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The world'is deminated’ tmﬁzy 6:}/ the economic ﬁe/igf that an unrestrained market skall usher in an era OJF
unprecedented :jv/oﬁa/ happiness "that has efuded the kumankind all t/rroujﬁ its HJto;}/. Jt is made to appear that
the FEmerican Dream’ gjre.n'clént &o&eve/t  promised the Jwefgpinj nations ;]'ueft afier the second world war, is
ﬁnafé/ very near. The W;rt/f 7s no more a jetyrgoﬁ‘i'caf entig}/,' itisa category of Wuence and consumption, with
enclaves in the South too. s nations compete f}anticaff] to up their growth rates hioping to expand and decpen
their North enclaves, it would seem to be  pertinent to cn'tz'caf(/}/ examine the very dream people are being made to
aspire ﬁr. s the necliberal dream fu/f of‘ /ﬁz}ofine&f ? Is it sustainabte 7 Jt  promises Jeisure, minimal. f@ﬁcaf
Jabour, aﬁifz'zf}/ to b-uy and procure ofjects OJF dosire and muck more. Jt allows a  per capita use OJF about 5,000 fiters
oj‘ water fér a TS citizen @jaz'neft about 200 fiters ﬁr a citizen of‘ %rﬁa) and a per capita energy consumption
that is t/zdreatenz'nj the very basis ?f fzﬁ on Earth, the chimate. fzfé&lf?}/ﬁe based on jfum‘onouef intake oj‘ ﬁezf
afcmj with Jeisure requires a health z'nz[ush:y to provide ﬁr -paid; Ja/t}/.n'caf exercise in order to reduce olr—e.n'?}/ and’
remain ﬁee ﬁom disease - the dream of‘ a sfim ﬁot{y is the very essence ‘?f the consumers we/ﬁl;ez'nj. ﬁ every
country in the world were to ackieve the Semerican :ﬁream, it seems unfz'ge!f}/ totﬁzy that /z"fé z'tJe[f could be
sustained on the Earth.

JFthat suggests that there is a fimit to how much the Earth could support fifostyles based on unrestrained’
consumption and Jeisure, it is also important to examine the very notion of happiness and well-being associated’
with such fifestyles. s %marg/a Den points out (The Standard of Living, Gambridge: 1987; TSOL here
afterwards, ) ‘There are many funt[amenta/é( different ways of seeing the gua/z'ty of fiving, and quite a few of them
have some immediate plausibifity. You could be well-off, without being well. You could be well, without being
able to Jead the fife you wanted. %u could have got the fife you wanted, without being happy. %u could be
happy, without kaving muck freedom. %vu could hiave a good deal of freedom, without achieving much. "We can

j(? on.

The notion ojp Weff-[ez'nj is z'ntrz'nen'caf'f}/ refated to the concepts (7[‘ standard gp fz'vz'nj and Yuafz'ty ?f‘ fz"fé, andin
what ﬁ[foWJ, t/&ay may appear to be used” intercfanjeaﬁfy. ton&um(]otz’on <?f commodities ts ofien seen to provide
the most visible indicator cjp the utifitarian notion ojp standard of‘ /z'vz'nj, and inter-afia ch the state of' Iﬁéfafz'ne&& ’of
a Jocz'ef}/. ogefére, however, we enter the main concern ‘?f this article, whether consumption is nece&&ari/}/ an
indicator of‘ /ﬂgg]az'ne&z it would be uJej‘uf to b'n'ef]j/ review some issues associated with consumerism in t;zﬂ'a,
based on the edited work o]p Ghua ﬁenj— %at, ( Consumption in Asia, &utﬁsr{ge, 2000, and ; reﬁrenceer



therein ) Jtis o]f]mrtz'cu/ar interest to note that certain trends in Joo&bmoferni@/ celebrate consumerism not on(/}/

ﬁr the (ﬁ‘gfafz'neuw ‘it Jorovz'cfe&, but see elermnents o]p :goiﬁtua/itfy "in it.
Consumption as Identity

ji s as consumers that the new rich o]p %}‘Z’ﬂ have attracted an interest of‘ almost cago—cuft Jor«z]gorm’ona‘ in the
West. 272‘91 constitute the new markets ﬁr Western  products: processed ﬁm[:f, computer J‘?ﬁ/‘w‘are, educational

services and ﬁfmJ and TV soaps. y/fe] are the new tourists, bringing in ﬁrezjn emcﬁanje in hard times
(&lfi&on and Goodsnan: The New Rich in Asia: Mobile phones, McDonald’s and Middle-Class Revolution:

&utfet{ye ijé).

s Ghua ﬁenj— ??Etat netes, the tanjz'iﬁs' Dmprovement in the material conditions of' the Jaeg]aﬁs' has been the
cornerstone of‘ _governments, and l%fiﬂﬂ  governments are no eaccg]atz'on to this rule. gt constitutes the (}aerf&rmzmce ’
criterion ﬁr Jaofitica/ /e'jz'tz'mac(}/. UUntif the Jate 1980s, the Governments (?f Fast and” Southeast Hsia were at
best semi-democratic, yp not authoritarian. j;t all instances, one ‘covenant between the  governments and their
respective Joeg]afe& was that of\ tmproved standards (yp Jivin 1g in exchan 1ge ﬁr restraints on Joo/z'tz'caf ﬁeezl;vm; the
more authoritarian the rgjz'me the more essentialis ﬁjﬂewnomz’c jrow‘t/; to rationalize it, z]c overt repression were
to be avoided. jt was t/z?arefére in the interests ?f these  governments to encourage expansion (?f consumption, as

,
evidence gp their successes in  generating and maintaining economic jrowtf .

Class divisions, an emergent Jo/ﬁmomenon because (7[‘ Jate industriafization kave become z'ncreaﬂ'njf] apparent, as
evidenced b:}/ cﬁ'ﬁ‘érinj capacities to consume. %/JO, in eachk nation, andmuch more in douth z;zfia, there is a
Jz'jnz'flamt Jag]au/atz'on segment that has fived tﬁrouj/f or continues to five in material deprivation, and’ t/;erejt‘yre it
values t/l;‘%ﬁ. Their moraf/z'r[éofojicaf (position on savings fas made them resistant to the rapid expansion ?f
consumerism. gn addition, this segment old Jag]auftrtz'(m sees the arrival (?f‘ consumerist culture as the consequence
cf the  penetration and contamination ?f traditional. cu/turafjvractz'ce& 11:}/ “Wostern ertz'cu/ar& Hmerican.
Thus the moral debate on consumption has ‘?ﬁen been characterized as a :jeneratz'ona/ conf]ict . Juff@é‘et[z’}/
between the deprived generation who emﬁodj/ tﬁ;‘ifz as a traditional value and the aﬁquent and’; ﬁ&t spending
‘Westernised 'jeneration.

