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Abstract
- » " '
~ .

@avidy Gauthier . in his recent work, Morals by Agreements,
' R

'

argues, aaméngst‘ other things, that *&ivdn, the choice Detween

oot :
choosing g constrained maximizing .disposition (a CM disposition) .

and - =& strgigh;forwardly' maximizing dispositipg ’(an osM
disbos£CIon) ; tat16n31 qge;t, conceived of as a ratiohal.qéilitx
mi&imizer,_would\chooﬁé'ihe former dis;ogition rather than the
lapﬁgr. kMéraover, ’Le afgues_ ;hat 'ghe cbnstrained maximizin%
,ifqusition’ is the uniﬁuely rational“ strategy given the two

-

“alternatives.

4 -

‘My response to Gauthier’s argument in favour of constrained.

maximization being the uniquely rational strategy is fourfofd.

[}

Firgt I argue that 4 CM disposition and an SM disposition are not

jointly exhaustive .dispﬁsitiohs. I then iidentify a third

disposition, a C-S.  disposition, and distinguish this third

disposition from Gauthier’s two alternatives on behavioral and
. T . )

dispdsition grounds. I then 4rgue that cthere are cases under

which it (would be more rational, in terms of utilicy

maximization, to choose. a C-S disposition rather han a CM

3

disposition.¢'1 also argue that a C-S§ d*iposition is a more

plausibie disposition for a rational agent conceived of as a

-
4

rational utility maximizer, to hold.

The implication of my argum&nté for Gauthier’s constrained"

=

, : ) . .
maximizers is ~that theys#are morally incontinent: constrained

+
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maximizers are moral when they need ‘not be whereas C-S's mcr01¥
take the occasional, ."moral holiday." I offer support for the
conclusion that Gauthier’'s CM is morally,inconéinent by arguing
that the conditions which a CM takes 3§6 be necessary and

1

sufficient for-him to base his actions on a joint strategy are

4 -

sometimes only neceéaary conditions for a C-S to base her actions
' o

on a perceived joint strategy and at other times these conditions

are both necessary and sufficient for her to base her actions on

an actual joint strategy.

«
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Inqrodwgtion

»

We live in a world with other \peoblo; we ara constantly

~

making agreements with them, agreements which are, for the most

part, mutﬁally" beneficial. When entefing into cooperative

ventures with our fellow man we expect both parties to the
v
*
agreehent to comply with what they have agreed upon. If either
. v

party  fails to abide by the terms and. conqifions of the
'agreement, then we seek redress through ﬁhe appropriate channelszﬂ
Suppose therF were lno legal channels, suppose there were no
pblitical institutions and no- sovefeigﬁ governing our daily
social intercourse with othérs, then what? Would we still make
égreements? And if sSo, what would motivate us t; comply with

those agreements, once made? Cpnsider these questions from the

eyes of a fully rational agent, where ratidnality is givef the

A
P

instrumental definition of "utility maximization."

‘David Gauthier, in his recént book, Morals By Agreement,

argues that not only would a utility'maximizer make agreements,
he would' also comply with those agreements, even given the

absence of legal channels, political institutions and.sobengigns”

L
/4
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His argument, which rests on cottain“ideali&ing assumptions and
an assumption about what it means to be rat10qgl {.e., utilicy

- .’
mgkimizution, {s that it would be rational for agents S0 defin!d
. \

‘to enter and keep agreements. Of course, this is not meant to

-

qimﬁly that, we shoﬁld make agreements, and keep agreements, with

averyone whom we meet. On the contrary, Gauthier 1is quf‘e

specific; he  argues that a certain type of ratignal agent,

\ / :
broadly conceived of as a constrained utility maxi er, with
coherent and considered preferences, will find it ¢to his

N ° s _‘ & B
{

{ndividual advantage if he makes_ agreements with ‘others, and
keeps éhose agreements, insofar as those agreements maximize his
utility in terms of his coherent and considered preferences.

