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Abstract

In this paper | defenihnocuousism-a weak form of Epicureanism about the
badness of death. | argue that if we assume bmthtal statismabout well-
being and that death is an experiential blankgllbtvs that death is not bad for
the one who dies. | deferidnocuousismagainst the deprivation account of the
badness of death. | argue that recent defenstee afeprivation account, such
as those offered by Fred Feldman and Ben Bradésg,an a suspect notion of
extrinsic badness—a notion that erroneously cosfustates of affairs that
merely could have been better with those that ak bin reply, | defend an
alternate account according to which somethingtsresically bad if and only if

it leads to states that are intrinsically bad. @nview, sometimes dying may
be less good than living, but it is never bad & di

Prologue

'‘Man is snhapped off like a reed in a canebrake!
The comely young man, the pretty young woman -
all [too soon in] their [prime] Death abducts them!

'‘No one at all sees Death,

no one at all sees the face [of Death]

no one at all [hears] the voice of Death,
Death so savage, who hacks men down.

‘Ever the river has risen and brought us the flood,
the mayfly floating on the water.

On the face of the sun its countenance gazes,
Then all of a sudden nothing is there!

"The abducted and the dead, how alike is their lot!
But never was drawn the likeness of Death,
Never in the land did the dead greet a man.'
The Epic of Gilgamesttablet X, trans. Andrew George)
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1 Introduction

In a cryptic passage in his "Letter to Menoecelgpjturus presents what may at
first seem to be an absurd argument for the cldiat it is irrational to fear
death:

Foolish, therefore, is the man who says that hesfdaath, not because it will

pain when it comes, but because it pains in thegeca. Whatever causes no
annoyance when it is present, causes only a gressigiain in the expectation.
Death, therefore, the most awful of evils, is nothto us, seeing that, when we
are, death is not come, and, when death is comayrevaot. It is nothing, then,

either tlo the living or to the dead, for with tlérig it is not and the dead exist no
longer.

Epicurus’s principal conclusion is that death ishieg to us. Death is nothing
to us, because it does not lead to any bad expesenit is the end of
experience. And only experiences are good or bad person. Hence, death is
not bad for the one who dies. Further, he assuhmsit is irrational to fear
what does no harm. He concludes that if it istioreal to fear what does no
harm, then it is irrational to fear death.

Epicurus's letter raises two distinct question¥:1¢1it rational to fear death?
And, (2) Is death bad for the one who dies? Ia gaper, | will say fairly little
about the first question. My principal goal isstgpport his answer to the second
guestion. | defend both Epicurus's position on llheness of death and his
reasons, or at least an argument in much the spinie Many call the position
that death is not bad for the one who digscureanismabout the badness of
death. Since this label is easily confused witlctms's related, but distinct,
position on whether it is rational to fear deathdbpt the labahnocuousisnfior
the claim that death does not harm the one wha didgs position holds that
death is innocuous because it does no injury taléparting.

| defend innocuousism in the face of a widely ategstyle of refutation—
the deprivation account of the badness of déafie deprivation account holds
that death is bad for the one who dies when itideprher of good experiences
that she would have had otherwise. That is, disattad because it deprives us
of the goods of life. This account of the badnafsdeath gives rise to a number

1 Epicurus, "Letter to Menoeceus", trans. by Robeetw Hicks, The Internet Classics
Archive http://classics.mit.edu/Epicurus/menoec.html ¢ased March 1, 2009).

2 The deprivation account is defended by nearly exetic of Epicurus. For example,
see: Thomas Nagel, “Death,” Mortal QuestiongCambridge, 1979); Bernard Williams,
"The Makropulos Case: Reflections on the Tediuntnmhortality,” in Problems of the
Self(Cambridge UP, 1993); Robert Nozick, "Happiness,The Examined Lif¢Simon
and Schuster, 1989); Fred Feldm@onfrontations with the Reapé®xford UP, 1992);
and Steven Luper, "Posthumous Hardrherican Philosophical Quarterl¢1:1 (2004):
63-72.



Section 1. Introduction

of well-known puzzles that | will not explofe.Instead, | attack the theory of
extrinsic badness at the core of the most convindormulations of the
deprivation account.

Recent defenders of the deprivation account, sadfred Feldman and Ben
Bradley, hold that although death is not intrinichad, it is extrinsically bad.
They argue that death is sometimes extrinsically, mt because it leads to
intrinsically bad states of affairs, but becausde#dds to states that are less
intrinsically good. | argue that this account gfrensic badness conflates things
that are merely less good with those that are*badntend to show that if we
respect the distinction between states of affdies are bad and those that are
merely less good, the deprivation account failarasbjection to innocuousism.

My argument proceeds in a few steps. | begin byelbping a
contemporary version of Epicurus' argument thall the Dead End Argument
for Innocuousism | then explain the deprivation account of thelrimss of
death. In response, | raise several objectiotisetdheory of extrinsic badness at
the heart of the deprivation account. In suppdrinaocuousism, | defend a
competing account of extrinsic badness that avtlidse problems. Finally, |
respond to several objections to the prima faceuab suggestion that death is
not bad for the one who dies.

% The timing puzzle is the most difficult. It askédeath is bad for the one who dies,
when is it bad for them? Seemingly, it cannot béoke they die, unless we allow for
backward causation. And it cannot be after, stheeperson no longer exists. Feldman
(Reaper ch.9) provides a good overview of the problenm atldition, Steven Luper's
entry "Death," inThe Stanford Encyclopedia of Deafitovides a clear explanation of the
puzzle.

4 Kai Draper argues that some comparatively badgthiare not reasonably feared.
They are simply things that we cannot avoid andukhaot be considered misfortunes.
See: Draper, "Disappointment, Sadness, and Dedatie" Philosophical Review08:3
(1999): 387-414. | am not concerned with the diton between the merely bad and
misfortunes. Rather, | argue that comparativelyisanot necessarily bad.
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2 The Dead End Argument for Innocuousism

The Dead End Argument for Innocuousidmlds that death is not bad for the
one who dies. This is because death leads tongpthileath is an experiential
dead end. Since death is the end of experientendt intrinsically bad for the
one who dies. Neither is it extrinsically bad. @®extrinsically bad, something
must lead to intrinsically bad states of affaiBut there are no intrinsically bad
states of affairs after death. Only experiencesarinsically bad or good for a
person. Hence, death is neither intrinsically egtrinsically bad for the one
who dies. Death is prudentially innocuous.

Here is a formalization of the argument:

The Dead End Argument for Innocuousism

1. The sole bearers of intrinsic prudential valteraental states.mental
statisn)

2. Death is an experiential blank.

3. Hence, the state of being dead is not intriflgigaudentially bad.

4. An event is extrinsically bad if and only iféads to intrinsically bad
states of affairs. c@usal hypothesis

5. Hence, death is not extrinsically prudentialiyb

6. Therefore, death is not prudentially bad fordhe who dies.
(innocuousism

The Dead End Argumentests on three controversial premisesental
statismabout welfare, the claim that death is the endgderience, and the
causal hypothesis To further narrow the scope, in this paper lyantend to
defend the causal hypothesis. But it might be fhelp say a few words in
support of the other claims, lest the argumentibmidsed as a conglomeration
of absurdities.