ﬁ] the Jate 1970s, with the vast expansion in jfoialefet[ agaz'tafim consumption as a Jo/fenomenon could no fonjer
be subsumed under the mantfe of' Fproduction @mat/fan Friedsnan: Consumption and ]dentit)/, Duwitzerfand;
?ft;rwoof HAcademic 1994, ) tonJumJatz'on expansion had b:}/ then  generated func[a:mentaf[y (li'ﬁ[érent ways in
whick advanced ctgoz'tafz'&t socteties were organized. This lrecvnﬁjurtrbz'on "has been concgatuafizezf, in rather
exaggerated manner, as a new mode cjp domination: the substitution ?]p seduction ﬁr repression, Jouﬁfic refations
ﬁr Jmfz'a'nj, advertising ﬁr autﬁon’t;‘y, needs-creation ﬁr norm-imposition. What ties individuals to society
tocﬁly is their ‘activities as consumers, their fzﬁ organized around consumption . ( :Z:}/jmunt Davman:
Legislators and Interpreters, On Modernity, Post-modernity and Intellectuals; T;amin'{ye, gjoﬁif}/ 1y87). Orin
more modest terms, 'mnefumjatz'cn is not a b:}/-Jarocfuct ?f z'nfu&trz’a/(]orocfuctz’on but a .seff'—jeneratz'nj economy and a
way ij fz_'fé no fcmjer Jimited to the famz{}/ unit but now characterized b:}/ /ﬁj/{fy ffuz't[ and, /t?ater(yeﬂeou.s channels
o]p consumption that in turn, are symptoms (7[‘ important cfanjew in the very conception of‘ (’proz[uction ‘and
smarket ' (I Ghambers: Border Dialogues: Journeys in Postmodernity; &utfeclje, 1990 y;



% centraf concern 0]? the tma{y&'& o]v Jaartz'cufm* items o]v consumption is the Ja/ace o]v these oﬁject& in the z'ﬁmtz'g/
construction 'ff its consumers, which is finked to the sense gf\ ‘/ﬁgofz'ne&f "or Jatiqﬁction these identities  give Lo the
consurmer. z;%t a comJo/em Jeve/ the concern is with broader cultural. Jtratgjriea ’of constitution o]p meanz'njfuf
existence suck asin Daudvillard’s (For a Critique of the Political Economy of Signs; ‘8¢. Louts: Jelos, 1981 )
concg]atuafz'zatz’on ?f consumption ?f the :nc'gn—vafue '(yp ohjects as an element in the z'cléntz'g/ fématz'on in post

motlérnz'g/.

The idea WD z'([éntigl ﬁmatz'on contrasts J‘/lda)yo'[}/ with earfier notions (7[‘ consumption. These earfier images were of
consumers as east fy mam?auf[rbetl: foodwinked into l;ur}/z'nj Jarot[uctd, uwlgfuf or otherwise, [i}/ ﬁ(ﬂse JoromiJeJ
emblazened in advertisements, consumers were concetved as malleable wax to the tﬁumé—print of‘ etther commerce or
the Jaw " "Suck, ﬁr emumf/e, had been the \ﬂzoarlert tradition, whick saw mass consumption as the instrument of‘
agﬂ'taf which tran&férmec[ WOrEz'nj individuals into consumers in order to furt/fer its own interest — agaz'ta/
accumulation. The classic statement ﬁr such aview kas to be, ‘Jhe man with leisure kas to accept what the cufture
manuﬂcturer& <>J§%r fitm (ﬂ;&c %r%imer and Theodore z‘%ﬁvrno.‘ The Dialects ofEn]jghtenment; ﬁoﬂon,
?f(;rr[er and’ ?Ifertﬁar, 1972 ) Fn contrast the  postmodern view asserts that consumption is to be treated as a process
b:}/ which artz']pacta are nor JL'mJa[}/ ﬁvujlft and ‘consumed’, but - given meaning tﬁ}oujf their active incorporation in

J)e‘zpfe ’J HVEJ‘.

3ijm'flamtf‘}/, the reccncejatua/z'satz’on o]p the consumer ﬁom  passive automaton to active creator of‘ new cultural
meanings has not efiminated debate on ‘mcrafz'?}/ ’v.?f consumption. %cquiﬁtz’cn (7[‘ the unending Jarofz"]%ratz’on ?f
ofjects (?f consumption, rgmc/&gec[ with borrowed and devalued v%rt, s conceftuafz'zet[ as the unr(?]%ctz've,
excesstve materialist orientation cf modern fz"fe -a frby%rence ﬁr immediate entertainment, Jo/eaa"ure, the  gut
ﬁe/z'nj, aregard ﬁr the sensual and’, rtyarewentatz’ona/ - at the cost of‘ tradition, gn’rz’tua/z'{}/ and other supposed
moral sz/: jmund:f‘

%Wever, against the view that mass circulation is a  process o]p artistic degeneration, (léﬁmlénf o]p the Jotyoufar
concg]otua/i'&e the embedding o]c artistic elements in ever'}u[zf}/ /z'fé as a process o]p democratisation . The consumer is
in turn recencg]atuafz’sez[ as an active participant in the creation of‘ social and cultural meanz'nj.s; the consumption
(?f fzﬁot]fes becomes a_process oJC ‘aesthticisation 'czf everyzfay fz"fé. Fn e.?g]afia't ﬁrmufation (7[‘ this zléfén&e ?f
consumerism is the conﬁjuratz'cn ‘?f the heroic consumer : consumer culture uses images, signs and. tfymﬁofic jooﬁf
that summon wp dreams, desires and; fantaﬂ'&f which. suqgest romantic aut/t?enticig/ and emotional fu[flffment in
nara'mn'stz'caf{y Jofea&z'nj oneefeff\ wherein Joeg]a/e opern themselves up toa wider range o]p sensations and emotional
experiences. Thus, goz'ritua/z’t}/ and consumerist materialism are drawn tgyethder. ?f;w‘ever, instead of‘ being
zﬂametrz'caf'f}/ opposed orientations where consumerism is the death (7(‘ eyaz'rz'tuafig}/, consumerism is rendered the

ﬁcifz'ttrbor (7[‘ .gaiﬁtuafi@. Fndin this manner, consumerism is exalted to a Ja/fifoesczfa/;}/ oJC /fg]afine&&.