3

Gauthier's instrumental conception of rationality as utility

. maximization is the foundation of his overall argument. Building

¢

LY

on this foundation he attempts to demonstraté how impartial
constraints on the pursuit .of individual wutility maximiziné
behaviours can be generated. His claim 1is ‘that he can generate
these impartial constraints without importing into his argument
any prior moral assumptions. To support this end he distingufshe;
a disposition. of constrained maximizati%n of utility (a 'CM
disposition) from a dispositiad of straight;orwird maximization
of uﬁility (an SM disposition). Then he argues that it would be
more rational to choose a disposition of constrained maximization

of utility rather than a disposition of straightforward

maximization of utility. Given these two alternatives, Gauthier



,
3

argues, the disposition of constrained maximization .of utility is
.

) ) t .

the uniquely ratignal strategy.
;, 3§

v ' ) .

N

Gauthier introduces Hobbes's Foole to lplny the role of a

fational agefit who adopts a stralghtfgrward utility maximizing
: S

strategy and raises the problem of compliance.

p— 14

~

Is not the Foole’s ultimate argument that the truly
prudent person, the fully rationgl utility maximizer,
must - seek to appear trustworthy, an upholder of
agreements? Foxr then he will not be excluded from the
. cooperative artangements of his fellows, but will be
welcomed as a partner, while he awaits opportunities to
benefit at their expense -- and, preferably, without
their knowledge, so that he may retain the guise of
constraint and trustworthiness. )

‘

{
The classdc, formal, statement of the compliance problem f{s

~

fznnd in the Prisoner’'s Dilemma (PD). I ‘reiterate Gauthler's .
d

scription of ‘the tale.

I' 3 ;
Fred and Ed have committeéd (the District Attorney
J is certain) a serious crime¢, but some of_the evidence
necessary to secure a conviction 1is, unfortunately,
inadmissable in court (the District Attorney curses the
law reformers who make her task more difficult). She
is, however, holding Fred and Ed, and has been able to
’prévent them' from being in a position to communicate
oné ‘with the other. She has them booked on a lesser,
although still serious, charge, and she is confident
that she xan secure their conviction for {t. She then .
calls, separately, on Fred and Ed, telling each the |,

same tale and making each the same offer. ‘Comnfess the
error of your ways «- and the crime ;ﬁu have
committed,’' she says, ‘and if your former parther does

not confess, then I shallfdonvince the jury that you

H

_ 1 Gauthier, David; Morals Qxi Ag;ggmgi;;‘ Clarendon Press,
"Oxford; 1986, p. 173. : \ N

-
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are a reformed man and your ex- partner evil {ncarnate;
the judge will sentence you to a year and him to gpen.
Do not confess, and if your former partner dges, then
you may infer your ;fate. And should neither of you
choose tp confess, then I shall bring you to trial on
this other matter, and you may count on, two years,'

‘But what,' says Fred (or Ed), ‘'if we both confess?’
‘*Then,’ says the District .Attorney, 'I, shall let
justice take 4its natural course with you -- it’'s a
serious crime so I should estimate five years,'' and ~
without further ado she leaves Ed (or Fred) to solitary .
_ reflection. 2 ) , .
. ’

The problem for Fred and Ed is extremely serious if they are
-y f
straightforward/utility maximizers. If Fred and Ed both confess

then each faces five years in jail; if neither Fred nor Ed
s)*‘ N '
confess they each face two years in jail. This "is the best

solution given the description of the problem. I1f Fred confesses,

and Ed ‘does not, then Fred faces only one year in jail while Ed

faces ten years in jail. If Ed confesses, and Fred does not, then

Ed faces only one year in jalil while Fred would face ten yeﬁrs in~

jail., 1 now return to Gauthier’'s description of the reasoning

involved for both Fred and Ed.