Mental Statism

The first premise of thBead End Argumeris extremely controversial. Mental
statism is a general theory of prudential valuehedries of prudential value
(also known as "well-being," "welfare," and "seitaérest") tell us what makes a
life good for the one who lives it. Prudentialwalis distinct from other ways in
which a life may be good. For instance, a lifeself-sacrifice spent working for
the poor might be both morally and instrumentathpd, but it is not necessarily
good for the one who lives it. We do not intendbenefit ourselves through
self-sacrifice. This is precisely what makes ilf-sacrifice Although it is
almost always morally good to sacrifice one's owndjfor the good of others,
it is almost never, or at least not necessarilyirisically prudentially good.
Mental statism holds that the sole bearers ofrisiti prudential value are
mental states. Hedonism, for instance, is a Spdgibe of mental statism that

® | adopt Feldman's name for the position. FeldrRaaper p.135.
4



Section 2. The Dead End Argument for Innocuousism

counts only the mental states of pleasure and paBy mental states, the
general theory intends phenomenal experiences.eradibns of unconscious
mental operations that do not affect any conscpthenomenal experiences do
not have any impact on prudential value. Zombas,this theory, have no
prudential value. Further, if there are no qualithe universe, then, according
to mental statism, there is no prudential valuth&universe.

Most controversially, mental statism implies wha known as the
experience requirementthe claim that what you do not experience cannot
harm youf There is a fairly wide consensus, although ndhevit dissenting
opinion, that experience machine-style examplesvstimt mental statism is
false? Although | think that mental statism is correttcannot provide an
adequate defense héfeBut it might be worth saying a few words to make
view look a bit less absurd.

The most compelling counter-example to mental statis Nozick's
experience maching. Nozick asks us to imagine a machine that woulctie
to simulate a wide array of fantastic experiencEse experiment gives us, what
is by now, a familiar sales pitch: Perhaps youtwarwrite the great American
novel. Well, in the experience machine you carehtée experience of writing

® parfit and Wolf reverse this distinction. They et hold that all forms afmental
statismare forms of hedonism. See: Derek Parfit, "Whatkl¥s Someone's Life Go
Best," in Reasons and Persorf€larendon Press, 1984); Susan Wolf, “Happinestk an
Meaning: Two Aspects of the Good Lifegbcial Philosophy and Poligyt4 (1997): 207-
25.

" Mental statism could be formulated in a way corfgpatwith physicalism. But
without an experiential component the theory iddas prima facie compelling.

8 Since the experience requirement is not alwaysepted in the same way, | have
chosen to focus on mental statism. Ivan Soll, ifmtance, defends a theory called
experientialismthat has both motivational and broad axiologicaplications. Mental
Statism, as | have formulated it, implies only mited axiological claim about well-
being: something can affect someone's well-beinty @hit makes an experiential
difference for that person.

Ivan Soll, "On the Purported Insignificance of Deatn Death and Philosopheds.
Jeff Malpas and Robert Solomon (Routledge, 1998832

Nozick's "Experience Machine", Nagel's "Deceived siBassman”, Nagel's
"Contented Infant”, Mill's "Pig", and Nozick's "Mgnolian Pornographer" are the most
pressing thought experiments presented in oppodibimental statism

Robert Nozick,Anarchy, State, and UtopiéBasic Books, 1974), pp.42-5; Thomas
Nagel, "Death"; John Stuart MillJtilitarianism (Hackett, 2002); and Robert Nozick,
"On the Randian Argument," [Bocratic PuzzlefHarvard UP, 1997).

10 Shelly Kagan confesses his temptation toward mestatism in two excellent
articles: "Me and My Life" and "The Limits of Wdlleing". He argues for the claim that
to have an effect on a person's well-being, somgthiust have an effect on the intrinsic
properties of the person.

Shelly Kagan, "Me and My Life,Proceedings of the Aristotelian Socie®y¢ (1994):
309-324; and "The Limits of Well-being," ifihe Good Life and the Human Goaatl.
E.F. Paul, F.D. Miller and Jeffrey Paul (Cambriddfe, 1992).

1 Robert Nozick Anarchy pp.42-5.
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the most celebrated novel in history. Your workl e praised far and wide.
Champion athlete, war hero, legendary lover, yomen&—in the machine, you
will experience any life that you desire. Youeliin the machine will seem as
real as any experience that you have ever had. widunever know the
difference.

Nozick asks us whether or not we would step ineortiachine. Intuitions
diverge—almost no one under twenty-five says nal asarly no one over
twenty-five would step into the machine. Most &f opt out of the machine
because we do not merely want to think that we lvaitten the great American
novel; we want to write it. We do not merely waotthink that we have
accomplished something or have had genuine rekttips; we want to
accomplish things and form genuine bonds with athéie like to win, but we
do not want every game to be fixed in our favor.

Although most non-frivolous, non-terminally ill pgle would opt out of a
life in the experience machine, this does not ¢tuistan objection to mental
statism. Yes, the thought experiment clearly shtveg we want more than
mere experiences, but it does not show that thivigsout experiential impact
can affect our well-being. The thought experimemrely confirms what we
already knew: We desire many things other thanawm well-being*? Strict
psychological egoism is highly implausible. We eoftnon-selfishly desire
things for the good of others. People frequerdlyrifice themselves for a cause
or for the benefit of those they love. And manyme have been known to
sacrifice their own well-being for other kinds odagls, such as meaning and
significance.

Most of us think that a life in the experience Hmae would be
meaningless. Insofar as we desire significancewilleopt out of the machine.
This does not show that we think that we would badv off—that we would
have a higher state of welfare—outside of the mahiLife in the machine
simply cannot give us everything that we want. c8iwe want more than what
merely increases our well-being, the case agaiestahstatism is inconclusive.

| do not pretend that this brief consideration loé texperience machine
objection is a decisive reply. Rather, | merelyntvi@ sketch a plausible line of
defense for mental statism. Further, positive asdeof the theory is out of
scope.

The Rest of the Dead End Argument

As noted above, th®ead End Argument for Innocuousississumes mental
statism and two other controversial premises: thesis that death is an
experiential blank and the causal hypothesis. ayatlsat death is an experiential
blank is just to say that that there are no mesttes after death. | will assume

12p. W. Haslett also appeals to this distinction, as deffsey Goldsworthy. See: D.
W. Haslett, "What is Utility?,'Economics and Philosoph$§ (1990): 65-94; and Jeffrey
Goldsworthy, "Well-Being and ValueUtilitas, vol. 4, no. 1 (1992): 1-26.
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Section 2. The Dead End Argument for Innocuousism

that mental sates supervene on some set of sulgvbrain states. When there
are no longer any of the relevant brain stategetlaee no longer any mental
states. Brain death is the end of the subveniagtatates. Hence, brain death
is an experiential blank. In this article, | simphssume that Utanipishti's

description in theéepic of Gilgameshs correct: "Then all of sudden nothing is
there!"—that death is the end of experience. Add#l positive defense of this

claim is far out of scop¥.

As for the causal hypothesis, the focus of thisepajp is best defended in
response to criticism. But it will help make thedory a bit more explicit before
we begin. The causal hypothesis holds that wh&esiaomething extrinsically
bad is that it leads to intrinsic bad. An evergigrinsically bad in proportion to
the amount of intrinsic badness it causes. Nothkamy be extrinsically bad if it
does not lead to intrinsic bad. Since events ead Ito both good and bad
outcomes, when assessing the overall extrinsicevafuan event, we need to
consider all of its effects. Nothing can be oveeatrinsically bad for someone
unless it leads to, or more precisely, is causathponsible for more intrinsically
bad states of affairs than intrinsically good stattaffairs:*

13t pays to note that a roughly Epicurean argunagatinst the badness of death does
not require, what Feldman calls, teemination thesis-the claim that death is the end of
our existence. FeldmaRgaper ch. 5.

4 As stated, the evaluation of an event should itelall states of affairs that it causes.
We will likely want to distinguish between far dist transient causes and genuine,
relevant causes. | am reluctant to say that tipeilation responsible for my birth was a
cause of my stubbing my toe this morning. The tafmn does not seem relevant. The
causal hypothesis will likely require a far morstrigted notion of "cause,” than one that
would count my birth. However, it is far out ofogpe to develop such a theory here.