The maximization of such Fg]afz'nw& constitutes the very basis ﬁr the neoliberal economic eradi'jm, name!/}/
classical utifitarianism. do instead OJF pursuing furt/fer the description and tlntl[}l&l’d‘ of‘ consumption, whickis
cn/j the outcome of\ the unclér/jz'nj Ja/fz'fo&g]o@, it is worthwhile to examine the (79/1‘{[06‘(2]9/;}/ l’t&‘@[]lj

Classical Utilitarianism



The ertz'cu/ar Jmfz'tica/ tﬁcujﬁ% that dominates neo-fiberal economics is oﬁw'oueffy that gf wtifitarianism. Given
the inf/uence gf\ this tradition in normative economics, t/:rouj/; the work. gf\ Jaeg]afe fike ﬁent/fam, JZZ//,
JZ;rJﬁaff and ggzjou, it is not surprising that it is very ofi&en taken ﬁr - granted’ that any evaluative concept in
economics must be uftz'mate/y based on some notion or other of‘ utz'/z't}/. %ffine&& is not taken to be an exception to
this rule.

Utifitarianism as a fofz'tz'caffﬁ?f(mg]o@ is the view that  government should act to maximise the jeneraf Fg]ofz’ne&&
or utz/zty "in J‘OCZ’E’?}/. There is, however, a  great deal (?f amb_zjuz'g/ in this ﬁmu/a that needs to be cleared” up b_e]%w
we have a Jao/z'tz'cuf fﬂk&g]ﬂ/t}/ with cléﬁnz'te z'mf/icatz'ono‘. ?Fz'r&t, we have to eacf/az'n the notion of‘ ngrfz’ne&f ‘and
(utz'/iq}/. ’ ngt, we have to eacJafaz'n what it means to maximise ’/I‘é]ﬁ]ﬂl’ﬂé’;ﬁf or utz'/z'q}/. ﬁot/f ﬁent/fam and- f/lZ?/f
argue that - goversments should maximise 'utz'fz't] "or ‘lzdt(z]aJaz'neJJ. ’%cléecl: utifitarianism is of;ten summed up b:}/
the kaan the  greatest Fg]a(]az'new fér the  greatest number. ’

Dentham may be called a ‘Fedonistic utifitarian. This is bocause Dentham says that b:y (/:gjgoine&f e means the
same t/finj as Jaﬁea&ure and the avoidance o]p Jaaz'n. gt} zs z'mfortant to note that in Jaf}/z'fy that /f{z]gaz’ne&& zs Jaﬂea&ure,
ﬁent/fam does not mean to say that a  person s /ﬁga(]az’ne&& consists entz'refy ?f Jafea&ura[;fe [7-0([2'/}/ sensations.
&tﬁ@n »Eent/tvam thinks (ff C}ofea&ure ’jeneraff'}/ as the eacJaen'ence cff enjoyment. 7/71'& is obvious ﬁom t/fgpter 5
of hits Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation, where Dentham cites various Kinds ‘of pleasures.
Dentham s fist includes the  pleasures of‘ certain b—ocﬁef}/ sensations, but it also includes many other types of\
Jo/ea&ure, such as eac/fib'z'tinj a skifl, JooJJeJJz'nj kealth, wealth, power, ﬁ't'eml:f, or respect, and the Ja/ea&ureef o]c
anticipation, refz'ej,‘ and’; imagination. g;z sum, ﬁentﬁam thinks of‘ Jafea&ure Gm[ sO Fq]afine&&) as any type of‘
enjoyaﬁfe experience.

Dentham is a ‘Jimffe hedonist since ke thinks that the on(f}/ distinctions that can be made between pleasures are
quantitative in nature. This means, ﬁrJt, that ﬁr ﬁent/fam the object of‘ a jz'ven Ja/ea&ure éﬁat is, the tﬁ‘z'nj or
at:tivigl eacfen'encecf as Jafea&uraﬁ/e ) is not refevant to aJJEJJinj the value of\ that Jofemfure. JZ:reover, ﬁent/fam
isa :n'mffe ' hedonist in that he does not recognise any reason ﬁr ﬁJtinjui&/finj invalue between rﬁﬁérent kinds cf
fﬁea&ure&. c%ff that matters fér ﬁentﬁ" am are certain Yuant%ﬁaife aspects oj‘ Jaﬁea&ure& ﬂmz[  pains, ) 577:
Jaartz'cufar, ﬁent/ﬁmz fists féur properties (7[‘ Jafea&ure& as refevant to assessing their value, name. fy their 6 )
intensity, (1 ) duration, é ) certainty or uncertainty, and’ 6, ) propinquity er remoteness. ( Bentham also fists as
refevant what ke calls the ﬁcund-ilf}/ ‘and c}aurﬁ:‘y ’?f‘ a given Jafezwure, tﬁoujf he notes that these  properties are

not relevant to assessing the intrinsic value of\ Jofea&ureo‘, but on[y the act that J:rocfuceo‘ those Jofemfure&. )

The  procedure Bentham outhines ﬁr determining whether an action is  good or bad depends on these various
Yuafitiea“ being somefiow 7um1tifi'aﬁfe. W;te that Dentham nowhere  provides a criterion ﬁr an]tﬁ?nj more than an
ordinal 61& opposed to cardinal) Yuantzj‘;dﬂﬂ@ OJFnotz'onJ such as the ’z'ntemn'zf}/ ’(vjpvarz'ousffcea&ureef. ?ﬁ&
procedure doesn t make much sense, however, unless some cardinal measure of\ ngf{ne&J is available. Dentham
says that ﬁr eack individual zgﬁpectez[ b:}/ an action, we begin b:}/ ﬂJtiﬂj the Jafea&ure.s and pains that the individual
will experience as the result (3][‘ that action @‘ot/tv z'mmer[z"ate'f}/ and’in the future ) afonj with their respective
qutmtz'flaﬁfe ﬁwﬂure& gfyr e.xamf/e, their z'ntensz'?y and duration ) ?fif directions ]Cor ﬁndinj this inﬁmatz'cn,
and how to balance these various ﬁeature& to decide a person s overall /ﬁzpfz’ne&&, are rather vague. Thits is all that
Dentham says in this regard, Sum up all the values o]p all the p]easures on one side, and those of‘ all the  pains on



the other. Jhe balance, ?f it be on the side cy[' J:/eaJure, will give the good tent[ency ‘#‘ the act wpon the whole, with
respect to the individualfer,mn; z'f'(m the side cffjmz'n, the bad temlém:‘}/ of\z't wpon the whele.

