than two centuries later could not
possibly have had greater opportunities,
or a higher quality of life. If we had
chosen otherwise, these people would
never have existed. Since their rights
could not be fulfilled, we may not
violate their rights. But, as before, it
may be objected that we cause people
to exist with rights that cannot be
fulfilled.

It is not clear that this is a good
objection. If these people knew the facts,
they would not regret that we acted as
we did. If they were glad to be alive,
they might react like the man who wrote
to The Times. They might waive their
rights. But, since we cannot assume that
this is how they would all react, an
appeal to their rights may provide some
objection to our choice.

Can this appeal provide an objection
to our choice of Lesser Depletion? In this
case, those who live more than two
centuries later have a much higher
quality of life than we do now. Can we
claim that these people have a right to an
even higher quality of life? | believe

Man kan pasta att de har manniskorna har
ratt till sin del av de resurser som vi har
forbrukat. Men manniskor har inte rétt till en
del av en viss bestdmd resurs. Ponera att vi
forbrukar en viss resurs men utvecklar
tekniker som kommer att gora sa att vara
efterkommande har samma mojligheter, trots
att de saknar resursen. Det skulle inte finnas
nagon invandning mot vart agerande. Man
skulle som mest kunna pasta att varje
generation manniskor har ratt till lika
mojligheter eller lika hog livskvalitet.™

Om vi viljer den storre forbrukningen
kommer de som lever om tva arhundraden
att ha farre mojligheter och lagre livskvalitet
an nagra tidigare och senare generationer.
Om alla ménniskor har ratt till lika
mojligheter och lika hdg livskvalitet skulle
en héanvisning till dessa rattigheter kunna ge
oss en partiell invandning mot vart val. De
som lever mer &n tva arhundraden langre
fram kunde omgjligen ha haft battre
mojligheter eller en hogre livskvalitet. Om
vi hade gjort ett annat val skulle just de har
maéanniskorna aldrig ha existerat. Eftersom
deras rattigheter inte kan tillgodoses kan vi
inte kranka dem. Liksom tidigare kan man
dock invénda att vi &r orsaken till att ett
antal ménniskor, vars rattigheter inte kan
tillgodoses, kommer att existera.

Det ar inte uppenbart att det hér &r en bra
invandning. Om de har ménniskorna kande
till alla fakta skulle de inte beklaga att vi
handlade som vi gjorde. Om de &r glada att
leva skulle de kunna reagera som mannen
som skrev till The Times. De skulle kunna
avsta fran sina rattigheter. Men eftersom vi
inte kan anta att alla skulle reagera sa skulle
en héanvisning till deras rattigheter kunna ge
oss en partiell invandning mot vart val.

Kan en sadan hanvisning ge oss en
invandning mot vart val av alternativet
mindre forbrukning? | det har fallet har de
som lever tva arhundraden senare en mycket
hogre livskvalitet &n vi har nu. Kan vi pasta
att de har rétt till en &hnu hogre livskvalitet?
Enligt vilken rimlig rattighetsteori som helst
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that, on any plausible theory about
rights, the answer would be No.

It will help to imagine away the Non-
Identity Problem. Suppose that our
reproductive system was very different.
Suppose that, whatever policies we
followed, the very same people would
live more than two centuries later. The
objection to our choice would then be
that, for the sake of small benefits to
ourselves and our children, we prevent
many future people from receiving very
much greater benefits. Since these future
people would be better off than us, we
would not be acting unjustly. The
objection to our choice would have to
appeal to the Principle of Utility.

Could this objection appeal to rights?
Only if, like Godwin, we present
Utilitarianism as a theory about rights.
On Godwin’s view, everyone has a right
to get what the Principle of Utility
implies that he should be given. Most of
those who believe in rights would reject
this view. Many people explain rights as
what constrain, or limit, the Principle of
Utility. These people claim that it is
wrong to violate certain rights, even if
this would greatly increase the net sum
of benefits minus burdens. On such a
theory, some weight is given to the
Principle of Utility. Since such a theory
is not Utilitarian, this principle is better
called the Principle of Beneficence. This
principle is one part of such a theory,
and the claim that we have certain rights
is a different part of this theory. I shall
assume that, if we believe in rights, this
is the kind of moral theory that we
accept.