7
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3 The Deprivation Account

Although death may not lead to any intrinsicallyugentially bad states of
affairs, many argue that, nonetheless, it is ofted for the one who dies. The
reason why it is bad is not that it leads to bgokeiences. How could it, since it
leads to the absence of experience? Rather, dedtad because it leads to
fewer good experiences. The tragedy of dying yosmfat one misses out on
all that life has to offer. A fatal car-crash aenty is far worse than a fatal fall
down the stairs at ninety. The twenty year oldsessout on the goods of
seventy years of lif€ By dying at twenty, one would live a life of fless
prudential good than had one lived to ninety. Herteath is bad for the one
who dies when it deprives her of future goods. with all defenders of the
deprivation account, Feldman and Bradley rejectcégsal hypothesiS. | will
focus on Feldman's account.

Feldman argues that the causal hypothesis is toplsito be an adequate
theory of extrinsic badness. Although it accodotsa good number of cases of
extrinsic badness, it fails to account for a numiiieclear examples. Consider
Joe College:

Joe College

Joe is admitted to two colleges, College A and €&mIB. Joe chooses to go to
College A, which does not have a philosophy depamtm He earns an
accounting degree, becomes a moderately successtoluntant, and lives a
reasonably good life. However, if Joe had chosegotto College B, which does
have a philosophy department, he would have takephifosophy course,
discovered that he had a passion for philosophysuysd graduate study,
successfully navigated the job market, landed artetrack job, and lived a very
good life. The life Joe would have led had he gam€ollege B would have
been unambiguously bettEr.

Feldman argues that Joe's choice go to Collegdtiiguagh it did not lead to a
bad life, was indeed bad for Joe. It was bad dertd go to College A instead of
College B, because if he had gone to College Blifeisvould have been better.
Since Joe's decision led to a life that was les&ldor him, his decision was bad
for him. It was not intrinsically bad: Joe did reatffer. But it was extrinsically
bad: Joe's life contained less intrinsic good.

However, according to the causal hypothesis, d@esion to go to College
A was not bad for him. The causal hypothesis sttt nothing can be

15| am assuming that Schopenhauerean pessimisisés fa

18 Steven Luper defends a preclusion view of harm @naounts to a rejection of the
causal hypothesisSince Luper's argument assumes desire-satisfdgti about welfare,
it would take me too far afield to discuss his mreative theory. Luper, "Posthumous
Harm."

7 This is a rough approximation of Feldman’s exampiteldmanReapey p. 137.

8
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extrinsically bad for someone unless it is causaligponsible for more
intrinsically bad states of affairs than intrindigagood states of affairs. And
Joe's life was not net intrinsically bad as a itesfihis choice in schools. But,
as the example purports to show, the decision ndexid bad for Joe; it was bad
because it led to a life of less intrinsic goodeldfman argues that since the
causal hypothesis cannot account for the badnes¥o®g choice, it is too
exclusive as an account of extrinsic badness.

In response to such difficulties, Feldman offers fbllowing account of
extrinsic badness, which he calls "EI":

El: Something is extrinsically bad for a persoraifd only if he or she would
have been intrinsically better off had it not taksace®®

Feldman argues that El does a better job of cagwhat it is for something to
be extrinsically bad for a person. Unlike the edus/pothesis, EI can account
for cases like that of Joe College. It was badlfmr to go to College A, because
he would have been better off had he chosen to @wliege B.

As additional support for El, Feldman presentsracstirally similar, but

intuitively more compelling, case of a girl raisadder fundamentalist Islam, a
case that | will call the "Taliban Girl."

Taliban Girl

The Taliban Girl is raised in a repressive, fundatalkést Islamic culture that
forbids teaching women how to read. She lives addife according to most
plausible theories of welfare. However, if she baén allowed to learn to read,
she would have developed a great love for poetiurther, she would have
become a fine poet. Her life would have been higherudential value. Hence,
it was bad for the Taliban Girl to have been fodeid to learn to read.

Feldman argues that El, unlike the causal hypatheain account for why it was
bad for the Taliban Girl to have been forbiddenetarn to read. Since her life
was not bad overall—the Taliban Girl led a reastynbbppy life—her illiteracy
did not lead to any intrinsically prudentially bathtes. However, it was clearly
bad that she was kept illiterate. Hence, the ddygmthesis cannot account for
such cases of clear prudential bad. Accordinglg, should reject it as too
exclusive.

As presented, the causal hypothesis is merely @ouat of extrinsic

18 Feldman,Reaper p.138. In the chapter "More Puzzles about th# &vDeath,"
Feldman offers a related account of the value sfade of affairs for a person: "The
extrinsic value foiS of P = the difference between the intrinsic value $oof the life S
would lead ifP is true and the intrinsic value f&of the life Swould lead ifP is false"
(p. 150).

19 This is a rough approximation of Feldman’'s exampkeldman Reaper p. 137.
Ignore the fact that poets tend to live miseraiviesl

9
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badness, but it strongly suggests a symmetricalryhef intrinsic goodness: to
be extrinsically good something must lead to maiterisic good. Of course,
one could accept the theory of extrinsic badnes$sowt the theory of extrinsic
goodness, but the resulting position would be sttspk is hard to imagine that
such an asymmetrical theory could be anything dut@. Anyone who holds
the causal hypothesis should be prepared to ddfetidthe theory of extrinsic
badness and the theory of extrinsic goodness. tBaittheory of extrinsic
goodness is vulnerable to a prima facie fatal cerdekxample, namely it implies
that it is not good to anesthetize patients betbey undergo surgery. Nor
would it be good to give morphine to those suffgramronic pairf’ In so far as
it merely leads to less pain, morphine does nad l@aany intrinsically good
states of affairs. Neither does anesthesia dwsimgery. It merely leads to less
bad. Hence, according to the causal hypothesistlasa is not good for those
in surgery. This is clearly absurd. However, theory of extrinsic goodness
that is symmetrical to El suffers from no such peoln Since anesthesia leads
to less intrinsic bad, the analog of El would htildt anesthesia is in fact good.
That seems right. Accordingly, the objection holde should reject the causal
hypothesisaand accept El.

For our purposes, what is important is that El sufgpthe deprivation
account of death's badness. Just as Joe Colttergling a school without a
philosophy department deprived him of the intringjiood he would have
enjoyed had he gone to College B, death sometirapswes one of goods that
one would have enjoyed had one continued livingend¢, death can be
extrinsically bad for the one who dies.

When exactly is it bad® Bradley offers a refinement of Feldman's El,
specifying the precise time in which something &dkfor a person. His
formulation is as follows:

OVT: The overall value of p for s at <w,t> = thdrinsic value of t for s at w
minus the intrinsic value of t for s at the neamgstld to w at which p does not
obtain??

According to OVT, death is bad for the one who dieshe times in which the
person's life would have been higher in intrinsatue. If one's life would have
been filled with suffering, dying would not be bfmt the one who dies. But if
one would have lived a life of positive intrinsialue, death is bad for the one
who dies at those times at which their life woulavé had positive intrinsic
prudential value in the nearest possible worldr ¢ purposes, the full set of
implications of this subtle refinement of El is notportant. Both El and OVT

20 Steven Luper raises a similar example involvingemporary coma. See: Steven
Luper, The Philosophy of DeatfCambridge UP, 2009), p. 104.

21 Bradley's account attempts to solve the "timingzielz Ben Bradley, "When s
Death Bad for the One Who Dies®bus 38:1 (2004): 1-28.

22 Bradley, "When", p.9. He presents a similar foration in "How Bad is Death?,"
Canadian Journal of Philosopi87.1 (2007): 111-128, p. 115.
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hold that death is extrinsically bad for the oneowdies, if it leads to less
intrinsic value for the person.