Lot us set aside how we mz’j/ﬁ,‘ do this ﬁr the moment, and assume that it is Jao.nn'[/é to yuantzf}/ an individual s
overall Fg]g]gz’ne&s. Dentham suggests that once we have done this ﬁr eack individual, we can determine the jeneraf
tenzlénc:}/ (7[‘ an action to produce Jofeao"ure or pain in Joa'ety as a whele (/anr[: t/lveref‘ore, the moral value cff‘ that
action ) bj/ "v"’"fc/}/ ‘Jummz’nj "the values we determined earfier fér eack individual s overall /ftgofz'ne&f, whick would
result ZJF that the action is done. Dentham s basic idea ( whick is common to afl utifitarian&) is that to decide
whether an action maximises the jeneraf thofinew na (t:ommunz'z?}/, "we should rgjan[ the communz'?y ( which is a
ﬁctz’tiou& é-oclj, 'accorrﬁ'nj to Dentham ) Jz'm(]af] as the aggregation of‘ the individual [persons in it. This requires
that we assume not onfy that we can 7uant%']3/ the overallvalue of the various Jaﬁea&ure& and;  pains e.?g]aerz'encez[ b:}/
each individual, but that the measures so t[eﬁnef are meanz'nyfuf{y comfara[fe, so that r[étemz'nz'nj the overall
good. wnﬁrret[ on the ‘community b:}/ a certain action can be accomJa/z'JFef 17:}/ J‘l’mf(l}l summing the  goodss conﬁrret[
on the individuals that compose it.

These two assumptions, name'f}/ that we can Yuantzf}/ eack individual s overall ﬁ?gofz’ne&& and- metmz'njfuf'f}/

compare the measures so c[eﬁned,' were given a rigorous ﬁunt[aﬁon onf}/ in this century.

jlzoi/f has much in common with. ﬁent/fam. ?:quwever, ke cﬁ'&ajrew with jent/fam in an important respect. JIZ?//
holds that we can not on[y ﬁ&tz'njuz'&/f between pleasures based on various Yuantz'flaife > properties tﬁéj fave (fuc/f
as z'ntenen'g/ and duration ); we can also r[i'.stinjui.sﬁ between them based on their intrinsic qua]i ty. jn other words,
:7‘2;’// folds that some kinds (yp Jafemfure are z'ntn'mn'cafvf}/ superior to others, irrespective cyp considerations ?f
Yuantz'g/. 5_71207:// suggests a criterion fér Jéciﬂnj which types oy” Jo/ea&ure are z'ntn'nJica/fy superior: we J*L'mJa[}/ ask
those who have experienced both kinds 0]‘1 Fpleasure which t/zve(}/ Jorefér, irrespective of\ considerations ‘?f quantity
Cfuc/f as intensity and duration ) 59“ ﬂzoiff s criterion  gives us déﬁnite results (t/fat is, zf‘ we get the same answer
ﬁom nearfy everyone ), it would allow us to ﬁsmz’caf/j/ order the various types of‘ “pleasures according to their
intrinsic (suferz'or or z'nﬁrz'or) yuaﬁ'@/. We could then order JafeaJureJ within those kinds using gutmtitatz've
considerations qp the sort that Dentham suggests.

3{2?:// cJaims that the Ja/ea&ur&f of‘ the intellect are cfear/y ngoen'or n Yuaﬁ'g/ to the Jafea&ure& OJC ioz[if}/ sensation,
stnce near. Jy everyone who has emferz'encer[ both ty{]oe& of‘ Jafea&ure rf.yanl:f the férmer as JuJaerz’or n 7uafz'ty to the
Jatter. This means that 57!2‘2// rejects any un(lémtancﬁnj of‘ ’utz'fz'é}/ "as a measure ?f sukjective Satigf action. One
person can be better qﬁ than another even zf‘ fe is Joss Jatz'.yqet[ with kis fz'fé‘ C?‘Z‘;'ff states this  potnt with
characteristic e/ofuence as ﬁf/omr, ﬁ is better to be a fuman b_einj JZJJatiefﬁec[ than a Jay Jatz'(gqmﬁ better to be
Docrates Jatz'ggec[ than a féof Jatz'oﬁecl.' (;%Ju[ zf\ the ﬁo/, or the  pig, is 0]‘1 s Jiﬁérent opinion, it is because tﬁ?a!}/
on/y know thetr own side o]p the question. The other party to the comparison Knows both sides.”

Decause of hits willingness to distinguish in value between different types of pleasure, and fits view that the
Jaﬁea&ure& o]p the intellect are the most valuable, (’7&2?// 7s ofien called a ‘eudaemoenistic utifitarian. %ﬁerﬂatz’ve[y,
we could call ﬁ;ff a me'ﬁez[ ' fedonistic utifitarian, since ke retains Dentham s emJa/fa.n'J on Jafeasure or
happiness, but :ftrtrﬂ?ﬁew "the notion %p/{ea&ur@ or happiness hased on differences in 7uafz'§}/ between the various

l!?}/fea (71' J:/emfure.



