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INFINITE UTILITY: COUNTERPARTS

AND ULTIMATE LOCATIONS

ADAM JONSSON

Abstract. The locations problem in infinite ethics concerns the relative moral
status of different categories of potential bearers of value, the primary examples

of which are people and points in time. The challenge is to determine which
category of value bearers are of ultimate moral significance: the ultimate loc-

ations, for short. This paper defends the view that the ultimate locations are
people at times. A person at a time is not a specific person, but the person
born at a specific point in time (de dicto). The main conclusion of the paper is
that the unsettling implications of the time- and person-centered approaches
to infinite ethics can be avoided by taking people at times as the ultimate
locations. Most notably, a broad class of worlds that are incomparable using
the person-centered approach can be strictly ranked.

1. The locations problem

The locations problem in infinite ethics concerns the moral status of people
relative to points in time, states of nature, and other categories of potential bearers
of value. Following Broome (1991), the literature refers to such potential value
bearers as the locations. The challenge is to determine which category of value
bearers are of ultimate moral significance: the ultimate locations, for short.1 One
way to formulate this challenge is to ask over which locations the Pareto axiom
is most appropriately imposed.2 For utilitarians, the challenge is to describe the
objects whose utilities should be included in the sum that determines which act
brings about the greatest total utility.

Some utilitarians see people as containers for well-being. On this view, what
matters is not people, but rather the intensity and duration of subjective experi-
ences. Torbjörn Tännsjö, for instance, takes points in time as the ultimate loca-
tions in his hedonistic version of act-utilitarianism.3 Other authors, including Peter
Vallentyne, John Broome, Nick Bostrom and Amanda Askell, take the opposite
view. As Vallentyne writes, ‘the spirit of traditional utilitarianism goes with the

Date: 21st May 2023.
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1This term was introduced by Vallentyne and Kagan (1997), who reserve it for those locations
that are decisive for moral theory. As Mulgan (2002b: 166) puts it, the ultimate locations are
‘those that really matter’. The precise meaning of the term, and its usefulness, will become clearer
as the discussion progresses.

2The Pareto axiom says that for worlds w1 and w2 with the same locations, if every location
has more utility in w1 and no location has less utility in w1, then w1 is better than w2. It is well
known that, in infinite worlds, Pareto over times conflicts with Pareto over persons; see §2.1.

3He claims that ‘what matters is the hedonistic situation of a given individual at a given time’
(Tännsjö, 2013: 19).
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person-centered approach rather than the time-centered approach’.4 Finally, some
authors remain neutral as to whether the ultimate locations are people, points in
time, or something else. For example, neither Lauwers and Vallentyne (2004) nor
Arntzenius (2014) take a stance on what the ultimate locations are.

It is long known that, in infinite worlds, it makes a crucial difference what we
take the ultimate locations to be. As Cain (1995) demonstrates, there are worlds
populated by infinitely many people where total utility is negative at all times,
but each person has a life worth living. If we insist that people are important,
as many people do, the time-centered approach thus becomes untenable. The
person-centered approach leads to plausible prescriptions when it applies. How-
ever, person-centeredness results in generic incomparability: ‘most’ pairs of infinite
worlds cannot be ranked (Askell, 2018). One might react to this result by conclud-
ing that infinite ethics is fundamentally undecidable. But one might also ask if it is
possible to place significance on people in such a way that generic incomparability
is not entailed.

In this paper I defend the view that the ultimate locations are people at times.5

Informally, a person at a time is not a specific person, but the person born at
a specific point in time (de dicto). In §5 I give a formal definition of people at
times using a counterpart relation that identifies individuals born at the same time
in different futures. I show that under certain assumptions (stated in §4), this
counterpart relation can be deduced from Parfit’s (1984) No-Difference View. In
§6–9 I explore the implications of taking people at times as the ultimate locations
through the study of a collection of examples. My conclusion from this study is
that the unsettling implications of the time- and person-centered approaches can
be avoided. Most notably, a broad class of infinite worlds that are incomparable
using the person-centered approach can be strictly ranked.

2. Against times and people as ultimate locations

I begin by describing some criticisms of the time- and person-centered approaches
to infinite ethics.

2.1. Against times. The most influential critique of time-centeredness is due to
Cain (1995). The following is a variant of one of his examples.6

Ordeal . At times t = 1, 2, 3, . . ., a person is born and lives for two equally
long periods. Each person’s life is an ordeal where utility is negative in the
first period and positive in the second period. As a whole, each person has
a life worth living. Table 1 displays the utility profile of an infinite world
that obtains in this way. I will refer to this world as Ordeal.

In Ordeal, the utility realized in every period is negative. Thus, if times are
ultimate locations, then Ordeal is worse than the world where everyone has utility
0. But intuition suggests that a world in which all lives are worth living is better

4See Vallentyne (1995: 417). Bostrom (2011: 19) and Askell (2018: 14) make similar remarks.
Broome (2006: Ch. 7) addresses a version of the locations problem in finite worlds. He rejects
the time-based (or ‘snap-shot’) view in favor of the person-centered view.