Return to the case where we imagine
away the Non-Identity Problem. If we
reject Godwin’s view, we could not
object to the choice of Lesser
Depletion by appealing to the rights of
those who will live in the further future.
Our objection would appeal to the
Principle of Beneficence. The objection
would be that, for the sake of small
benefits to ourselves and our children,
we deny, to people better off than us,

tror jag att svaret skulle bli nej.

Det underlattar att tdnka bort icke-
identitetsproblemet. Ponera att vart
fortplantningssystem fungerade pa ett helt
annat satt. Anta att exakt samma manniskor
skulle leva om tvahundra ar, vilka
socialpolitiska eller ekonomiska linjer vi an
valjer. Invandningen mot vart val skulle vara
att vi genom att prioritera sma fordelar for
var egen och vara barns del forhindrar ett
stort antal framtida manniskor fran att
atnjuta valdigt mycket storre fordelar. Da
dessa framtida ménniskor skulle ha det
battre stallt an vi skulle vart agerande inte
vara oratt. Invandningen mot vart val skulle
vara tvungen att hanvisa till
utilitetsprincipen.

Skulle en sadan invandning kunna
hénvisa till rattigheter? Bara om vi som
Godwin presenterar utilitarismen som en
teori om rattigheter. Enligt Godwins
uppfattning har varje manniska ratt att fa
det utilitetsprincipen medfor att han bor fa.
De flesta som tror pa rattigheter skulle
forkasta den har uppfattningen. Manga
maéanniskor beskriver réattigheter som det
som bestdmmer eller avgransar
utilitetsprincipen. De pastar att det ar fel att
kranka vissa rattigheter dven da det innebar
en stor 6kning av nettosumman av fordelar
minus nackdelar. En sadan teori tillmater
utilitetsprincipen en viss betydelse.
Eftersom en sadan teori inte ar utilitaristisk
ar valvillighetsprincipen ett battre namn.
Den hér principen ar en del av en sadan
teori medan pastaendet att vi har vissa
rattigheter &r en annan del av den. Jag ska
anta att detta &r den sorts moralteori som vi
godtar om vi tror att det finns rattigheter.

Ga tillbaka till fallet dar vi tankte bort
icke-identitetsproblemet. Om vi forkastar
Godwins uppfattning kan vi inte invanda
mot valet av den mindre férbrukningen
genom att hanvisa till rattigheterna hos dem
som kommer att leva i en avlagsen framtid.
Var invandning skulle hanvisa till
valvillighetsprincipen. Invandningen skulle
vara att vi genom att prioritera sma fordelar
for var egen och vara barns del forhindrar ett
stort antal framtida manniskor fran att
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very much greater benefits. In calling
this an objection, | need not claim that it
shows our choice to be wrong. | am
merely claiming that, since we deny
these people very much greater benefits,
this provides some moral reason not to
make this choice.

If we now restore our actual
reproductive system, this reason
disappears. Consider the people who
will live more than two centuries later.
Our choice of Lesser Depletion does not
deny these people any benefit. If we had
chosen Conservation, this would not
have benefited these people, since they
would never have existed.

When we assume away the Non-
Identity Problem, our reason not to
make this choice is explained by an
appeal, not to people’s rights, but to the
Principle of Beneficence. When we
restore the Non-ldentity Problem, this
reason disappears. Since this reason
appealed to the Principle of
Beneficence, what the problem shows is
that this principle is inadequate, and
must be revised. We need a better
account of beneficence, or what I call
Theory X.

One part of our moral theory
appeals to beneficence; another part
appeals to people’s rights. We should
therefore not expect that an appeal to
rights could fill the gap in our
inadequate Principle of Beneficence.
We should expect that, as | have
claimed, appealing to rights cannot
wholly solve the Non-Identity
Problem.”