Is Enjoyable Experience The Only Thing Of Value?

y/fouj/: ﬂ;ff (lZﬁ‘érJ with Dentham regarding the relative value o]p (ﬁﬂérent kinds OJC Fpleasure, he agrees with
oZ;ent/fam that the tendénc:}/ to increase the Jeneraf utz'fizf}/ ( /;zgafz'neem, Jafea&ure ) in JOCI’E?}/ is the onfj t/finj that
can give somethin g value, andthus that the frinafé g" utz'fz'@/ is the onfy Jarz'na{']afe that can functz’on asa
criterion ojp “good and bad. s ﬂZ’/mem i, .. Jofea.sure and ﬁeetﬁvm ﬁom  pain are the on[y things desirable as
ends; and... all desirable tﬂnjs ... are desirable either ﬁr the pleasure inkerent in themsefves or as means to the
promotion OJF Fpleasure and the prevention ‘?f Fpain. " Bentham agrees, and adds that not on[}/ is human happiness
the on/y Ja/aum’/;fe measure of‘ value, it is the on[y t/rinj that can motivate Jaeg]afe to act. ﬁent/fam writes,

(...ac[mittz'nj (w/ﬁzt is not true) that the u/‘orr[right can fave a meaning without rejérence to utz'fig}/, Jet (t/fe
opponent ojf utifitarianism ) say whether there is any such t/finj as a motive that a man can have to  pursue the
dictates of it.”

Furthermore, Dentham claims that any attempt to refite the principle of utifity will ultimately be self-
defeating: “When aman attempts to combat the principle of utifity, it is with reasens drawn, without his being
aware of it, from that very principle itself " Note that for both Bentham and Tl somethin 1g only benefits
semeenc (enkances their well-being or Kapypiness)if it either is an enjeyable experience or causes them to have
enjoyable exporionces. Jhis is not the enly way to understand the term ‘well-being,'kowever. Does Lentham and
T s Fedonism provide a plausible account of the notion of well-heing or appiness

In Fis book. Anarch)/, State, and Utopi a, Wgzicf describes a tﬁoujﬁ% experiment that zlcconﬂnj to fitm shows that
no one values enj?}/ab—/é experience ﬁr its own sake, contrary to what ﬁentﬁam and’. ﬂ:ﬁ// think. Wgzz'CE asks us
to imagine that scientists ([éVef()Ja a mackine, whick ke calls an ’eygaerz'ence machine, that could / give  you any
experience  you so destire. ( Jo be a bit more concrete, the scientists mz’y/zdt fiook your brain up to electrodes and a
Jg]o/ﬁ'&tz'afbef computer that simulates the neural input you would ' get ﬁom actua/(/y Faw'nj such experiences. )
Zvu can choose to five your whele /z']Fe focked up to this machine, experiencing any fz'fé ‘?f‘ your choice, with as
many experiences you deem enj(fyab-fe ( and as féw‘ OJF those  you deem sz'nfu/) as is possible during your fzﬁgmn.
Wowld you choose to five  your fz'fé fooked up to the experience machine 7 W;,zz'cg thinks not. %:J‘ cJaim is that
Favinj enjoyaﬁﬁe experiences s not JuﬁQa'ent fér youto fave a ' good | ﬁ'fé,

For exam]afe, you want to be the kind gf\ Fperson who kas ﬁz’encﬁf, fmnz'!f}/, is Joved and’ respected ﬁ:}/ others, and has
many accomfﬁaﬁment& to your credit. What you don t want, W;zicf cJaims, is mere fy to have the enjoyaﬁ/e
experiences associated with Faw'nj fn’enc/:f, ﬁmz’f}/, Jove, respect, and accomf/z’&/ﬁnent&. Since enj?}/aé—/e
experience s all that the mackine  gives you, you would not choose to be hooked' up to the machine, since that would
ejﬁ%cﬁve[y amount to fz'w'nj an empty fz'fé in a dreamworld. 67][‘ W«Zzz'ckd s conclusion is nj/ft, the hedonistic
utifitarianism ?f‘ Dentham and 271201'// cannot be correct, since it says that a  person s we/ﬁﬂez'nj CONSIStS so]e])/ gf
en jo]aﬁ/e experience.

For reasons such as these, many contemporary utilitarians reject Bentham and Mill’s
hedonistic utilitarianism, favouring instead an understanding of a person’s well-being as
consisting of the satisfaction of that person’s (rational) preferences. Accordingly this
version of utilitarianism could be called the preference-satisfaction utilitarianism.



Utilitarian Account of Justice

Since a sense o]c b'ez'nj ’w‘ronje([ "is z'ntn'n&icafé/ Jinked to the sense of\ tha{]az'ne&& , or Jack. of‘ t, JZ::// attempts to
givea ﬁaeaﬁcaffy utifitarian account of:]'thz'ce. (‘7!2‘;'/[ sees the task as /;aw'nj two parts: 6 ) to give a utifitarian
account o]p the quafz'tieo" that ([i'.stz'njuz'.s/; :]'ueft ‘and’ 4unr]'uert "acts ﬁom those that we approve or disapprove ?f
jeneraf&, and’ (1 ) to show that the vgaeciaf tli'thaJarovaf that we féef toward cases (7[‘ injustice is consistent with

utifitarianism.

x?‘zoif[]aoz'nw out, ﬁr&t, that we cf;ten féef that infustice has been done when somecne is deprived. of‘ what is his
anérﬁ'z’tez[j fe'jaf nj/ﬁ‘. Thits is > perhaps the clearest (anr[ /ﬁ'&ton'caf'f}/ Jan'mm:}/) sense (f][' ’z'njueftz'ce, "but it
cannot be the whole cyp the matter since we aff admit that there can be unjust Jaws. In suck cases, the injustice
inherent in the Jaw must consist 'ff‘ t[éjvrz'w'nj someone (7[‘ Jometﬂnj that is ks moral rg'jﬁ%. tfo&e/y connected with
this idea is that an injustice has been done when a  person does not get what ke deserves, or - gets what he does not
deserve. ( This may happen, for example, when a person fuils to fulfif a promise, or when a person shows
ﬁvoun'tim when it is inappropriate to do so. )