If we accept El or OVT, we should reject the foupttemise of theDead
End Argument-the causal hypothesis. Without the causal hymighéhe
argument is unsound. Hence, the Epicurean argufoeimnocuousisnstands
or falls on the truth of El and OVT style accouot®xtrinsic badness.

In the following section, | intend to show that bhdEl and OVT have the
same problematic implication, namely they confusges that are merely less
good with those that are bad.

4 Defense of the Causal Hypothesis

Although Joe College and the Taliban Girl suggkat the causal hypothesis is
inadequate as an account of extrinsic badnesstehdnto show that these
examples are ultimately unconvincing. In addititim accounts of extrinsic
badness expressed by Feldman's El and Bradley's Q\f€r from a fatal
problem—they confuse states that are merely leed gath those that are bad.
| offer a few thought experiments in objection toyaheory with a similar
structure.

Annette Chigurh

Walking down the street, you turn the corner amdl fa table blocking most of
the sidewalk. Behind the table stands Annette @higthe good sister of evil
Antoine Chigurh (fromNo Country for Old Men On the table sit two closed
brief cases. Having recently lifted two millionl#ms from her brother, she plans
to give the bulk to a lucky stranger. She flipzoin. "What are the stakes?" you
ask. “Heads you get the briefcase on the side cail) tails the other. Both
contain wads of cash.” You call the right. Thenclands heads and the right
briefcase is yours. To your delight you find $100® inside. You scream
"Woopee!," pick up your booty, and make your wayneo Unbeknownst to you,
the other suitcase contained $1,000,000. Had gtladc"left,” you would have
walked away with an additional $900,000.

The Annette Chigurh thought experiment is strudlyridentical to that of
Joe College. In both cases a choice leads tota sfaaffairs that is less
intrinsically good for a person than the state tlatld have resulted from the
only other available alternative decision. JusEasnd OVT imply that Joe’s
choice of College A was bad for Joe, they also ymtpht your encounter with
Annette Chigurh was bad for you. More specificaliiloosing the box on the
right was bad for you, since had you not made thisice you would have
chosen left, in that case you would have walkedyamith $900,000 more. So,
it was bad for you because it led to a state dimfthat was less intrinsically
good than the alternative. But this is absurd.y Aall in a coin toss where you

11



Section 4. Defense of the Causal Hypothesis

simply walk away with $100,000 would be fantasficajood for yoi?> How
could anyone think otherwise?
If this example is not compelling, consider another

The Lottery

You walk into the local bodega on your birthday éimel owner offers to give you
a free lottery ticket. He hits the button to issueQuick Pick—a randomly
generated selection of six numbers. The next daycheck the numbers and to
your delight you got five of six. You won $100,008ut with all six numbers,
you would have walked away with $1,000,000.

According to Bradley's notion of extrinsic badngsisking five of six winning
lottery numbers is bad for the ticket holder. He¢ of nearest possible worlds
includes a world, equidistant from the rest, whare picked all six numbers. If
the ticket selection was by chance, every numbearjust as likely as any other.
Since the world where you win the entire jackpotnighe set of the equally
nearest possible worlds, and in that world you wobk better off, merely
winning a portion of the jackpot is bad for you.utBhat is absurd. Winning
$100,000 is fantastically good for the winner. B&! and OVT imply that it
was bad to have only won $100,000 from a freeiptieket. Hence, we should
reject both accounts of extrinsic badn&ss.

In reply the defender of OVT can say that winningunbers is better than
4, and much better than 0, but it is not bettenthanning 6. Winning 5
compared to 4 is good; winning 5 compared to Gais. blt depends on how you
look at the situation. And since there are mili@f possible worlds where you
win far less, as there are millions of lottery niarhthat would have no matches
at all, winning 5 is good for you according to OVTtis not good simpliciter;
rather, it is good compared to the majority of ttker outcomes, and it is bad
compared to a small fraction of the other possilizomes.

But this is not a satisfying reply. There is juste event and one actual
outcome. We want to know if the outcome is goodbad. Every outcome can
be good or bad compared to something else thattrheyve happened. But we
do not want to say that every event is both gand bad. We want to know
which. Restricting the comparative class to thaerest possible worlds does not
help. The lottery example shows that a set of digaint worlds contains one
that is far better. But this does not make winri§0,000 bad for you. Hence,

3 This is to assume, of course, that the money doebring some unexpected
misfortune. Antoine will not come calling.

24 Winning five out of six precludes winning six. &texample could be revised
slightly if one insists that to be analogous totdahat we a near event that precludes a
temporally distant event. | could simply specifat the full winning would be paid out
in installments. Winning the five precludes théufe goods that would come from
winning the six. Although designed as a countemgxe to OVT, it also poses a
problem for what Steven Luper calls "the preclusi@mw" of harm.
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comparative theories of extrinsic badness have rdbsuplications. The
defender of OVT cannot say that the outcome of @enkis good or bad
simpliciter. This is an unacceptable consequence.

The defender of EI or OVT might reply that thatation is not as bad as it
appears. El and OVT do not imply that a walk hominere you gain $100,000
is good for you, but that choosing a box with $000, rather than one with
$900,000 is bad. That, the objection concludesmseabout right. Certainly, it
is bad to have missed the chance to walk away #&80,000 more. In
response, two comments are in order. First, EI@4d do indeed imply that a
walk home where you get $100,000 is bad for yoacohding to El and OVT, it
is bad if another walk home would have garneredemen greater booty.
According to OVT, the walk is good compared witlhgh that do not encounter
Annette Chigurh, and it is bad compared with thaéere you call left. But,
once again, this does not mean that the walk issbagliciter. This retraces my
previous objection.

As a second line of reply, we should confine otergton to the decision to
call right over left, as the objection suggestsie Tefender of El or OVT might
hold the more refined claim that the decision id.bBut this too is problematic.
Even if we grant this restriction, the positionuistenable. The choice was not
bad; it led to a gain of $100,000. Why would thatbad? It would have been
better to call left, but this does not make callimght bad. The underlying
problem is that El and OVT both imply that for aayent only one outcome
could be unequivocally good for the person, theimaty good outcome. But
this is wrong. Sometimes there are many, mutuakglusive unequivocally
goodoutcomes to a single event. Just because onet iméghetter, by either a
wide or a narrow margin, does not make all the roplssible outcomes bad. If
the intrinsic value of the outcomes varies, thenTOMIl say that some are bad
compared to the better outcomes, and good compartt lesser outcomés.
But this is wrong: Merely being less good doesmake something bad. Why
would it? It is not just that EI and OVT cannotyshat an event is good
simpliciter, they say the wrong thing in a wide garof clear cases. To get at
the heart of the problem, consider an event witly &wo outcomes. EI and
OVT imply that only one of the outcomes can be god8ut that is clearly
wrong. Consider Joe Coffee:

Joe Coffee

Joe Coffee has a choice between two colleges, gole and College B. Joe
chooses College A, majors in math, goes to gradigiteol, and lands a good job
at Research University. However, had Joe gone dibe@ B, which has a
philosophy department, he would have majored ifopbphy. Amazingly, after

% Feldman says something similar in regards to gjapove to Bolivia. In some
cases, the move might be good and bad. Bad, roatube it led to intrinsic bad, but
because it prevented an even greater good. Fidcth&e, "Some Puzzles about the Evil
of Death,"The Philosophical Revie®.2 (1991): 205-227.
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graduate school he would have landed a good jdbheasame university. Joe
would have found philosophy equally fulfiling asathematics. His salary
would have been the same, his colleagues equahgersal. However, the
philosophy department at Research University hasappuccino machine,
whereas the mathematics department only has adffg@e maker. Had Joe gone
to College B, he would have enjoyed a tasty cappocevery Wednesday. His
life would have been a little bett&t.

