Schemes of risk evaluation (2) Utilitarianism

1 Debate between Rawls and Harsanyi

Shrader-Frechette discusses views of Rawls and Harsanyi, but out of their original

contexts.

1-1 Rawls’s arguments

Rawls tried to establish fundamental principles of justice using the thought experiment
of original position. (TR#¥IARE) EVWSBEERICEVWT, EROERRBZHEIITDION
O—JLXDEtE)

The purpose of the principles of justice is to decide how to allocate primary goods of the
society, including wealth, position, liberty, esteem etc.

Original position: we choose the principles of justice under a “veil of ignorance”, in which
we block information on details of the society, who we are in the society, and our own
preferences. (MR¥IREE, TIE MBRID VI —Il) EVWSBEDTTEREDREBEZ S5, &
AMOITT—ILDOT TR, HROMEBP. HEDOPDOHENBLBDOH. BHDIFMHIAHEED
BIRISERTEND)

Rawls thought that the principles to be chosen under this condition are the following:
(1) Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive scheme of equal
basic liberties compatible with a similar scheme of liberties for all. (ftt ADRKLZE
BECMIIT BRD TRADEBEZ I RN TDOADFEEFCED)

(2) Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that:

(a) they are to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged, and

(b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of
opportunity. (t&H - BENRFFILUTOZRKEINBLSNEBEICOHROESND,
(@) B EBRFBIIZDOADRIEICHBD LS CRESNTLNDZ E(b) MRDIFIFEDSE
HrEmlc T ERBUDODVTVND I L)

— 2(a) incorporate maximin principle, i.e. maximization of minimal value.

(YOYIVRE, DEROBMEZRKRILT 2 & WS HIKRAIZBIR(L)



reasons why maximin is chosen

(1) since we do not know the details of the society, we cannot calculate expected utility
(2) if we take the possibility of becoming the worst-off person seriously, we cannot take
a risk of making the position worse.

(3) if the sufficient amount of primary goods are secured, we do not care much about

maximizing them.

1-2 Harsanyi’s criticisms

Harsanyi criticized Rawls saying that the maximin principle is not a reasonable choice in
the original position. Rather, the participants will choose a utilitarian principle that
maximizes the average utility of the people in the society. (average utilitarianism) /\—
YRV IOYIVRAGHNIBSBWVWEEZ T, HEDPDARDRADFIEZRKRILT
BEVSKAMEEIND TR EER T,

Veil of ignorance: in Harsanyi’s version, we know every thing about the society except
for which ones of the society we are. Other conditions (like the lack of detailed
knowledge of the society) seem to be added arbitrarily to justify the two principles of
justice. \=U Z—DFEZZ3BNOTT—ILEI VYT ). BADUHEDPDHTHDINEWVWDSE
REFHERTSND.)

To calculate the expected utility, Harsanyi assumes that we have an equal chance of
being each person in the society (equiprobability assumption) RAfFHBZESHET D7D
(C. HEDOPDOHETHDUEEDRIUTHDEWVWSEBE (FHEXDRE) Z8A,

[note that this is part of the veil of ignorance; that is, this assumption is made to forbid
the participants to favor certain class of people in the original position. it is not endorsed

as an assumption that can be used elsewhere.]

maximin rule can lead to various irrational choices

(Shrader-Frechette p.104, p.111)

the case of taking Chicago job

if we always worry about the worst case, we can never take an airplane.

in allocating surplus goods, maximin rule can waste the goods by spending them on

worst-off people even when they do not have the ability to use the surplus.



2 Schrader-Frechette’s criticisms on Harsanyi

2-1 uncertain vs. certain
She claims that Bayesian-utilitarian decision-making makes sense only for known
probability, not for uncertainty. (N1 XE&(FEIADER(CUIMEZ I, REEERME, OTT
FRIATERW)
In the case of Chicago flight, she claims that this is not a case of 'uncertainty' because
the probability of accident is estimated as "highly unlikely". (p.107)

[if so, 'uncertain' cases are rare. the word 'uncertainty' usually allows estimates like

"highly unlikely", "likely" etc.

2-2 individual vs. societal
She claims that utility maximization is inappropriate for societal decision making.
- individual risks are voluntarily chosen, while societal risks are involuntarily imposed.
(p.105) (BADYU RV EEAHBENISEIELDLEN. BB U RV FFHEEBRNICB LD
5N3)

[ does this necessarily lead to the maximin rule? Are people happy if they are

involuntarily imposed a low expected utility?]

- in a societal decision-making, fairness of the allocational process is important. (p.106)
(HARNBRBRETRETIOLRLKE)
so called "sure-thing principle" does not necessarily hold for such a decision.

[why sure-thing principle?]

2-3 stakes are high
many rational people do not wish to gamble, especially when their lives are at stake.
(p.107) (@HDD2>TVWBEEICF "Fr YTy ZLAEVEVWSDH+HEIBH)

[does it not depend on certain rough probability estimate?]

2-4 problem of biases
subjective probabilities are often in error. (pp.107-108)
-representativeness ({{F4)



-availability (F)FoIAEM)
- anchoring (EBAEE(CKWY)

[error from what point of view? if it is from the point of view of correct probability,
maybe what we should do is to find a better approximation to the correct probability,

rather than giving up probability estimation]

2-5 cases in which maximin rule seems rational

the fictitious case of Union Carbide (p.108)

—the result of utilitarian calculation is unacceptable and violates various regulations.
[The estimated utilities described in the case are strange. Also, utilitarians tend to

include social costs of violating regulations, which reduces the difference further.]

2-6 equiprobability assumption

the equiprobability assumption is ethically questionable. In reality, states of affairs are
rarely equally probable. (p.113) (FHEXRIBIBENICERNH D)

[Shrader-Frechette seems completely miss the point of the assumption. equiprobability
assumption in the original position has nothing to do with actual distribution of various

types of life.]

2-7 existing rules

maximin rule is in accordance with existing rules (p.126) (¥ 2 ¥ = VRBIIZBIED L &
H5—H)

National Environmental Policy Act makes it clear that federal policy makers should
ensure that every individual enjoys safe and healthy surroundings.

[We should note that Rawls and Harsanyi were talking about principles more
fundamental than such legislations. Besides, it is easy to justify the spirit of NEPA from
a utilitarian point of view. We strongly prefer safe and healthy surroundings to non-safe
or unhealthy surroundings, so ensuring it produces a huge utility that cannot be easily

surmounted. ]