:7‘2;// cJaims that we onf}/ ﬁef that z'neguafitie& are breaches cﬁ ustice when t/tl:}/ are ‘ineagfaec[i'ent ’ (ﬁy which he
means that t/ﬁs:}/ do not conﬁm to the Jarz'na(']a/e OJF utifz'g}/). jﬂnja cannot be 4unc]'u¢ft "unless t/l‘éy are to some
goeaﬁc - person s disadvantage. Thits is not Ju]ﬁqa’ent, fowever, ﬁr there to be injustice. We also have to ﬁef that
we would approve of‘ those parties causing the person s disadvantage being  punished or compelled to make up ﬁr
that person s disadvantage. ( This does not mean that we actuaffj want it to be a Jaw that the parties causing the
person s disadvantage are Jaunz’wﬁéc[, or ccmfeffez[ to make up ﬁr that disadvantage. For eacamjy/e, we may féef that

bringing every case where aperson is wronged into court would be disadvantageous to society. )

j;tjustice is ﬁ&tinjui&/;?f from mere wrong 61 more jeneraf term ) b:}/ the fzzct that there is a Speciﬂ C_person whom
we féef is disadvantaged. b:y the parties, who has a ry/ft "that is vielated iy those parties. :;%cconﬂnj to :7‘2011/[, the
person s /;avz'nj a rzj/ft " consists Jofefr}/ cff the ﬂct that we would approve ?f those » parties were somefow Jauni&/ﬁ%f
b:}/ JOCZ’B?}/ or ﬁrceJ to make amends ﬁr the harm tﬁz’y Fave caused: Thus, accordi'nj to 57(23//, we call an act

’unjugft "when it violates someone s ﬁj/ﬁ‘&, ‘and say that someone s rzj/fm fave been violated when ke has been
farmed and we would approve, because of‘ our é}/m(]oat/;}/ with the » persorn so harmed, zf‘ J‘OC’L’GZ}/ were to Jaum’&/f those
parties ﬁr Faminj fiim @r ﬁrte them to make ameml:f). ?lgsre is fow j[Z:'[fJautJ the » point:

‘When we call an!}/tﬁ?nj aperson s rzjﬁ%, we mean that he has a valid claim on Jode@ to protect Jim in the
possession of\ it, either é:}/ the ﬁrce of‘faw or /1:}/ that qf education and opinion... jf we desire to prove that an]tﬂnj
does not l;efonj to hiim b:}/ nj/ft, we think this done as soon as it is admitted that Joa'elf}/ ouj/z% not to take measures
ﬁr Jecurz'nj it to him, but skould feave fitm to chance or to hits own exertions... To have a rz'j/ﬁ‘, then, is, j concetve,

to have Jomet/fz'nj which. Joa'ety ouj/ft to défém[ me in_possession ?f: c?f the ohjector - goes on to ask w@ it cujﬁ‘i, g
can c71'1/6' Jiim no other reason than jeneraf utz'fz'é}/. ’

j{ij] critics kave clatmed that ;7‘2:'//' s aml/y&z'& - gets t/:z'njef backwards. We don't call Jomet/fz’nj a ’rzj/ft ’
because we would fike to see the  pperson whe violates it Jaunz’&/;erl," on the contrm:}/, we think that suck a  person
ouj/;t to be punished ﬂvr compelled to make amemﬁf) because he has violated somecne s nc'yﬁ"ts. ( ﬂzreover, itis
not obvious that aperson has to be harmed to Juﬂér an injustice, or to be treated unfm’r[}/. For examffe, y[‘ the



United States - government gave out $1,000 to everyone except you, jz'vz'nj you on& S100, you my/t% f/aua'ﬁ{y
arque that this is unfm’r even t/kuj/f you have 5engﬁte¢[ ﬁom the  government s action. ﬁenggtinj Jess than
someone else is not the same tﬂnj as b-ez'nj harmed., )

The Main Challenge to Utilitarianism: Toleration of Injustice?

The Probtem of Scapegoating : Suppose that a majority of atown is outraged and'mads fearfil by a certain
heinous crime, and wants to see the guilty party found and punished. Suppose further that apoliceman knows
that the guilty person has fled town for good, but that he can frame a particular innocent person without it ever
being discovered. Weighing the happiness that would be caused ameng the members of the toewn wpen befieving
that the guilty party had been caught against the unhappiness that would result in the innocent person being
framed; ke concludes that overall the town would be kappier if ke framed the man. Chtifitarianism seems to give the
wrong advice, i.e. that the poficeman ought moraf.{}/ to frame the innocent man.

The gjrob-fem of 3fedaf &fation&/ﬁ(’]a&: We (ﬁen ﬁe/ that we have egaea'af o[fz{'yatz’ona to ﬁz’enz[:f and relatives
that we do not kave to other Jaeoffe, in the sense that we skould make our ﬁientl:s /ﬁga(]a'}/ even when we could make
somecne we don t know even /ftgojn'er. Utilitarianism cannot account fér oﬂ/tjaﬁon& arising ﬁom such gaea'a/
refation&/t‘zfa. z;%/cm, some gaecz'a/ arrangements come about when we  promise @ ertz'cufar - person we will do
Jomet/finj ﬁr them. Utifitarianism Jeemz'nj/] says that we should on[y Eeg]o our promises when we could not make
society /Ttgofz'er b:}/ doing otherwise. (Certaz'nfy, however, this does not recognise that the o/ffzjatz’on to k;eg]a our
promisesis normaffy overriding, except in eyctraonﬁnar‘}/ circumstances th Just whenever we could maximise the

Joa'afjoor[b:}/ tﬁn’nj JO).
The ﬂirﬁﬁfem o]p ﬂfecyitz'mtrbe gfreﬁrences

S mg’y/;t Jarefér that another - person, who J don t even know, not be in a certain Jar@%&&ion Jimf'f}/ fecause I don 't
e appen to Jike members qf that Jarofé&wion. Utifitarianism says that such a  person sthould / give my Jorlgferenceo“
some We{y% when clécz'di’nj what froféw*t'on to go into, contrary to what we z'ntuz'tz'vef}/ féef is the case.

z;% person mzc'y/ft Jarefér that ke have an unfaz'rfj farje share of\ Jocz'et}/ s resources. (ltifitarianism says that we
should take this  person s Je/ﬁ&/; Jaref\erenceef into account when z[éa'cﬂnj how to divide wp resources in Joa'eg}/.
This > goes qyaz'n.st our intuition that we are not moraf[}/ oﬁ/zc'yater[ to consider Je&qef/; Jar@%rence& ?f that sort.