5As indicated above, most works on infinite ethics endorse the person-centered approach in
one form or another. A recent exception is Wilkinson (2021). He argues that Pareto over persons
should be rejected in favor of Pareto over times.

6Cf. Cain (1995: 401).
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person sum

1 −2 4 2

2 −8 16 8

3 −32 64 32

4 −128 256 128

5 −512
. . . 512

...
. . .

...

sum −2 −4 −16 −64 −256 . . .

Table 1. Each column represents one time period of length one
unit. The utility realized in every period is negative, but the life-
time utility of every person is positive.

than a world in which everyone has utility 0. This is one version of what has become
the standard objection to letting times be ultimate locations.

2.2. Against people. One criticism of person-centered approaches say that such
approaches are inappropriate when we consider future people. The following thought
experiment from Parfit (1984: 361) is a well-known illustration of this point.

Depletion . As a society, we must choose between conservation and depletion
of a certain natural resource. If we choose to deplete the resource, then the
quality of life over the next few centuries will be slightly higher than what it
would be if chose to conserve the resource. However, if we choose depletion,
then the quality of life will later, and then for many centuries, be much
lower than what it would have been if we had chosen conservation.

Since the choice between depletion and conservation affects which individuals will
be born, depletion is not bad for any one specific person. In fact, if individuals are
what ultimately matter, we have the following argument for depleting the natural
resource: if we do, then some individuals will be better off (those now living and
those about to be born) and no-one will be worse off. Thus, at least some person-
centered views seem to wrongly suggest that depletion is permissible. This problem
persists (for such views) in what I will refer to as Eternal Depletion, which is the
twist to Depletion that we obtain by replacing ‘for many centuries’ above with ‘for
eternity’. We will see (in §3 and §7.2) that the possibility of an infinite future
actually poses further problems for person-centered views.

3. Counterparts and infinite utility

As the Depletion case illustrates, we need to separate three types of comparisons
of possible worlds. In the first class of problem cases, the worlds that we compare
have no locations in common. In the second class, the worlds that we compare have
the same locations. It can also happen that the location sets of the worlds that we
compare have partial overlap.
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Sameness occasionally has a clear meaning. If we consider a world in which a
single person has coffee tomorrow morning, then we can easily imagine a single-
person world where that person has tea—typically, the claim that such worlds con-
tain the same person does not cause much confusion. However, since the meaning
of transworld identity is often not as clear, it is useful to consider a generalisation of
the case where the locations are the same. In this more general case, each location
in one world has a counterpart in another.7 For instance, a version of myself that
has coffee tomorrow morning is a counterpart to a version of myself that has tea.
In general, a counterpart relation should be such that it is relevant to compare the
utility at a location with the utility of its counterpart.

For utilitarians, the existence of a plausible counterpart relation does not make
a decisive difference in case the number of value bearers is finite. In the infinite
case, it makes all the difference. To illustrate, consider two worlds, say w2 and w′

2,
whose populations have the same cardinality. In w2, each individual has utility 2.
In w′

2, everyone has utility 2, except for one individual that has utility 1.
Suppose first that w2 and w′

2 both contain n individuals, where n is an integer
greater than 1. If w2 and w′

2 contain the same individuals we can argue that w2 is
better than w′

2 since one individual is better off in w2 and the others are indifferent.
This argument extends to the case when a plausible counterpart relation exists, but
is not valid in general. Nevertheless, since the total utility in w2 is 2 · n and the
total utility in w′

2 is 2 · n− 1, classic utilitarianism ranks w2 above w′

2.
Now suppose that the populations of w2 and w′

2 are countably infinite. In the
case of identical populations (or if a plausible counterpart relation exists), we may
still argue that w2 is better than w′

2 since one individual is better off in w2 and the
others are indifferent. However, in some cases it is implausible that w2 is better than
w′

2. To see this, let w′′

2 be the world obtained from w′

2 by deleting the individual
in w′

2 with utility 1. Then w′′

2 is a world where everyone has utility 2, and w′′

2 is
not better than w′

2.
8 Hence, in the context of countably infinite worlds, it is not

generally plausible that a world where everyone has utility 2 is better than a world
where some individuals have utility 1 and the others have utility 2.