125. DOES THE FACT OF NON-
IDENTITY MAKE A MORAL
DIFFERENCE?

In trying to revise our Principle of
Beneficence—trying to find Theory X—
we must consider cases where, in the
different outcomes, different numbers of
people would exist. Before we turn to
these cases, we can ask what we
believe about the other question that |
mentioned. Our choice of Depletion will
be worse for no one. Does this make a

atnjuta valdigt mycket storre fordelar. For att
kalla det hér for en invandning behdver jag
inte pasta att den visar att vart val ar orétt.
Jag pastar bara att eftersom vi fornekar de
har manniskorna mycket storre fordelar ger
detta oss ett partiellt moraliskt skél att inte
gora ett sadant val.

Om vi nu aterinfor vart faktiska
fortplantningssystem forsvinner det skélet.
Tank pa de manniskor som kommer att leva
mer &n tva arhundraden langre fram. Vart
val av den mindre foérbrukningen forvagrar
inte de har manniskorna nagon fordel. Det
hade inte gynnat dem om vi hade valt
hushallningslinjen eftersom de da aldrig
skulle ha existerat.

Nér vi tdnker bort icke-
identitetsproblemet kan vi forklara skélet
mot att gora det har valet med att h&nvisa,
inte till manniskors rattigheter, utan till
valvillighetsprincipen. Nar vi aterinfor
icke-identitetsproblemet forsvinner det har
skalet. Eftersom skalet h&nvisade till
valvillighetsprincipen visar problemet att
den ar bristfallig och maste revideras. Vi
behover en battre beskrivning av valvilja,
eller med andra ord det jag kallar Teori
X.

En del av var moralteori hanvisar till
valvilja och en annan del hanvisar till
manniskors rattigheter. Vi bor darfor inte
forvanta oss att kunna fylla luckan i var
bristfalliga vélvillighetsprincip genom att
hénvisa till rattigheter. Vi bor, som jag
har pastatt, vara installda pa att vi inte till
fullo kan l6sa icke-identitetsproblemet
genom att hanvisa till rattigheter.”

125. GOR ICKE-IDENTITETS-
PROBLEMET NAGON MORALISK
SKILLNAD?

Nar vi forsoker revidera var
valvillighetsprincip — for att hitta Teori X —
maste vi studera fall dér olika antal
maéanniskor skulle existera i olika utfall.
Innan vi studerar de héar fallen kan vi fraga
oss vad vi tror ar svaret pa den andra fragan
jag namnde. Vart val av forbrukningslinjen
kommer inte att vara samre for nagon. Gor
detta nagon moralisk skillnad?
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moral difference?

We may be able to remember a time
when we were concerned about effects
on future generations, but had
overlooked the Non-Identity Problem.
We may have thought that a policy like
Depletion would be against the interests
of future people. When we saw that this
was false, did we become less concerned
about effects on future generations?

When | saw the problem, | did not
become less concerned. And the same is
true of many other people. I shall say
that we accept the No-Difference View.

It is worth considering a different
example:

The Medical Programmes. There are two
rare conditions, J and K, which cannot be
detected without special tests. If a
pregnant woman has Condition J, this
will cause the child she is carrying to
have a certain handicap. A simple
treatment would prevent this effect. If a
woman has Condition K when she
conceives a child, this will cause this
child to have the same particular
handicap. Condition K cannot be
treated, but always disappears within
two months. Suppose next that we have
planned two medical programmes, but
there are funds for only one; so one must
be cancelled. In the first programme,
millions of women would be tested
during pregnancy. Those found to have
Condition J would be treated. In the
second programme, millions of women
would be tested when they intend to try
to become pregnant. Those found to
have Condition K would be warned to
postpone conception for at least two
months, after which this incurable
condition will have disappeared.
Suppose finally that we can predict that
these two programmes would achieve
results in as many cases. If there is
Pregnancy Testing, 1,000 children a year
will be born normal rather than
handicapped. If there is Preconception
Testing, there will each year be born

Kanske kan vi minnas en tid nér vi
bekymrade oss dver konsekvenserna for
framtida generationer men annu inte hade
insett icke-identitetsproblemet. Kanske
tyckte vi att en forbrukningslinje skulle
strida mot framtida ménniskors intressen.
Blev vi mindre bekymrade éver
konsekvenserna for framtida generationer
nar vi insdg att detta inte var sant?

