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Chapter 1
Introduction: On Welfare and Worldly Value

1.1 The Focus of Inquiry: The Freedom of Axiological Judgments

Hypological, deontic, and axiological judgments are among the many different sorts
of moral judgment, each sort expressing a moral appraisal of some variety. Hypo-
logical judgments are judgments concerned with moral responsibility.1 It is widely
accepted that freedom is relevant to the truth of such judgments. We believe that
a person cannot be morally blameworthy or praiseworthy for an action unless she
exercises “freedom-relevant control” in its performance; in more mundane parlance,
she cannot be responsible unless she acts with “free will.” It has been less commonly
acknowledged that freedom also bears on the truth of morally deontic judgments that
have to do with moral right, wrong, and obligation. For instance, it has been argued
that if an action is morally obligatory for an agent, then she could have refrained
from performing it (Zimmerman 1997, Haji 2002). Relatively little thought, how-
ever, has been invested into whether the truth of axiological judgments—judgments
regarding good or evil—presupposes freedom. I suspect that this important matter
has not garnered the attention that it deserves owing to what is perhaps a prevalent
assumption that freedom leaves axiological appraisals, by and large, unaffected. The
central aim of this book is to dispute this assumption by arguing for the relevance of
freedom to axiology.

Many distinctions within the category of axiological judgments can be made.
Within the broad class of such judgments, the ones of interest in this work are,
first, axiological judgments that are judgments of intrinsic value. Roughly, some-
thing is intrinsically good if it is good “in itself”; it is good “for its own sake” (the
notion of being intrinsically bad is to be similarly understood). This sort of value
is often contrasted with instrumental value, which is one type of extrinsic value:
loosely, something is instrumentally good if it is good as a means; it contributes
either directly or indirectly to the existence of something that is intrinsically good.2

1 Michael Zimmerman (2006, p. 585, n. 1) explains that the term “hypological” is drawn from the
Greek v́πoλoγ oς , meaning “held accountable or liable.”
2 The term “instrumental value” can also be used to refer to a type of intrinsic value. See Ronnow-
Rasmussen (2002b). I make no such use of it in this work.

I. Haji, Freedom and Value, Library of Ethics and Applied Philosophy 21,
C© Springer Science+Business Media B.V. 2009
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2 1 Introduction: On Welfare

Second, the judgments commanding interest may be regarded as a subset of the
class of judgments of intrinsic value. These are axiological judgments that pertain
both to personal well-being (or, alternatively, individual welfare) and to the intrinsic
value of worlds. Regarding the former, philosophers have long inquired into what
makes a life good in itself for the one who lives it. What makes a life high in
individual welfare? Many different answers have been given to this question. He-
donism, for example, is one of them. The hedonist appeals to the view that pleasure
is the good to account for the amount of welfare that an individual enjoys. In the
hedonist’s estimation, the good life is the pleasant life. In contrast, preferentists
maintain that what makes a life intrinsically good for a person is that desires of
some sort are satisfied rather than frustrated within that life. Regarding the assess-
ment of worlds, the concern is not with individual well-being but, rather, with the
intrinsic value of entire worlds: when is one possible world intrinsically better than
another?

If we suspect that freedom in some manner or other affects the intrinsic value of
lives or worlds, how precisely are we to establish that this is so? To make headway,
I harness the following two strategies. First, I agree with a number of theorists that
every axiology—roughly, every theory of intrinsic value—specifies some items that
have their intrinsic values in the most primary way (see, for instance, Harman 1967,
Chisholsm 1986, Feldman 2000, Zimmerman 2001). The basic intrinsic value states
of each axiology are the items that the axiology takes to be the most fundamen-
tal bearers of intrinsic value (Feldman 2004, p. 173). Each of these items has its
intrinsic value in a nonderivative way. Think of each such item as an “atom” of
value. The intrinsic value of a complex thing, such as a life, a world, or the total
consequence of an action, is the sum of the value of its atoms. To appreciate what
these atoms may be on hedonistic axiologies, drawing a distinction between attitu-
dinal pleasures and displeasures, on the one hand, and sensory pleasures and pains,
on the other, is helpful. A person experiences sensory pleasures at a time when
she feels pleasurable sensations. Attitudinal pleasures are not feelings or sensory
pleasures; they need not have any “feel.” Such pleasures are always directed onto
objects; they are propositional attitudes. A person takes attitudinal pleasure in some
state of affairs “if he enjoys it, is pleased about it, is glad that it is happening, is
delighted by it” (Feldman 2004, p. 56).3 To take intrinsic pleasure in a fact is to take
pleasure in it for its own sake (corresponding things are true about displeasures).
One sort of hedonist—the sensory hedonist—proposes that the atoms of value that
contribute to welfare value are episodes of sensory pleasure and sensory pain; a
different sort—the attitudinal hedonist—takes these atoms to be episodes of intrin-
sic attitudinal pleasures and intrinsic displeasures. A preferentist, in contrast, may

3 For more on the distinction between sensory and nonsensory pleasures, see, for exam-
ple, Brentano (1969, pp. 154–155); Chisholsm (1986, p. 26); and Lemos (1994, pp. 67–73).
Zimmerman (2001, pp. 195–198) proposes that attitudinal pleasures and displeasures do have an
affective aspect, so an adequate account of the nature of attitudinal pleasure and displeasure must
make reference to their affective aspect; and that an adequate account of the value of these attitudes
must also make reference to this aspect.