Criticism of Utilitarianism

t;%mar@m Sen ( TSOL ), in order to construct an alternative ﬁameu/org ﬁr standard cy[' fz'vz'nj and Yua/z'@ (:1][‘ /z"fe
provides avan'eg/ cf critigues ‘?f‘ the utifitarian tradition. In erticufar fe questions the notions of‘ pleasure,
desire and choice as enunciated in the utifitarian ﬁamew‘ork: whick are z'ntrz'na'caf{y related to its moclhfz'lf}/ -

consumerism.

The view of the standard of fiving as pleasure, Sen argues, would'indicate that pleasures of different types are the
ofjects of value and that the standard of fiving consists of pleasures. Having a high'income is not, then, an ofject
of value in itself; nor is good health, nor the existence of a friendly hank manager whe is ready to Jend one money.
These things may influence one s standard of fiving, but that influence must work through some ofjects of value -



in this case, some type gf Jo/ea&ure. Jtis easy to be persuaded that Eeinj /ﬁgyfy s an achievement that is valuable,
and that in evafuatz'nj the standard ‘?f fiw'nj, /ﬁgafin&m is an ofjject ‘?f‘ value, or a collection of‘ ohjects of‘ value yl‘
Fg]ofinemf s a bundle of‘t/rz'njw.

The interesting question about this g]yjyroacf s not the ﬁs'jitimac:}/ ?f tafz'nj Fg]afz'ne&& to be valuable, whick is
convincing enouj/f, but its exclusive fecyz'tz'ma(,:}/. Gonsider a very deprived person who is  poor, emJafoz'te(l:
overworked and ill, but who kas been made J[(bzlfﬁet[ wWith his k’tﬁ:}/ social conditioning (tﬁ;cujﬁ: say, re/zq'yz'on, or
Joo/z'tz'caf frcz]ozyamﬂz or cultural [pressure ) Gan we Joo&n’[f] believe that ke is c[éz'nj well [Just because ke is F‘Zl’f]
and. Jatz'o“fz‘ec[? Gan the fz’w’nj standard ij a person be /ﬁjf ZJF the /z'fé that ke or she Jeads is fuff o]p deprivation 7
The standard of‘ fz'fé cannot be so detached ﬁom the nature of‘ the /iﬁ the  person Jeads. ‘s an ofject g“ value,

he q]aJaineJJ or Jaﬁea&ure cannot fos&i[fy make a sertous claim to exclusive refevance, so Den contends.

s an oljject of vatue, Sen feels that desire fulfillment is very fimited; if it is such an ohjoct at aff. Jn assossing
the well-being and the quality of Jife of a person, happiness may kave direct refevance. Dut the value of desire has
to b assessed and a persen s dsire for something e or she does netvatue correspendingly, and would'not do so
even on further reflection, may not be a good ground for counting it in the evaluation of that persen s well-being or
Jiving standard. The fulfillment of a person s desires may or may not be indicative of a kigh Jevel of well-being or
of fiving standard. The battered slave, the broken unemployed; the hopeless destitute, the tamed housewife, may
fhave the courage to desire fittle, but the fulfilfment of those disciplined desires is not a sign of great success and’
cannot be treated in the same way as the fulfilfment of the confident and demanding desires of the better placed.

Fnd ﬁnaf'f}/ about choice pekaviour. %ujlf interesting on its own, its interpretation as indicative czf weff-ﬁeiny
is strained because cf the Ez'mzr] refation undérfyz'nj it. c{f you choose X W/feny is available, then X has /ﬁj/ﬁsr
uti/ig/ ﬁr you tﬁany. It conféuntﬁf c%oainj with, 5engﬁtz'nj. Den believes that the Jog]au/arz’f}/ o]p this view in
economics is due to a mixture ojp an obsessive concern with OiJeerlﬁl'ﬂl:‘}/ and a Joecu/z'ar /fe/z'e]p that choice, in
Joartz'cu/ar, market choice, is the onfy human aspect that can be observed: “What you choose must depend on your
motivation. While the  pursutt ?f one s own Weff—b-ez'nj isa joor[ enouj/; motivation, it is not ?f course the on[y
Jao&.n'ﬁfe one. gf‘ you do Jomet/;z'nj fér national [pride, the jfw:}/ (7[‘ your ﬁﬁt[;ﬂff or cricket team or the Fenqqt (yp
your great aunt, its impact on your we/f—ﬁez'nj may be quite Jeconfar] and derivative, with the main ﬁrce belind
your choice refatin 1g to somethin g efse. Under these circumstances, to treat choice as a ref);actor OJF “your weff-ﬁez’nj

7s Jurefy to overfook the motivational comffeacz'g/ OJF choice behaviour.

To some extent the same Jamﬁ/em arises with the desire interpretation also, since  you may destre to do Jcmetﬁ?nj not
because it is Joartz'cu/ar!/}/ joot[ ﬁr you, but ﬁr some other reason. Jt is, ?f‘ course, guite Jofaua“iife to believe that a
faz'fure to achieve what one would choose, or to  get what one desires, is /u@{}/ to ajﬁ%ct the value ij one weff-iez'nj
acli/er&e/j/. ;ﬁisqpfointment, ﬁu&tration, and.. &uﬂén’nj ﬁom a sense of‘ faz'/ure may well reduce a  person swell-
being, no matter what ke/she aims to ackieve. Dut it is hard to  persuaded. that the Dnpact on the  person s well-
being is weff—reffecter[ lf}/ the intensity czf desire or the matrix ?f chotce, since the basic motivation is not avoidance

cf disappointment or ﬁu&tnrtz'on, but Jometﬁ;'nj efse fike national jfm:}/ or some social or Jm/z'tz'ca/ ideal.

We must, tFergﬁ»re, conclude that none of1 the interpretations of‘ utz'ﬁ'g/ - Ja/ea&ure, desire fufflffment, choice -
takes us very ﬁr in pinning down We//—ﬁeinj or the fz'w'nj standard, and the faz'/ure g]szz’es both to seeing them as
ofjects of\ value and to tm@nj them to be valuational methods.