According to El and OVT Joe Coffee's decision totgc@ollege A was bad for
him because had he gone to College B, he would hadgdetter coffee. This is
a troublesome implication. Yes, El and OVT impghat it was only a little bad
for Joe, but they still consider it a bad decisi¢tibwever, both outcomes would
be good for Joe; neither would be bad, not evatila. | It may be less good in
comparison, but it is clearly not bad. Althoughmgpto College A was not the
maximally good option, as he missed out on fregouapino, it was still very
good. It is not bad, merely less good. Any thabigt says otherwise should be
rejected for having absurd consequences. Thiisjust a minor troubling
implication; it is a significant problem that praes good reason to reject both
El and OVT. This is a bullet too big to bite.

Fear and the Bad

Perhaps a way to make it even clearer that EI avid @istakenly imply that
good things are bad is to show that both accourgstoinsic badness clash with
our intuitions about the appropriateness of felirshould make sense to fear
something if it is bad. Surely, there are lotdaél things in the past that do not
warrant fear, but it would be very odd to find amiinent event that was bad
for you or yours that did not warrant fear. Ifiamaminent event is bad for you or
yours, it makes sense to fear it. Fear should'"fit might not be, all things
considered, best to fear it, but fear should attlba appropriat€. We typically
evaluate the appropriateness of fear based onatirelss of the event. If we
find that putatively prudentially bad, imminent et® are not the kind of things
that we think are fitting of fear, then we have dwseason to think that they are,
in fact, not bad.

Reconsider the case of Annette Chigurh: She fligscoin, you call right,
but you would not feel fear while the coin spinsttie air. Fear does not fit a
win-win situation. Sure, one may feel tremendowpd) but fear is not
appropriate, not even if you knew the exact comsteot the two boxes.
According to El and OVT, losing the toss would kerwbad for you. In this
situation, a putatively prudentially bad outcomebi®h imminent and likely.
However, fear is inappropriate. This should strileeas very odd. The best
explanation for the oddity is that, contra El andTQ neither alternative would
be bad for you. One would merely be less good tharother. And it does not

26 | thank Christy Mag Uidhir for suggesting thisdiof objection.
27 Explaining "fitting" here would require solvingetlwrong reasons" problem.
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make sense to fear something because it might gingilbe as good as another
alternative. There is more to be said about thienality of fear, but these brief
observations give us independent reason to thisikiéss good is not bad.

The unintuitive implications of El and OVT are dteethe fact that both
accounts of extrinsic badness conflate statesfafrafthat are merely less good
with those that are bad.

An Asymmetry between Less Bad and Less Good

One might balk at the suggestion that there is rauige difference between
events that are less good and those that are Gadainly we should expect a
corresponding distinction to hold between states #ne less bad and those that
are less good. But we seem to think that stateshwdre less bad are sometimes
good. This asymmetry suggests that the distingsostrained. Consider the
case of a bad fall.

Near Miss

Imagine that while working on the roof, you falldabreak both arms. Your head
lands just inches away from a rock. Had you fajlest a hair to the left, you
would have hit your head on the rock and likelyfengfd severe brain damage. In
the hospital, your friends tell you how lucky yoteao have missed the rock.
Indeed, it certainly seems like a good thing thai yissed the rock. The result
of the fall could have been much, much worse.

About such a near miss, we would want to say thatwere lucky. It very well
might have been much worse. Friends often make obthis kind of thing to
cheer us up. We say "It could have been worsd,\Weuseldom, if ever, say "It
could have been better." This suggests that tkeaa asymmetry between how
we think of situations that are less bad and thibatare less good. If we think
that less bad is good, then we should probablyttiiat less good is bad. The
objection concludes, this asymmetry suggests Heatlistinction | draw between
less good and bad is artificial.

Yes, it is clear that we seldom say “It could haeen worse,” but this does
not indicate an asymmetry between how we evaluiitat®ns that are less
good and how we evaluate those that are less bad. not that we think that
less bad is good, only that we prefer people whuk lon the bright side. Few
could tolerate the company of someone who afteritg@ayood news always
says: "Well sure, but it could have been betterl&nce, there is no reason to
think that the distinction between less good ardlibartificial.

So, yes, we might say that the fall could have beerse, but we certainly
do not think that the fall was good for you. Itsvaetter than another fall,
perhaps the same fall in the nearest possible wbttthis does not make the
fall good. You broke both arms! How could it pibbg be good for you? It
was most definitely extremely bad for you to faff the roof. However, the
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inverse of El and OVT would entail that the fallssgood. Whether we look on
the brightside or the darkside, falling is bad amning five of six numbers in a

lottery is good. Sure, nearly anything that hagpeould have been better, but
that does not make everything bad. The fall mightess bad in comparison to
an even worse fall, but it is decidedly not godthe mere fact that things could
have been worse does not make something bad good.

El and OVT style accounts of extrinsic badness ynmpht breaking your
arms is good for you and that winning $100,000ad.b Hence, El and OVT
have highly unintuitive implications, whereas traeusal hypothesis tracks our
intuitions. The causal hypothesis respects both dliference between the
merely less good and the bad, and the differentedasm the merely less bad
and the good. The causal hypothesis holds thaetong is good for you only
if it leads to intrinsic good, bad only if it leattsintrinsic bad.

Perhaps ElI and OVT have absurd implications, bog might ask, how
does this support the causal hypothesis? It stppgbe causal hypothesis
because it shows that only a theory that can tthekdifference between less
good and bad can avoid the absurd implications lo&riel OVT. The causal
hypothesis is such a theory.

Joe College and the Taliban Girl Reconsidered

But what about the problems raised for the caugabtihesis by the examples of
Joe College and the Taliban Girl? | think thatsthetoo, can be put aside.
Neither provides a clear counter-example to thesallypothesis. Consider Joe
College: It is not at all clear that we want to ghgt his decision to go to
College A was bad for him. Sure it was less gdwhtthe alternative, but why
would we think that it was bad? Had Joe been grhatvision of the future, he
would have seen that he had good reason to prefiege B, but this does not
make his actual choice extrinsically bad. Thisads to beg the question, but to
merely deny the effectiveness of the thought expeni. Joe College never
elicited the right reactions from me. But the cakthe Taliban Girl is different.
It is a prima facie compelling objection to the saluhypothesis.

Remember, the Taliban Girl was raised in a fundaatish Islamic culture
where she was forbidden to learn to read. Althoslghdid not live a bad life, it
is clear that enforced illiteracy was bad for hétowever, since her illiteracy
did not lead to any intrinsically bad states ofa#f, the causal hypothesis would
have us say that it was not bad for her. Thigéstp hard to swallow. It seems
that we need to reject any theory with such anrabisoplication.

A few things can be said in reply. First, one niighestion the thought
experiment itself. Perhaps we cannot play aloigs exceptionally difficult to
imagine that the life of an illiterate woman living a fundamentalist Islamic
culture could be one high in prudential value. @mght argue that we simply
cannot accept the stipulation that her illiterady xot lead to any intrinsically
bad states of affairs. But | do not intend to t#élkis route. | am willing to
accept the thought experiment as it stands. Samastithe indoctrinated and
repressed do adopt the values of their oppressdhss is precisely Amartya
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Sen's worry about using self-assessment as a rméarsasuring well-being’.