The difficulty of ranking infinite worlds without a counterpart relation goes
deeper. For example, it is not, in general, plausible that w2 is better than an
infinite world where everyone has utility 1. As noted already by Vallentyne (1995),
the problem is, to begin with, that the world where everyone has utility 1 may
contain all individuals from w2, plus a hundred clones of each. On these grounds,
he concludes that traditional utilitarianism should not, in general, judge the act of
bringing about an infinite world where everyone has utility 2 as being better than
the act of bringing about an infinite world where everyone has utility 1.9 Similar

7Some philosophers doubt that it is ever meaningful to speak of objects in different worlds
as being the same. From this perspective, the concept of a counterpart can be used a substitute
for transworld identity. Readers who sympathise with this perspective may interpret my saying
that ‘p and q are the same’ to mean that p and q are counterparts in the least controversial sense
possible. For an uncontroversial case, the reader is asked to think of a single-person world where
the reader has coffee, and another single-person world where the reader has tea.

8Unless, that is, it is possible to improve a world by deleting an individual with positive utility.
In the finite case, this possibility is ruled out by the Mere Addition Principle from the population
ethics literature (see, e.g., Arrhenius (2000: 250)). In the infinite case, it is ruled out by Hamkins
and Montero’s (2000: 93) Adding Goodness Principle.

9See Vallentyne (1995: 419).
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observations lead Vallentyne and Kagan (1997: 20) to reject the notion that worlds
where the level of utility is high are in general better than worlds where it is low.
In short, without sameness or a plausible counterpart relation, the mere fact that
the utility level in one infinite world is higher than in another does not in itself say
much about if and how the two worlds should be strictly ranked.

In Eternal Depletion, we face a choice between two possible worlds. By what
we have just noted, the fact that conservation eventually leads to higher well-being
does not in itself provide a strong reason for preferring conservation to depletion.
Thus, if we prefer conservation, then it seems this must be so because we believe
that a plausible notion of counterparts exists in the Depletion case, or because the
structure of that case in some other way provides reasons for preferring conservation
to depletion. The counterpart relation that I will defend identifies people born at
the same time in different futures. I begin by discussing this relation in a setting
where there is one person living at each point in time.

4. Time and counterparts

In this section, I am concerned with the following setting: At time t = 1, a
person comes into existence, lives for one unit of time and then dies. A new person
comes into existence at time t = 2, lives for one unit of time and then dies. And so
on, without end. By a future, I mean a sequence w = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .), where
ut is the lifetime utility of pt, the person born at time t. I am primarily interested
in the problem of how utilitarians and other consequentialists should rank possible
futures and the acts that generate them. The study of this problem goes back at
least to Segerberg (1976).

Consider, for instance, a school that each year admits a single student to a one-
year program. The problem of managing the school ‘optimally’ can be conceived as
an instance of the above stated problem if certain idealizations are made (e.g., the
students are equally prepared when they arrive). In the case of a perpetual school,
we might take ut to be a cardinal measure of the amount of knowledge acquired
by the tth student by the time of his or her graduation. Another example could
be a medical clinic that admits one patient each day. For a perpetual clinic, we
interpret ut as the utility of the tth patient at the end of day t.

Due to the non-identity effect, it would be implausible to assume that different
futures contain the exact same people.10 In fact, since almost everything we do
affects who will be born, go to a particular school, or seek care from a particular
clinic a few centuries from now, we can expect that any two futures eventually
have no individuals in common. As Parfit (1984) writes of acts as that of choosing
between different social or economic policies:

We can plausibly assume that, after one or two centuries, there will be no
one living in our community who would have been born whichever policy
we choose. (Parfit, 1984: 361)

10Like Broome (2012), I distinguish between the non-identity problem, of which the puzzle that

Depletion presents is an instance, and the non-identity effect, which is its main driving force. The
non-identity effect refers to the indirect or random way in which efforts made today affect who
their future beneficiaries will be. For the time being I assume whatever is needed to rule out the
possibility of non-random effects; I will consider such effects in §9.2.
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And as Greaves (2016) writes of acts as unoffending as that of helping an elderly
person cross a busy road:

Nor is it at all likely that the number of identities my action affects in
generation r will decrease as r increases; on the contrary, it will increase.
(Greaves, 2016: 350)

For simplicity, I will assume that any two futures have no individuals in common
at all. I also assume, to begin with, that the non-identity effect is the only reason
why individuals in different futures are not the same. In particular, I assume that
we cannot control which individuals will come into existence or affect the order in
which individuals appear. These assumptions are all quite reasonable in the kind
of situations that I have sketched. I will discuss the implications of relaxing them
in §9.2.

The No-Difference View (NDV) tells us to reason as if our acts were not identity-
affecting. Mulgan (2002b: 168) formulates this view in the following way.

(NDV) If we believe we are facing a same-people choice, and discover that
it is actually a different-people choice, then this should make no difference
to our moral deliberations.

In a same-people choice, the worlds that we compare contain the exact same indi-
viduals; in different-people choices, they may have no individuals in common (see
Parfit, 1984: 356).

In general, there may be no good reason to treat a different-people choice as a
same-people choice. Mulgan’s formulation therefore needs a qualifier which clarifies
that the reason why we initially believed that we were facing a same-people choice,
but then ‘discovered’ that we actually have a different-people choice, is that the
choice itself is identity-affecting.11 With this qualifier, the No-Difference View
might be expressed as follows.