1.1 The Focus of Inquiry: The Freedom of Axiological Judgments 3

take episodes of desire satisfactions and desire frustrations of one’s actual desires
to be the atoms. On the first strategy to uncover the freedom presuppositions of
life- or world-ranking axiological judgments, we inquire into whether free “posi-
tive” atoms—free intrinsic attitudinal pleasures, for example—are intrinsically bet-
ter than (or maybe not as good as) otherwise similar atoms that are unfree, and
whether free “negative” atoms—free intrinsic displeasures, for instance—are not as
bad as (or perhaps worse than) otherwise similar unfree atoms, the freedom at issue
being the freedom that moral responsibility demands. Are there indeed reasons to
believe that free intrinsic attitudinal pleasures, for instance, are more valuable than
otherwise similar unfree pleasures? And if they are more valuable, are they more
valuable for the world or for the well-being of the subject who receives them or
for both?

I believe that this first strategy can be effectively implemented only in connection
with substantive views about the good life or about the intrinsic value of worlds. For
the most part, the substantive theories to which discussion in this work is confined
are various forms of attitudinal hedonism. I shall, though, also address some vari-
eties of preferentism and a prominent version of a “whole-life satisfaction” account
of welfare that explains personal well-being by appealing to a certain “whole-life”
view of happiness (Sumner 1996). In this way, the inquiry into the freedom presup-
positions of the pertinent axiological judgments will be restricted but rendered more
manageable at the same time.

Second, having made the prima facie case that free positive atoms (on some of
the substantive views at issue) are better either for lives or worlds than otherwise
similar atoms that are not free and that free negative atoms are not as bad, again
either for lives or worlds, as otherwise similar unfree atoms, we may look more
closely at the very constituents of the atoms. We may ask whether these constituents
themselves have freedom presuppositions. As an illustration, many have supposed
that deserved intrinsic pleasures are better than corresponding pleasures that are
not deserved and that deserved intrinsic displeasures are not as bad as otherwise
similar displeasures that are not deserved. Suppose that on some credible version of
attitudinal hedonism, desert of intrinsic pleasure (or of intrinsic displeasure) is an
element of an atom—a “world atom”—that pertains to the intrinsic value of worlds.
An action-based pleasure (or displeasure) is a pleasure that, if deserved, is deserved
on the basis of performing some action. If it can be argued that such a pleasure
(or displeasure) is deserved only if it is free, and if it can further be secured that a
pleasure is free only if it causally derives from a decision that is free, then we can
show that freedom has an indirect impact on the intrinsic value of worlds by way of
having an impact on desert and mental action.

A predominant part of my interest in uncovering the freedom presuppositions
of various axiological judgments resides in the following. Determinism is the thesis
that there is at any instant exactly one physically possible future (van Inwagen 1983,
p. 3). On this picture, the future is not a “garden of forking paths” but is a branch-
less extension of the past. One of the central questions in the free-will debate is
whether the freedom that moral responsibility requires is compatible with determin-
ism. What this freedom amounts to is, of course, something that is hotly debated.



4 1 Introduction: On Welfare

Some theorists have argued that a person has the right sort of freedom or control
only if she had genuine alternatives; she “could have done otherwise” (see e.g., van
Inwagen 1983, Ginet 1996). Others have suggested that a person has the required
control only if she is appropriately sensitive to reasons; she would, under specified
conditions, have performed some other action were apt reasons present (see, e.g.,
Fischer and Ravizza 1998, Haji 1998); still others have maintained that a person has
the pertinent control just in case she identifies with the action’s motivating desires
(Frankfurt 1971); and yet others have defended the view that the germane control
consists in the action being produced nondeviantly by causal antecedents such as
desires, beliefs, values, and so forth that satisfy certain constraints (Mele 1995).
If determinism is true (i.e., if it is true that all events are deterministically caused
or, as I shall say, are “causally determined”), the “genuine” (nonrelational) facts
of the past, together with the laws of nature, entail all truths. Compatibilists have
argued that determinism poses no threat to judgments of moral praiseworthiness or
moral blameworthiness. More generally, they defend the view that free action and
moral responsibility are compatible with determinism. Incompatibilism is the de-
nial of compatibilism. Incompatibilists, for one or more reasons, have championed
the view that determinism undermines the truth of hypological judgments. Some
incompatibilists have attempted to show that determinism rules out alternative pos-
sibilities. They have gone on to claim that freedom to do otherwise is necessary
for responsibility, and thus have arrived at the conclusion that determinism and
responsibility are not friendly partners. Other incompatibilists have proposed that
if our actions originate in sources over which we have no control, then we are
not the ultimate originators of these actions. Such “source incompatibilists” have
suggested that “ultimate origination” is a requirement of free action and respon-
sibility, and thus have, via this route, concluded once again that determinism and
responsibility are incompatible. Libertarians are incompatibilists who believe that
at least some of us, at times, perform free actions for which we are morally re-
sponsible; their view implies that if we are morally responsible, then determinism is
false.

Assume, for the sake of explaining a pivotal incentive to inquire into the freedom
presuppositions of axiological appraisals having to do with welfare and worlds,
that incompatibilists in the free-will battle have won the day. If determinism un-
dermines the freedom that moral responsibility requires and if it is also true that
free atoms (on the substantive axiologies in question) are more intrinsically valu-
able than otherwise similar unfree atoms, then determinism has a nontrivial ef-
fect on intrinsic value. Further, suppose it can be shown that the freedom of the
atoms on a given axiology traces to, or is derivative from, the freedom of vari-
ous actions, such as (the making of) decisions. Then this opens up another venue
for the incompatibilist to marshal support for the view that determinism is more
menacing than it has hitherto been appreciated to be: it has a definite impact on
various, significant axiological appraisals. So just as one may wonder whether de-
terminism is compatible with the truth of hypological judgments, so, too, one may
wonder whether determinism is compatible with the truth of various axiological
judgments.