So, | intend to take a second line of reply. Evethe Taliban Girl's
enforced illiteracy does not lead to any intrinlicdbad states of affairs, it
would certainly put her in jeopardy of lots of ingic bad. It makes her
dependent and ill informed. Both of which are dganstrumentally bad in
most situations. So, although her illiteracy dat fead to any intrinsically bad
states of affairs, it threatened to. That is,aswdispositionally extrinsically bad.
Her enforced illiteracy put her in a state that \pasne to lots of intrinsically
bad states. If we want to include such disposifiarutcomes as relevant to
whether something is extrinsically bad, as | thimd will probably want to do,
the causal hypothesis needs some refineffent.

But, for my purposes, further refinement is notessary. Death does not
dispose us to suffer any intrinsically bad statésfairs. It disposes us to
nothing. Any theory that respects the differeneéMeen states of affairs that
are merely less good and those that are bad wik tae same implications for
death. At worst, death can be less good for theewalno dies. It can never be
bad, not even dispositionally extrinsically bad.

Third, it pays to note that the Taliban Girl thotigtxperiment does not
cleanly pump intuitions about well-being. Alongtlvicomplicating concerns
about the instrumental value of her life, it alsouses moral disgust. llliteracy
limits one's access to ideas. As far as exposuaevariety of ideas is conducive
to self-direction, illiteracy curbs autonomy. Ande find brainwashing,
indoctrination, and other practices that are desigio limit the development of
autonomy abhorrent. | suspect that this is notetydsecause we think that the
autonomous are better off prudentially. No, wense® value autonomy
independently of welfare. Of course, whether we r@ght to do so is another
matter. But for the purposes of assessing thectdfmess of the thought
experiment, our prereflective moral commitments aasning the value of
autonomy most plausibly account for some of ourageeabout the life of the
Taliban Girl.

The Problem with Anesthesia and Morphine

In the preceding section, | presented three prabliemthe causal hypothesis—
two for the theory of extrinsic badness and one dosymmetrical theory of
intrinsic goodness. | argue that anyone plannimgdéfend the theory of
extrinsic badness should also be prepared to defledtheory of intrinsic

goodness. An asymmetrical theory would have @lttappings of an ad hoc

28 Amartya SenOn Ethics and Economid©xford, 1987), pp. 45-6. This is also a
serious liability of mental statism. In an intrigg effort to get around this problem,
Sumner builds an authenticity clause into his suthje account of well-being. L. W.
SumnerWelfare, Happiness, and Ethi®xford UP, 1996), chapter 6.

29 As stated, the causal hypothesis suffers fromoatsf problems that also afflict
any known theory of causation. Since | do not reagatisfactory theory of causation to
offer, | cannot spell out the causal hypothesisimmore explicitly.
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construction. The problem is that the causal hypsi, as a theory of intrinsic
goodness, suffers from a far worse problem thamsehacing the theory of
extrinsic badness; namely, the theory implies titais not good to give

anesthesia to patients about to undergo surgemoophine to those in chronic
pain. But this would be ridiculous. Certainlywibuld be very bad to deny
someone anesthesia, and it would be good to shae&s supply for those
without. And, without doubt, it is good to give rpbine to those in agony.

Let me first address morphine, since this objectiam be countered without
too much fuss. According to the causal hypothesssa theory of extrinsic
goodness, it is not extrinsically good to merelguge the amount of intrinsic
prudential badness; it is merely less bad. Heihseems that the theory implies
that giving morphine to those in agony is not eically good. But this
conclusion does not follow. Morphine does not rewrdlow those who are
suffering to suffer less. In most circumstancessb allows for the opportunity
for more prudential good. When one is in agong difficult to concentrate on
anything but the pain. Although morphine dulls thimd, it can also free those
suffering to think about things other than theiinpaThis can be intrinsically
good. Hence, administering morphine also sometie®ds to greater intrinsic
good. Therefore, according to the causal hyposhegiving morphine to the
suffering is often extrinsically good. When it cesnto morphine, the causal
hypothesis is not as counter intuitive as it mifiylst appear.

The situation is more difficult when it comes toeathesia. My reply may
sound a bit awkward at first, but | find that itdoenes far less uncomfortable
after some consideration. The causal hypothesiseaty implies that it is
indeed bad to deny a patient anesthesia beforeersurglt is extrinsically
prudentially bad because denying anesthesia lead$art more intrinsic
prudential badness. Fear certainly fits a forthicgnsurgery without anesthesia.
But, conversely, the theory holds that it is nob@do anesthetize patients; it is
just far, far less bad. In fact, giving someonesthesia may prevent there from
being any bad at all. Nevertheless, this doesnaite it extrinsically good. It is
not the kind of thing that leads to any intrinsiagential good.

Of course, in many cases surgery would not be blessiithout
anesthesi® In these cases, anesthesia would indeed be sixaily
prudentially good, since the long term benefitsafgery would not have been
possible otherwise. But there are undoubtedlyrathees where surgery would
be possible without anesthesia, just extremelyfphinThese are the putative
problem cases for theausal hypothesis The theory holds that denying
anesthesia is bad, but giving it is not good, fess bad. In fact, | think that this
is the correct thing to say. I'm not biting a byll'm merely suggesting that we
further ruminate on the situation at hand.

Although our prereflective intuitions may suggesteswise, when we stop
to consider the situation more closely, it is ndiculous to say that anesthesia is
not extrinsically good. It is merely less bad thhe alternative. We would

30| could also reply that anesthesia is a surgiwal. t It is better to have better tools.
Better tools are good to have because they enaleléoodo both more good and less bad.
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prefer to do neither. But if we have to performgauy, it is better to put the
patient under. It is better, but not good. Whae oomes down to it, the theory
seems about right. Anesthesia is not extrinsicgtipd; it is merely less bad.
We anesthetize patients to prevent a rush of sitribad, not to promote their
good.

| do not mean that it would not be morally goodstare a precious supply
of anesthesia; | simply mean that taking anesthésianot extrinsically
prudentially good. At this point, | owe at leastwsory account for why it why
it would be morally good to share anesthesia ifsitnot prudentially good.
Prima facie, it seems odd to say that it is morgthpd to make someone less
bad off, but not prudentially good for them. If rality smoothly tracks changes
in prudential value, then the sharp distinctiondwd between extrinsic good and
extrinsic bad may be merely verbal. Happily, Inthiwe can avoid this
conclusion by taking a closer look at the situation

We can account for the intuition that it is gooditmate precious anesthesia
this way: When one has a surplus of anesthesigjmtgn from others would be
extrinsically bad. It would lead to far worse ingically bad states of affairs. In
such a case, it might even be morally obligatorgdoate one's supply. Unlike
death, in the case of surgery we are not faced aithalternative between a
prudentially good state (living) and a prudentiatigutral state (being dead);
rather, we are forced to choose between a prudlgriied state (surgery without
anesthesia) and a prudentially neutral state (syigeler anesthesia). Although
giving anesthesia to a patient is not extrinsicaltydentially good, not giving
anesthesia is extrinsically prudentially bad. Adiag to the causdlypothesis,
our prima facie duty to provide anesthesia is g dathelp prevent imminent
prudential bad. It is not a duty to do somethirtiesically prudentially good.
If we have anesthesia to spare, it is not supeoogai is prima facie obligatory
to give it to those who are about to undergo syrgd@ihis seems correct.

It is not clear that we would have an obligationptovide anesthesia if it
were merely extrinsically prudentially good. Mgsdausibly we have far fewer
duties to promote the good than we have to dimittistbad® We have a prima
facie obligation to diminish the imminent prudehttzad of others, but no
corresponding duty to increase the prudential gofodthers. If less bad were
indeed good, and less good were indeed bad, wedwmaie trouble accounting
for the moral distinction. Hence, rather than fgi@ merely verbal distinction,
the causal hypothesis helps articulate the inwitimoral difference between
reducing the bad and increasing the good.