If we believe we are facing a same-people choice, and then, after having taken
the non-identity effect into account, find that it is actually a different-people
choice, then this should make no difference to our moral deliberations.12

Understood in this way, the implications of NDV are widely accepted in cases
involving finitely many future people.13 The motivation for NDV is in one sense
stronger when the future is infinite. I will elaborate this point in §7.2.

NDV induces a counterpart relation that identifies people born at the same time
in different futures. To see this, consider two futures, w = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .)
and w′ = ((u′

1, p
′

1), (u
′

2, p
′

2), . . .). If there was no non-identity effect, then pt and p′
t

would be the same individual. By NDV, we can therefore reason as if pt and p′t are

11Note also that the plausibility of NDV is strongly dependent on the forward-looking nature
of examples like Depletion, as the backward-looking implications of the non-identity effect are
not as easily dismissed. We may, for example, find it difficult to formulate sincere apologies for
the wrongdoings of our ancestors (Thompson, 2000). Likewise, if we choose to deplete natural
resources, then our decedants will not be able to blame us for failing to provide them with better
living conditions.

12Here is a more compact alternative: If we would have faced a same-people choice had it not
been for the non-identity effect, then we can reason as if we have a same-people choice.

13Arrhenius et al. (2017) describe NDV as what would strike most people as ‘the most plausible
response’ to Parfit’s (1984: 358) case of the ‘14-year-old girl’.
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the same individual. I will refer to the counterpart relation that identifies pt and
p′t as Relation N.

Note that the meaning of a counterpart in the present discussion is somewhat
different compared with David Lewis’s counterpart theory (CT), where counterpart
relations are similarity relations.14 For example, in CT, the statement ‘Jane could
have been a historian’ means that there exists a possible world where some per-
son that is very similar to Jane (her counterpart) is a historian.15 In the present
discussion, that p and p′ are counterparts means that it is not morally relevant to
distinguish p and p′. This is not a claim to the effect that p and p′ are in anyway
similar to each other.

Similarity relations are typically intransitive relations—that a is similar to b and
b is similar to c does not mean that a is similar to c. In CT, counterpart relations
are therefore not transitive, in general. On the other hand, a relation of being
‘morally equivalent to’, defined on a set of value bearers, should be symmetric,
reflexive and transitive (i.e., an equivalence relation). Let us call such a relation a
moral equivalence relation.

5. People at times

If we have a moral equivalence relation on a set of locations, then it is not morally
relevant to make distinctions between locations in the same equivalence class. It is
therefore natural to take the equivalence classes as the ultimate locations. This is
the basic idea of my proposal.16

Let us see how to turn this idea into a concrete proposal in the setting of the
previous section. To this end, let P be a set of potential people, and let W be the
set of possible futures. Thus, w ∈ W means that w = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .), where
ui is the utility of pi ∈ P . Relation N defines a moral equivalence relation ∼N on
P , where p ∼N p′ if p and p′ live at the same time in different futures. Formally,

p ∼N p′ if and only if there exist w = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), (u3, p3), . . .) ∈ W

and w′ = ((u′

1, p
′

1), (u
′

2, p
′

2), (u
′

3, p
′

3), . . .) ∈ W such that for some positive
integer t, p = pt and p′ = p′t.

The equivalence classes of ∼N consist of people born at the same time in different
futures. They provide a formal definition of the concept of people at times.

Some comments are in order. First, the arguments that I have given generalize
trivially to a setting where single people come into existence at arbitrary times t1 <

t2 < t3, . . . and the person born at time ti lives for li > 0 units of time. In this more
general setting, a future can be defined as a sequence w = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .),
where ui is the lifetime utility of pi, the person born at time ti.

17 This definition
reflects a choice to focus on lifetime utility rather than utilities in arbitrary time
periods. This is not the only way in which my proposal places significance on people.
I have also elected to consider counterpart relations defined on sets of people rather
than on sets of times, preferences, or subjective experiences.

14It is also different compared with Vallentyne and Kagan (1997: 19), whose counterpart func-
tions are defined by a topological condition.

15See Lewis (1968).
16This idea is in part inspired by Meacham (2012), who uses counterpart relations to deal with

some of the questions that I address.
17This includes the setting of Ordeal (see §2.1), where ti = i and li = 2.
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Second, the specification of a future as a list of pairs ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .) can be
simplified if people at times are the ultimate locations. Since ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), . . .)
and ((u1, p

′

1), (u2, p
′

2), . . .) are indistinguishable if we identify people born at the
same time, it becomes convenient to associate a future with a sequence u1, u2, u3, . . .

of utilities. We then interpret ui not as the lifetime utility of a particular person,
but as the lifetime utility the person born at time ti, whoever he or she will be.