Jag blev inte mindre bekymrad nér jag
insag problemet och detsamma ar sant om
manga andra manniskor. Jag sager att vi
godtar likvardighetsuppfattningen.

Det finns en podng med att betrakta ett
annat exempel:

De medicinska programmen. Det finns tva
ovanliga sjukdomar, J och K, som bara kan
upptackas genom speciella kontroller. Om
en gravid kvinna har sjukdomen J kommer
det att leda till att barnet hon bar pa far ett
visst handikapp. En enkel behandling skulle
forhindra detta. Om en kvinna har
sjukdomen K nér hon avlar ett barn kommer
barnet att fa exakt samma handikapp.
Sjukdomen K kan inte behandlas men
forsvinner alltid inom tva manader. Ponera
darefter att vi har planerat tva medicinska
program. Det finns dock bara pengar till ett
av dem, varfor det andra maste stéllas in. |
det forsta kommer miljontals kvinnor att
kontrolleras under graviditeten. De som
visar sig bara pa sjukdomen J kommer att
behandlas. | det andra programmet kommer
miljontals kvinnor att kontrolleras nar de
planerar en graviditet. De som visar sig ha
sjukdomen K kommer att uppmanas att
skjuta pa befruktningen i minst tva manader,
efter vilka den obotliga sjukdomen kommer
att ha forsvunnit. Anta till sist ocksa att vi
kan forutsaga att programmen skulle uppna
resultat i exakt lika manga fall. Om vi
kontrollerar redan gravida kvinnor kommer
1000 barn om aret att fodas friska istéllet for
handikappade. Om vi kontrollerar kvinnor
som planerar att bli gravida kommer det
varje ar att fodas 1000 friska barn istallet for
1000 helt andra, handikappade, barn.
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1,000 normal children rather than a
1,000, different, handicapped children.

Would these two programmes be
equally worthwhile? Let us note
carefully what the difference is. As a
result of either programme, 1,000
couples a year would have a normal
rather than a handicapped child. These
would be different couples, on the two
programmes. But since the numbers
would be the same, the effects on the
parents and on other people would be
morally equivalent. If there is a moral
difference, this can only be in the
effects on the children.

Note next that, in judging these
effects, we need have no view about the
moral status of a foetus. We can
suppose that it would take a year before
either kind of testing could begin. When
we choose between the two
programmes, none of the children has
yet been conceived. And all those who
are conceived will become adults. We
are therefore considering effects, not on
present foetuses, but on future people.
Assume next that the handicap in
question, though it is not trivial, is not
so severe as to make life doubtfully
worth living. Even if it can be against
our interests to have been born, this is
not true of those born with this
handicap.

Since we cannot afford both
programmes, which should we cancel?
Under one description, both would have
the same effect. Suppose that
Conditions J and K are the only causes
of this handicap. The incidence is now
2,000 among those born in each year.
Either programme would halve the
incidence; the rate would drop to 1,000
a year. The difference is this. If we
decide to cancel Pregnancy Testing, it
will be true of those who are later born
handicapped that, but for our decision,
they would have been cured. Our
decision will be worse for all these
people. If instead we decide to cancel
Pre-Conception Testing, there will later
be just as many people who are born

Skulle de tva programmen gora lika stor
nytta? L&gg noga maérke till skillnaden
mellan dem. Som ett resultat av vartdera
programmet kommer 1000 par om aret att fa
ett friskt snarare an ett handikappat barn.
Det skulle rora sig om olika par i de olika
programmen. Men eftersom antalet skulle
vara detsamma skulle konsekvenserna for
foraldrar och andra manniskor vara
moraliskt likvardiga. Om det finns en
moralisk skillnad kan den bara handla om
konsekvenserna for barnen.

Notera att vi i bedomningen av
konsekvenserna inte behdver ha nagon
uppfattning om ett fosters moraliska status.
Vi kan ponera att det skulle ta ett ar innan
nagon av kontrollerna kan pab