31 Ultimately this claim might not be defensible, bittis at least plausible.
Accordingly, it shows that the causal hypothesiesdoot lead to patently absurd results.
Rather, the theory aids in making a plausible wisitbn. But it does not require the
distinction.
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5 Accounting for Counter Intuitions

Perhaps the most damning objection to innocuousssthat it is prima facie
absurd. Most non-clinically depressed people ateemely reluctant to die.
And we think that killing people for sport, evertlie victims have no friends or
family, is awful. However, if death is not bad te one who dies, it seems that
our reluctance to die and our intuitions about reurdre irrational. But that
would be absurd. Even if we cannot pinpoint thecige problem, any argument
that implies that it is irrational to avoid dying ¢learly wrong. When you have
to pick between an obvious truth and a philosophieesis, you should probably
stick with the obvious truth. No premise could ¢p@unded on intuitions
stronger than these: it is perfectly rational teetateps to avoid dying and it is
wrong to kill for sport.

| agree. If innocuousism implied either absurdiye should reject the
theory first and find reasons later. But innocusmsimplies neither. | will not
attempt to fully account for our reluctance to diekill, but a sketch is required.

Reluctance to Die

The conclusion of th®ead End Argumestinnocuousism—nholds that death is
never bad for the one who dies; it is only somesiness good. But we must
ask: If death is not bad for the one who dies, \&hy we so reluctant to die?
Surely, desiring to live is not irrational. In tgpthe defender of innocuousism
could say that it is perfectly rational to want m@ood rather than less. When
death would give us less, it is perfectly ratiotoalvant more?

But this does not get to the heart of the objectioiWe are not merely
reluctant to die, putatively, we find death terrify. If death is not bad for the
one who dies, if it is merely less good, then aarfmust be irrational. As |
noted earlier, fear does not fit an event with atcome that is merely less good
than another. For fear to fit, a likely, imminemitcome must be bad. But if
innocuousism is right, death does not lead to adwdome. So, according to
innocuousism, it must be irrational to fear deatfhis is absurd, despite
Epicurus's agreement.

In order to assess the strength of this objectianfirst need to determine
both what makes fear rational and whether deathtartee criteria. Unlike a
mood, as a paradigmatic emotion, fear takes objéci/e "fear that" and are
"afraid about". One standard for assessing therality of an emotion is to

%2 Sometimes it seems to be a good thing to putuffering out of their misery. It is
sometimes better for those in tremendous paingaather than to go on living; it might
be less bad for them. But, just as it is not pntiddly bad to die, neither is it good.
Euthanasia is not good; at best, it is less balis fielps account for our reluctance to
euthanize our loved ones.

% I'm assuming a roughly cognitive theory of the &oms—that emotions are concern
based construals.
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evaluate the perceived fittingness of the objecth® respons&. To say that
fear fits an object is to say that fear is appraterito that object. This does not
mean that one should feel fear, only that feareismitted®> On this standard,
fear is only rational when it is directed at aneabjthought to be fitting to the
response. Conversely, we would call fear dire@edn object thought to be
unfitting to the response irrational. This pictuseinadequate, but for present
purposes it will do.

So, what makes fear appropriate? When does feanfobject? It seems
that at least one necessary condition is that bijecbbe capable of harming me
or mine, otherwise fear does not fit. We can diviear into two general types:
fear for self and fear for others. Fear for selbnly appropriate if the object is
capable of harming oneself. If we do not thinkttha object is capable of
harming us, then fear is inappropriate. Most plays phobias are irrational
because they lack this feature. If you know thammon house spiders are
incapable of hurting a person, but fear them nalesis, then your fear is
inappropriate. The phobic's fear takes an objeat she does not think is
harmful. Hence, the phobic's fear is irrational.

Harmfulness is not sufficient for fear to be apprate to an object. Harm
also needs to be likely. If | developed a feakafodo dragons, we might find
this odd, as | live in a region free of such morssteBut if | was going to
vacation on an East Asian island covered in thatdiaards, then we might
think that my fear is appropriate. Komodo dragoas run thirty-five miles an
hour and their saliva is replete with bacteria tlatariably cause fatal
infections. And, soon I'm going to be very neameb As this example shows,
not only does the object need to be capable of ingrrme or mine, the harm
needs to be likely, if not imminent. We need nohaern ourselves with just
how likely. These two conditions appear to be ssagy and jointly sufficient
to make fear fitting.

Since everyone will indeed die, death meets thersecondition. What
about the first? When we consider the possibletbiad)s that might happen to
us, death certainly ranks among the top. Dyingeappto be one of the worst
things that could happen to anyone. But innocwsnsmplies that death is not
bad for the one who dies. If so, then it is inappiate to fear death, other than

3 Another standard would be to evaluate the ematidrerms of its conduciveness to
promoting our self-interests. Many in the ratidgtyabf fiction debate have appealed to
this style of evaluation. 1 find it wanting. Fan excellent critical overview, see: Berys
Gaut,Art, Emotion, and EthicOxford UP, 2007), pp. 216-227.

For more on the rationality of fictional emotionses Colin Radford, "Fiction, Pity,
Fear, and JealousyJournal of Aesthetics and Art Criticis®3 (1995): 71-75, p.75;
Derek Matravers "The Challenge of Irrationalism,daHow not to Meet it," in
Contemporary Debates in Aesthetics and the Philogopf Art ed. Matthew Kieran
(Blackwell, 2005); and Richard Joyce, "Rational FeMonsters,"British Journal of
Aesthetics40.2 (2000): 209-224.

35 One must be careful not to elide this distinctidRit" and "appropriate” are too
often used in an equivocal manner, taking themer®iy permitted in some contexts and
required in others.
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for the impact our absence might have on thosectnat about us. This must be
wrong. Indeed, | think it is. But not becausehink that innocuousism is
wrong; rather, | think that the theory of the raadity of fear is mistaken.

Perhaps some of us fear death because we think ithabould be
prudentially bad. Innocuousism undermines thissbfs fear, but it does not
imply that we are wrong to fear death. We feartlldgecause we care about
more than just our own welfare. We also care abuogs such as significance.
This is precisely what the experience machine shems that we think that it
would be better for us to be in touch with realityt that it would be better.
Genuine achievements are among the kinds of thingswe desire. People
adopt all sorts of projects that they know mighkmthem less happy than some
other less ambitious pursuits; indeed, we freqyeatopt projects that risk
prolonged frustratiol® There is nothing irrational about this. Certgiitl is
rational to care about more than just one's owhisiglrest. How could anyone
think otherwise? Nietzsche's familiar quip expessshe point nicely: "Man
does not strive for pleasure; only the Englishmaesd®’

We care about our projects and the overall shapmiofives. Although it
may not be prudentially bad to die, it can be badai variety of ways.
Depending on the state of our projects, much oftwha want to accomplish
would be unrealized. When death would thwart wBatnard Williams calls
our categorical desires—those that give us reas@oton—we do not want to
die® But, if one lacks such desires, one welcomeshdeate does not fear
what brings relief from boredofi. Although death is not bad for the one who
dies, worrying about death certainly is. This doesmean that it is irrational to
worry.

It is rational to care about more than one's owndgeto care about things
such as the instrumental value of one's life. Sones we rationally hold the
significance of our life in greater esteem than own good. Achilles' choice
illustrates the point. Achilles knew that if hetered the battle against the
Trojans that he would die soon, but that his nanwildv live on for ages;
however, if he stayed out of the fight, his nameuldde forgotten, but his life
would be long and happy. He chose a short meanififg over a long life high
in individual welfare. Regardless of whether weénkhthat glory on the
battlefield is a "project of worth," given his vak, Achilles' decision was

% Victor Frankl goes so far as to suggest that weeha basic drive for meaning.
Victor Frankl,Man’s Search for Meanin(Beacon Press, 1959).