Third, the difference between the de re and de dicto interpretations of ‘the person
born at time t’ seems to bear on the question of whether people come in a natural
order. (I return to this question several times below.) As an illustration, consider
the statement

‘The person born at time t could have been born at time t− 1.’

Interpreted de re, this statement makes perfect sense (although the correctness of
the claim depends, among other things, on our conception of personal identity). On
the de dicto interpretation, the statement does not make sense. Relatedly, while it
is difficult to see how a set of specific people can have a natural order, the claim
that people at times come in a natural order is not as easily dismissed.

It is also worth noting that the de dicto interpretation of ‘the person born at
time t’ accords with how many of us think about people whose identities we do
not yet know, but whose appearance we expect at some particular point in time.
We think of ‘Monday’s client’ and ‘the class of 2030’ abstractly, knowing that our
choices may very well affect who these individuals will be. That we find it natural
to do so can perhaps in part be explained by the fact that during any given time
period, we have a certain amount of attention and energy that can only be used
during that time. If a clinic is equipped to operate on one person per day, then
the person whose life it has the best chance of improving on a particular day is the
person that it admits on that day. It seems its primary obligation on that day is
therefore not to any particular person, but to the person that it admits on that
particular day, whoever he or she will be.

Finally, it should be noted that there is a close resemblance between the concept
of people at times and the concept of a generation that is used in the social choice
literature.18 The framework with time-indexed utilities that this literature employs
appears in several works from the pre-Cain (1995) era in infinite ethics.19 Sub-
sequently, the question of whether time should be allowed to play a role received
considerable attention. On the one hand, one might expect time dependence as an
artefact of the separation of people in time. On the other hand, as Bostrom (2011:
19) points out, that people are separated in time does not per se provide a reason
for allowing time dependence in an ethical theory. Considering this, the interesting
question seems to be whether time dependence can in some way be justified on
philosophical grounds. Here we have seen that a certain degree of time dependence
is inevitable if we accept the No-Difference View.

18An often used assumption in this literature is that there is a constant (finite) number of
people in each time period (see, e.g., Fleurbaey and Michel, 2003: 799). In the special case when
there is one person per period, the definition of a generation coincides with my informal definition
of a person at a time.

19E.g., Vallentyne (1993) and van Liedekerke (1995)
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6. Outline

The rest of the paper explores the implications of taking people at times as
the ultimate locations. I first illustrate the difference between the time-centered
view and the people at times-centered view by revisiting Ordeal (§7.1). We will
see that the people-at-times-centered approach avoids the standard criticism of
time-centeredness. I then illustrate the difference between person-centeredness and
people-at-times-centeredness. There are two differences to look out for. Firstly, if
we take individuals as the locations, then we cannot plausibly assume that different
futures have the same locations. By contrast, if people at times are the locations,
then the locations are the same. Secondly, while people at times are defined in
terms of times, which arguably have a natural order, there appears to be no reason
to think that a set of specific individuals come in a morally significant order. For
utilitarians, neither difference is decisive if the worlds that we compare are finite
in duration. On the other hand, without sameness or a natural order, it becomes
virtually impossible to discriminate between infinite worlds. In §8 I discuss a class
of problem cases where incomparability can be avoided by taking people at times
as the locations.

7. Ordeal and Depletion

This section revisits the two problem cases discussed in §2.

7.1. Ordeal: times vs people at times. Recall from §2.1 that one version of
the standard objection to time-centeredness is that it leads us to conclude that
Ordeal is worse than a world where everyone has utility 0. From the people-centered
viewpoint, each person in Ordeal has a life fully worth living, and Ordeal is therefore
better than a world where everyone has utility 0. The same is true for people at
times. Hence, the people at times-centered approach is not subject to the criticism
that is often leveled at time-centeredness.

Ordeal illustrates the difference between the time-centered approach and the
people at times-centered approach. The difference between person-centeredness
and people at times-centeredness is here more subtle. To illustrate, consider the
choice between bringing about (i) Ordeal, or (ii) a world where people are born
at t = 1, 2, 3, . . . and live for two units of time, and everyone has utility 0. If the
choice is not identity-affecting, then it is better to bring about Ordeal by Pareto
over persons. In terms of people at times we can argue that it is better to bring
about Ordeal if the choice between (i) and (ii) is identity-affecting.

7.2. Depletion: people vs people at times. Let us now return to Eternal
Depletion (i.e., the twist to the Depletion case that we obtain by replacing ‘for
many centuries’ with ‘for eternity’; see §2.2). Assume, for simplicity, that there
is one person per period (say eighty years), and that everyone in the conservation
world, wc, has utility 2. In the depletion world, wd, the people that live in the first
two periods have utility 2.1 and the rest have utility 1. In other words, the utility
sequences that go with wc and wd are as follows.

wc : (2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, 2, . . .)

wd : (2.1, 2.1, 1, 1, 1, 1, . . .).