Functionings and Capabilities

The ﬁifure of\ utz'fz'zi‘}/ to get very ﬁr and the rofe of‘ individualism in this faz'fure would. suggest /éofz’nj fér more
ofjjective considerations. In that context, it would appear to be tempting to see wef/:lr-ez'nj as rq%'cter[ tﬁ:vqu
commcz{i’tr}/ possession and (Zfaufence. Indeed this is the way real income is ?}/Jn'caff'}/ viewed, andthe fink between
reaf income and. fz'w'nj standard must be ftnr{y close. Even a utifitarian fike gjzjou arqued’ that in determining @
national minimum standard of\ real income  below which Joegafe skould not Kave to ﬁ/f, 7t must be concetved, not as

,
a subjective minimum o]p Jatz'aﬁctz’on, but as an ohjective minimum o]p conditions.

"7161; then  proceeded to characterise this minimum in terms of‘ commozﬁl}/ possessions: ‘The minimum includes some
Jéﬁner[ Yutmtig}/ and yuaﬁ'g}/ of‘ house accommodation, of‘ medical care, of‘ education, oj‘fzvo:l: o]p Jetsure, of‘ the

3 3 ’ ’ ’
tgaJaaratuJ oflfanzta;:}/ conventence ﬂnf&#éty w/:ﬂere WOT&‘ZJ’ carnezfon antf.ro on.

Sen arques that this is the nj/twt way to go. jt s easy to argue that it is more Jafaum’[fe to z'z[ent%'f}/ someone as
Faﬁnj a Jow standard ij fz'vz'nj on the  ground that ke or she is deprived (3][‘ decent /ku&iﬂj, or mﬁequwﬂe ﬁoz[, or
basic medical care, than on the  ground that he or she is dmf/] un/ﬁyafy or ﬁu&tra/tecf s a Birection to g0,
concentration on the  ppossession of\ vital commodities seems fm’r enouj/tj "is how Den sees it. ?f‘;wever, whereas
g]oufence in the f(‘vm of‘ commocﬁ@/  possession s undbub'tedfy bnportant in en”ancinj the standard of‘ fz'w'nj, is the
standard of‘ fivin 1g best seen as gauﬂence z'tJe/j?

s pointed out carkier, there is a difference between being ‘well-off and being ‘well, and it is reasonable to argue
that while well-being is related to being well-cff; they are not the same and'may, pessibily diverge a good deal. &
kistorical controversy may ilfustrate suck divergence. Jt relates to the impact of early industrialisation on the
standard of fiving of the Dritisk working class. It appears that in the period 1780-1820, the death rate fell guite
steadily, while measures of the opulence of the Dritish’ working class showed Jittle rise, whereas during 1820-40, as
opulence did seem to increase a fittle, the fall of the death rate was halted and reversed.

Sen clarifies the question of spulence through the following example (TSOL). Gonsider two persons A and B.
Dotk are guite poor, but Bis poorer. A hus a kigher income and succeeds in particular in buying mere food and
consuming more of it. Dut A also kus a Kigher metabolic rate and some parasitic disease, so that despite his kigher

Jood consumption, ke is, in fact, more underncurished and debifitated than B is. S who has the higher sense of
well-being and fiving standard of the two T Amay be ricker or mere cpulent, but it cannct be said that ke has the
ligher standard of iving of the two, since ke is quite clearly more undernourished and more debifitated: Jhe
standard of fiving is not a standard of opulence, though'it is inter alia influenced by eputence. Jt must be directly
a matter of the Jife one Jeads rather than of the resources and'means one kas to Jead a fife. Therefore, the mevement
in the chjectivist direction away from utifity may be right, but epulence is not the right place to settle down.

The variation ?f nourishment vis-a-vis ﬁozf intake is z'nﬂuencez[ b:}/ a van'ety %p/r}/ﬁoﬁyjicaf, medical, climatic
and social ﬁlctor&. TJo reack the same Jevel o]p nutrition as ancther, one needs a fa{yer command over ﬁot[ ?f one has a
Fz('yfer metabolic rate (or a farjer b-oc'[}/ ﬁame ), or yp one is pregnant or ﬁreaJtﬁeﬂnj, or ZJC one has a disease that
makes absorption more ﬁﬁ‘;cu/l?, or zf‘ one fives in a colder climate, or z]p one kas to toif a Jot. The move towards ﬁoJ
possession s cfearf}/ nj/t%, but the concern is not so much with ﬁot[ as such but with the 1:‘}/(]99 o]p fz'fé one succeeds in
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/z'w'nj with the /fe(/]a of‘ ﬁof and other commodities, ﬂvr examffe whether one can be well-nourisked, or whether one
fas the aﬁifil!?}/ to entertain and so on.

The same g]oJafz'eJ to other types of‘ commocli’@/ and other functionz'nja‘ - /z'vz'nj conditions ~ that are /febae([ é:}/ these
commodities. azjzrm s attack on (commorﬁ'zf}/ ﬁti&/fim, 't/foujhd made in another context, is r/ég]a{}/ relevant to the
concept (f][' standard ?f fivin 1g as well. The market values commoditios ~ consumerism - and our success in the
material world'is 9ﬁen Judged, l{}/ our (Zfaufence,‘ but despite that, commodities are no more than means to other ends.
ﬂftimate(/y, the ﬁqu has to be on what /z'fé we Jead and what we can or cannot do, or can or cannot be. den calls
the various /z'w'nj conditions we can or cannot achieve, our functionz'nja, "and our alr'ifitfy to achieve them, our
(cg]oaﬁifitz'es. ' The main  point, according to Sen, is that the standurd ij fz'w'nj is reaffy a matter of‘ functz'om'njs
and ccyaaﬁi/itz’e&, and not a matter rﬁ'rectfy o]p g]au/énte, commodities or utifities.

Gonsumerism - as a measure qf acguz'rz'nj commodities - can not tﬁ?ergﬁvre constitute the sum total qf our
Fg]gﬂ'ne&f | nor can tt, in ertz'cufar, constitute the Jaofz'tz'ca/ Jo/fi/o&g]a/;}/ fér the  governments to pursue their task
of‘ increasing societal wef/:b-einj. The  post modern notions of‘ the fhercic consumer would t/z‘éref'ore seem to require
more nuanced crz'tz'yueef, Jaartz'cufar{y f}om an (;zn'tm  point o]p view, where Jacverty and tgﬁ[fuence coexists in a
maz[zﬁmz'ny{y C(mfuo"ez[ manner.
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