37 NietzscheTwilight of the Idolg"Maxims and Arrows", #12)

38 Bernard Williams, "The Makropulos Case".

39 Or, perhaps, as Walter Kaufman argues, "If onedointensely, the time comes
when death seems bliss. [. . .] The life | ward Ige | could not endure in eternity. Itis a
life of love and intensity, suffering and creatidhat makes life worthwhile and death
welcome." Walter Kaufman, "Existentialism and Deatn Existentialism, Religion, and
Death(New American Library, 1976), p.214.
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eminently rationaf’ It is perfectly rational to care about our livaasd not just
our welfare?*

Although we do indeed fear death, | suspect thatetktent of this fear has
been far overstated. Typically, or at least maghicantly, the reaction to
death is not so much fear as it is sadness. Weadreo much terrified of dying,
as we are saddened at the prosffedEpicurus is wrong to say that "Whatever
causes no annoyance when it is present, causesaogtgundless pain in the
expectation". Death pains in the expectation bezave do not want to become
nothing at all. Itis not that we fear being nathf®> As Lucretius notes, we are
not afraid of the period prior to our birth.No, we are horribly saddened at the
prospect of never enjoying the pleasures of belivg:aholding our loved ones,
feeling the sun on a spring day, or simply eating tcrabs at Sam Woo'§"
Nagel aptly notes that:

Perception, desire, activity, and thought, are soegal as to be constitutive of
human life. They are widely regarded as formidabémefits in themselves,
despite the fact that they are conditions of missywell as of happiness, and
that a sufficient quantity of more particular evdan perhaps outweigh them.
That is what is meant, | think, by the allegatibattit is simply good to be alive,
even if one is undergoing terrible experientes.

The prospect of never experiencing anything agaithdsns us. We do not
merely feel sorry for ourselves. Thoughts of legvhome hurt, even though
once gone we may never think about those that ftdéhind. Regardless of
whether we genuinely believed that death would dgafstically good, that we
were to go on to a heavenly existence, we wouldrgthtly be saddened by the
prospect of leaving this life behirfd. It is not that death is bad for us, but that

40 susan Wolf argues that meaning in a life is a tesflactive engagement in projects
of worth. Wolf, "Two Aspects."

41 Kagan makes a distinction between me and my lifethink that this is best
expressed in terms of different kinds of value.r zes can have value for us, and they
can also have instrumental, aesthetic, and mohaéva

42 Kai Draper considers the view that our responseleath is typically one of
pronounced sadness. Draper, "Disappointment, Sadaed Death."

43 Unamuno would disagree: "I must confess, paittfoligh the confession may be,
that in the days of the simple faith of my childdpdescriptions of the tortures of hell,
however terrible, never made me tremble, for | gvéelt that nothingness was much
more terrifying." See: Miguel de Unamuniragic Sense of Lif6Cosimo, 2005), p.43.

44 Lucretius, "On the Nature of Things."

45 Manhattan(Woody Allen, 1979).

46 Thomas Nagel, “Death”, p. 2. Nagel expresseslairsentiments in “Birth, Death,
and the Meaning of Life” inThe View from Nowher@Oxford, 1986). Stuart Rachels
offers a compatible criticism of Nagel. He argtiest it is not experience itself, but “a
background of good feeling [that] supplies the #@ddal weight” (256). See Stuart
Rachels, “Six Theses about Pleasurhjlosophical Perspectivedl8, Ethics (2004):
247-267.

47 For the sake of argument, put aside the possiblelgms with immortality.
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we want to continue living for as long as we erljtg;

Killing for Sport

Although torturing and taunting the weak for spoight be morally bad, it does
not come close to the badness of recreational murdée do not simply think
that killing people is bad because it upsets tlodinals friends and family. It
does not improve things much morally to targetréngusive homeless. Either
way, killing for sport is morally hideous. Howeydnnocuousism seems to
imply that recreational murder is morally permissiblf death is not bad for the
one who dies, why would it not be permissible tackly and painlessly kill
hermits? If innocuousism suggests that human bkpmit is permissible, we
should reject it.

Happily, innocuousisnimplies no such absurdity. Innocuousism alone
does not imply that murder is not bad. To reaéh ¢bnclusion, one must also
acceptwelfarism—the view that normative ethics should only be @ned with
welfare, that prudential value is the only sour€enoral obligation. But if we
reject welfarism, and we think that normative ethicay have to respect more
than prudential value, then this absurd implicatian be avoide®

Even if one accepts welfarism, innocuousismuld not necessarily imply
that killing for sport is morally permissible. Thheory holds that death is
prudentially innocuous; it does not hold that de&thprudentially neutral.
Although it is not bad, it is often less good te.diEven though it might not be
rational to fear what is merely less good, and way rhave fewer moral
obligations to prevent things that are merely lgssd than we do to promote
things that are less bad, this does not imply th& morally permissible to
actively promote less good.

48 A defense of antiwelfarism is far out of scopeor Bn excellent overview of the
arguments for and against, see Sumner, WHE, ch. See also: Simon Keller,
"Welfarism," Philosophy Compas3 (2008).

24



Section 6. Conclusion

6 Conclusion

In this article, | provide a defense of innocuonsisthe position that death is
never prudentially bad for the one who dies. Isprgé an Epicurean argument
against the badness of death that | ¢ak Dead End ArgumenfThe argument
rests on three controversial thesegental statism about welfare, the claim that
death is an experience blank, and the causal hgpisth | assume the first two
and defend the third. The causal hypothesis hibldsto be extrinsically bad
something must lead to intrinsically bad statesaffdirs; merely leading to a
state that is less intrinsically good is not suéfit. Less good is not bad.

Defenders of the deprivation account of the badmdsdeath reject the
causal hypothesis. The deprivation account hdldsdeath is extrinsically bad
for the one who dies when it leads to less intcimsudential good than living. |
defend the causal hypothesis from the criticisthath Feldman and Bradley. |
argue that Feldman's El and Bradley's OVT leacbsual implications because
they confuse states of affairs that could have Hsster with those that are
bad—that is, they confuse less good with bad.

| argue that the causal hypothesis is a betterwadoof extrinsic badness,
since it respects our intuitions about several gibuexperiments: Annette
Chigurh, the Lottery, Joe Coffee, and Near Missnliké ElI and OVT, the
causal hypothesidoes not imply that winning $100,000 is bad for yeor does
it imply that breaking your arms is good. In addit the causal hypothesis
better tracks our intuitions around the fittingnes$ear. Fear fits the imminent
bad, but not the merely less good. Further, thesalahypothesis tracks the
prima facie moral difference between diminishing thad and promoting the
good.

Despite its virtues, innocuousisseems to imply two absurdities: that we
are irrational in our reluctance to die, and thatsi morally permissible to
murder for sport. | argue that innocuousisnplies neither. We are reluctant to
die because we fear for our projects, and we adeleseed by thoughts of
becoming nothing. It is rational to fear for méh@an our own well-being. And
it is rational to feel sad at the prospect of dépgrfrom the objects of our love.
Neither rationally requires that death is bad f@ bne who dies. This is good,
because, at worst, death is merely less good thiag.f°

4 Heidi Bollich patiently helped me develop my argnh and raised several
considered objections. | thank Christy Mag Uidfor very useful feedback on a
pervious draft of this paper, and for suggestidgvaways in which | could improve my
position. | also thank Steven Luper for extremalgmpt feedback, which forced me to
raise the morphine objection up from the footnotethank Alan Rubel for pressing me
on several difficult counter-examples. Ben Bradteydly provided helpful feedback on
an earlier draft. And Chris Heathwood made seargbestions for improving an earlier
draft.
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