Due to the non-identity effect, the two worlds have at most a small number of
individuals in common.
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In the original version of Depletion, utilitarianism prefers conservation since con-
servation produces more utility. But since utilitarianism leads Parfit to unwanted
implications in different number cases, he resorts to intuition.20 He suggests that,
all else being equal,

it is better that those who live are better off than those who would have
lived. (Parfit, 1984: 360)

Does this intuition become any less appealing in the Depletion case if the future
is infinite? Would depletion be permissible if it increased the quality of life for a
few centuries, but then reduced the quality of life for all eternity? I have found no
good reason to think that this is so.

The Depletion case is a key reason why Parfit adopts NDV.21 As indicated in
§3, Eternal Depletion provides stronger reasons for accepting NDV. Those reasons
stem from the fact that it is difficult to give a principled defence of conservation
when the future is infinite, without appealing to NDV. To be sure, principles that
rank wc above wd are easily constructed. For example, the following seemingly
plausible principle ranks wc above wd.

(†) If there are cofinite subsets L and L′ of the location sets of worlds w and
w′, respectively, such that the utility of every location in L is greater than
c and the utility of every location in L′ is smaller than c′, where c′ is less
than c, then w is better than w′.

In the context of worlds that have the same locations, † is fairly uncontroversial. In
this context, † reduces to Vallentyne and Kagan’s (1997: 11) first strengthening of
their Basic Idea. The problem is that principles like † have implausible implications
when we consider infinite worlds whose locations are not the same. (As mentioned
in §3, this observation goes back at least to Vallentyne (1995).) We might restrict
their range of application in such a way that they apply in Eternal Depletion with
people as locations, but are silent in other cases where locations are not the same.
However, in doing so we will need to explain what distinguishes Depletion from
other cases where the locations are not the same. It seems that such explanations
will ultimately have to appeal to the fact that Depletion is about future people.
We then end up with the conclusion that cases involving different future people can
be dealt with as if they involved the same people, which is precisely what NDV
suggests.

Note that the person-centered principles that the literature provides typically do
not rank wc and wd. This is the case, for instance, for Arntzenius’ (2014: 55) Weak
People Criterion.22 and the principles developed by Vallentyne and Kagan (1997).

20Parfit’s intuition in the Depletion case is shared by many, but it is by no means unchallenged
(cf. Boonin, 2008: 145–150). For discussion, see Roberts (2019: §3.1).

21He rhetorically asks if the non-identity effect made us any less concerned about policies such
as depletion, after we became aware of it (see Parfit, 1984: 367).

22Askell (2018: 160) formalizes Arntzenius’ criterion using the following notation: Given worlds
w and w′, let P be the set of all people that are in either w or w′. If p ∈ P exists in w, let uw(p)
denote p’s utility in w; if p does not exist in w, then uw(p) = 0. The Weak People Criterion says

that w is better than w′ if and only if
∑

n

i=1
(uw(pi) − uw′ (pi)) tends to a positive real number

or plus infinity for every enumeration p1, p2, p3, . . . of P . To see that this criterion does not rank
wc above wd, note that if we enumerate P in such a way that pi exists in wc if and only if i is an
integer multiple of (say) 10, then

∑
n

i=1
(uwc

(pi)− uwd
(pi)) < 0 for every n ≥ 1.
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That these principles do not rank wc above wd (with people as the locations) should
not be held against them. It might very well be the case that silence is often the
most appropriate response if no counterpart relation has been specified.23

If the locations are people at times, then wc and wd have the same locations. The
betterness of wc is then entailed by principles that enjoy relatively wide support.
For instance, with people at times as the locations, wc is better than wd by the
aforementioned extension of Vallentyne and Kagan’s Basic Idea.

8. Person-centeredness and incomparability

As we have just seen, person-centeredness does not seem to allow us to determine
whether it is better to conserve natural resources than to deplete them. In this
section, I consider another case where the person-centered approach does not deliver
verdicts. The central question is whether or not the spatiotemporal density of value
can be used to discriminate between alternatives. This question has been considered
in virtually all works on infinite ethics.

The setting of the following case was described in §4,

The perpetual clinic I . We must choose between two treatments: T1 and
T2. On each day, Ti is successful with probability Pi, independently of what
happens on other days, where P1 = 0.9 and P2 = 0.1. Patients have utility
0 before treatment and utility 1 after a successful treatment.

As consequentialists, we might ask which choice brings about the better outcome.
The result of choosing Ti will be some future wi = ((u1, p1), (u2, p2), (u3, p3), . . .)
where u1, u2, u3, . . . is a sequence of 0s and 1s. By the law of large numbers, the
fraction of 1s in this sequence equals Pi, with probability 1. So the utility sequences
that go with w1 and w2 might be as follows.

w1 : (1, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, . . .)

w2 : (0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, . . .).

Our first reaction is perhaps that w1 is better than w2 since the long-run fraction
of 1s is higher in the first sequence. However, this notion of relative frequency is
order-dependent. We therefore need to ask ourselves what the ultimate locations
are and whether they come in a morally significant order.

The strongest principle developed by Vallentyne and Kagan (1997) entails that
w1 is better than w2 if the locations have what they refer to as an essential natural

order. In particular, they argue that worlds like w1 are better than worlds like w2

if the locations are points in time. But, like many others, they are unwilling to take
points in time as the ultimate locations. For instance, Bostrom (2011: 19) points
out that since people do not have a natural order, it is not clear that worlds like
w1 are morally better than worlds like w2. This standpoint is further developed by
Askell (2018). She defends the view that people are ultimate locations and argues
that worlds like w1 and w2 are incomparable—that is, that they cannot be strictly
ranked, but are not equally good.

As an illustration of Askell’s argument, let us consider a world, call it w′

2, that has
the same qualitative properties as w2. That w

′

2 has the same qualitative properties
as w2 means that the utility sequence that goes with w′

2 looks exactly like the one
that goes with w2. The people in w′

2 are precisely the same as the people in w1,

23This is precisely what Vallentyne and Kagan (1997: 20) contend.
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but the order in which they appear in w′

2 is not the same as the order in which they
appear in w1. Let the person that is admitted on day 4 in w1 be admitted on day 5
in w′

2; this person is better off in w′

2 than in w1. Since the sequences that go with
w1 and w2 each contain infinitely many 0s and infinitely many 1s, the remaining
individuals in w1 can be be assigned to days in such a way that no one is worse off
in w′

2. By a similar argument, we can consider a duplicate of w1, call it w′

1, that
has the same qualitative properties as w1, contains the same individuals as w2, and
is such that some are better off in w2 than in w′

1, and no one is worse off in w2.
Now, suppose we believe that the qualitative properties of w1 and w2 entail that

w1 is better than w2. Since the pair (w′

1, w
′

2) is a qualitative duplicate of (w1, w2),
it seems we must then conclude that w′

1 is better than w′

2. But the Pareto axiom
(over persons) says that w′

2 is better than w1, and that w′

1 is worse than w2. From
the person-centered viewpoint, we therefore have that w2 is better than w′

1, w
′

1 is
better than w′

2, and w′

2 is better than w1. Assuming transitivity of ‘better than’,
this contradicts that w1 is better than w2.

There are two ways to avoid this contradiction without abandoning the person-
centered view. The first is to appeal to Parfit’s Time-Dependence Claim (TDC),
which says that a person cannot exists at radically different times in different fu-
tures.24 If TDC is true and w1 and w2 are possible worlds, then w∗

1 and w∗

2 are im-
possible worlds. This is because there is no upper bound on the difference between
the time at which a person exists in w′

2 (w′

1) and the time at which that person
exists in w1 (w2). So, if we decide to refrain from comparing worlds whose existence
is incompatible with TDC we may assert, without contradicting ourselves, that w1

and w2 can be strictly ranked, but w′

1 and w′

2 are incomparable.25

The second way to avoid a contradiction is to conclude, as Askell (2018) does,
that w1 and w2 are incomparable. This conclusion does not come without cost.
Because the act of choosing T1 must be better than that of choosing T2. (At least
there is a strong intuition which suggests that this should be so, one that does not
involve the qualitative properties of w1 and w2 or the notion of an essential natural
order.) Hence, as Jonsson and Peterson (2020) observe, the incomparability of
worlds like w1 and w2 implies that one act can be better than another even though
the probability is 0 that it brings about a better outcome.

The preceding remarks were not meant to provide a definitive argument against
person-centered accounts of consequentialism in infinite worlds. Yet one might see
it as a problem for such accounts that choosing a treatment that cures sick people
with probability 0.9 has no chance of bringing about a better outcome than choosing
a treatment that cures them with probability 0.1. This problem is circumvented if
people at times are ultimate locations. Indeed, since people at times are defined in
terms of times, which arguably do come in a natural order, the main criticism of
order-dependent principles does not apply when the locations are people at times.

24More precisely, TDC asserts that if a person had not been conceived within a month of when
he or she was in fact conceived, then he or she would never had existed (see Parfit, 1984: 351).
Parfit argues that TDC is in fact true given the nature of human biology and natural reproduction.
In §9.2 I consider a thought experiment where TDC is false.

25Parfit contends that an ethical theory should be consistent with TDC. This proposal has not

been left unquestioned. For instance, Mulgan (2002a) points out that TDC presumes the falsity
of beliefs about reincarnation held by millions of people. I will not to take a stance on whether
ethical theories should be consistent with TDC. My aim here is simply to indicate how we may
consistently maintain that w1 and w2 can be strictly ranked.
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And as we have seen (in §7.1), the people at times-centered approach avoids the
standard criticism of time-centeredness.

9. Further problem cases

I have used a framework where it is assumed that single individuals come into
existence at successive points in time. This framework is flexible enough to handle
many problem cases from the literature on infinite ethics, from Segerberg (1976) to
Askell (2018). In this concluding section I discuss some problem cases where the
assumptions that I have used do not hold.

9.1. Number-affecting choices. As indicated in §5, the framework that I have
used can handle some cases where people live contemporaneously. In Ordeal, for
instance, there is one person in the first period and two people in each one of
the remaining periods. We get a similar case if we consider a school that each
year admits a single student to a three-year program. In this case, the school
accommodates one student during the first year, two students during the second
year, and three students during each one of the remaining years.

However, further arguments are needed if our acts not only affect the identities
of the people that are admitted, but also the number of people that are admitted.
Consider the following twist to the case from the previous section.

The perpetual clinic II . We can either (a) treat one patient per day and
use a treatment that on any given day is successful with probability 0.9,
independently of what happens on other days, or (b) we can treat two
patients per day and use a treatment that is successful with probability 0.1.

If we take groups of individuals admitted on the same day as the locations, then
the utility sequences that go with (a) and (b) might be as follows.

(a) : (1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, . . .)

(b) : (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 2, . . .).

We could also take single individuals as the locations. In this case, the utility
sequence that goes with (b) is made up of 0s and 1s.

Expected utility theory suggests that choosing (a) is better than choosing (b).
But does the act of choosing (a) bring about a better outcome? If we take indi-
viduals as the locations (in the strict, person-affecting sense), then the locations
are not the same, have no natural order, and incomparability entails by Askell’s
argument—see §8. The same is true (for the same reasons) if the locations are
groups of individuals. Thus, whether we consider individuals or groups of individu-
als is not crucial for the questions that I have discussed.

The crucial distinction is that between particular individuals and people at times.
I started out (in §4) in a setting where this difference is easy to flesh out. Matters
become increasingly complicated when we consider acts which not only affect the
number of people come into existence and their identities, but also the times at
which they come into existence.26 I will not try to defend the concept of people at
times in the greatest generality possible. Besides reasons of space, the main reason
for this is that I doubt that it would lead us to new insights about infinite ethics.
A central question in infinite ethics concerns if and how generic incomparability

26See Arntzenius (2014: 56) for discussion of such a case.
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can be avoided. The arguments provided in this paper show that we can avoid
incomparability in a class of problem cases that have been frequently discussed.
Given this, it would be unsurprising to learn that incomparability can be avoided
in other, more complicated cases. It would, for example, be unsurprising if the act
of choosing (a) brings about a better outcome than that of choosing (b). To defend
such conclusions, further arguments are needed. They will not be presented here.

9.2. Beyond the Time Dependence Claim. During most of the discussion in
this paper I have assumed that any two futures eventually have no individuals in
common. This means, in particular, that the assertion in the Time Dependence
Claim is true (i.e., that a person cannot exists at radically different times in different
futures). I conclude by considering a case from Askell (2018) where the Time
Dependence Claim is false. I will suggest that the people at times-centered view,
perhaps surprisingly, does not yield implausible prescriptions in this case. I will
also show that weakening the assumptions that I have used in fact leads to further
problems for person-centered views.

Consider the following thought experiment from Askell (2018: 13).

Freezer A freezer contains infinitely many fertilized eggs, e1, e2, e3, . . . , which
can be defrosted at any point in time. The person that ei will become, once
defrosted, will live for eighty years on an island that only has room for one
person at a time.

The person-centered approach has the peculiar implication that it matters in which
order the embryos are defrosted. To see this, suppose that the living conditions on
the island are such that people living in odd-numbered periods have utility 0 while
people living in even-numbered periods have utility 1. Let pi denote the person that
ei will be, and let w be the world that obtains by defrosting et at the beginning of
period t, t = 1, 2, 3, . . .. By choosing an alternative order, we can create a world,
call it w∗, such that one person (say p1) is better off in w than in w∗, and no-one
is worse off—see Table 2. Then w is better than w∗ by Pareto over people.

period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 . . .
utility 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 . . .
w: e1 e2 e3 e4 e5 e6 e7 e8 . . .
w∗: e3 e1 e5 e2 e7 e4 e9 e6 . . .

Table 2. Two worlds obtained by defrosting the embryos in two
different orders.

From the people-at-times-centered viewpoint, w and w∗ are indistinguishable,
because the order in which the embryos are defrosted does not affect the utility of
the person born at time t (de dicto). Thus, there is a conflict between the person-
centered view and the people-at-times-centered view. From the person-centered
viewpoint, this conflict might be interpreted as a problem for the concept of people
at times. But the conflict can also be interpreted as a yet another problem for
person-centeredness. On this interpretation, what matters is that the world is
populated by people that have good lives; who these people are the order in which
they appear is insignificant.
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