’
Both - are quite single-mindedly 1interested |in
minimizing thelr time behind bars, and so both
represent the situation in this simple way:

< He V4
- confesses does not confess
I confess \ 5 years each 1 year for me,

.

o2 Morals By Agreement; op cit. rpp 79-80. .This dilemma is
credited to A. W. Tucker and is recounted by Luce, Duncan R. and

Raiffa, Howard, in
Sn;xgx John- Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, ‘1958, p. 94.

~ . 1

N
3
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) 10 for him
do not confess 10 years for ne, 2 years each
1 for him
* ’
So each reasons: 'If he confesses, then I had betteg
confess -- otherwise. I'm in for ten years: If he

doesn’t confess, then if I confess I’'m out in a year.
vo whatever he does, I sheuld confess. Indeed’' (each
being a student of strategic rattdnality and the theory
of games) 'in this situation there is but one outcome
in' equilibnjum -- the product of mutual confession. My
course {s clear.’

And the District Attorney (also a student of
strategic rationality and the theory of games) returns
to Fred and Ed on the following day, a smile on her
face, te collect the confessions which she knows are
forthcoming, and which will put Fred and Ed out of evil
paths for five years -- whereas, Lf they had kept their
mouths shut (or thelr pens dry), they would have been
beck at their favorite occupations in but two years.

Straightforward utility wmaximizers, even if they agreed not
to confess should they ever find themselves In a Prisoner's

QA
Dilemma situation, would confess {f trey were strictly concerned

with their own interest. They would both confeés, because neither
Eould be certain that the other wguld not confess.
. e

The Prisoner’s Dilemma has great theoretical importance for

it encapsulates the problem of strategically rational chofice iIn
cases of strategic interaction: basically, each actor, in such a
two-person one-shot Prisoner’s Dilemma, must base his chloice of

astion omn his expedtation of the other’s choice of action.

Fgrmally there are three conditions imposed on strategically

{

4
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rational choices.\ .

A
A: Each person 8 choice must be a rational response-to
the choices she expects the" others to make.
B:‘Each person mustvexpect every other person’s choices
- to satisfy condition A. i . ° '
C:. Each person must believe her choice and exoectationf
to be reflecgted in .the expectations of .every other,

person. Nt e ‘ o A\

» ) K g

©

In the Prisoneg's Dilemma faced by Fred and Ed these threé¢

conditions of strategicailf'rational choice dictate Fred and Ed's

solution to the problem they find themselves in. Each confesses

not only ‘because neither can rely on the other not to confess but

a})so because theilr reasoning reflects these three conditions of’

‘strategicaily‘rational choice.

Gauthier argues that 'if rational agents were to cﬁbose a

disposition of constrained maximization of utility, rather than a

- . ‘
4 ugrglg by Agreement, op-cit.,.p. 61.

Condition A relates the rationality of .the actor
to the framework™ of interaction; it requires her to be
strategfbally rational. Conditig¢n B makes:explicit the
assumption “that all parties !'to the interaction are
.strategicaily rational and that this rationality is a
matter of coimon knowledge. Condition C- makeé explicit
the assumption that each person views the situq&ion as
“1f . her knowledge of - the grounds -of .choice were

"~ complete, shared "by all, and known by all to be so
shared., . ‘ )

-’ e | \\\\ ’ .
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'”disposition of straightforward maximization of wutility, then,
even given the three formal conditions of strategioniiy rotionai
choice, his ceonstrained maximizers of utility can enpect to do
better'imxbo two-pérson one-ohot Prisoner's Dilemma than coulo/

straight-forward maximizers of utility. . /

. G v ) 5 ) ’ f‘.:‘

Of course there are some further assumptions Gauthier y%kes,
‘ /

"the virtue of translucency being an important ‘one, 4anhd his

argument 1is far more complex ‘than the brief synopsié I have

i

offered here. What is important about Gauthier s argument is that

h 4

he challenges the received view of what utility maximization‘

consists of, and in Joing so ho is better equippe%;to answer some
of the objectiops which have long plagued variouéxphilosophies of
egoism. Gautnier'goes.so far as to suggest that his argument for
constrained moximiz&tion can solve the formal problem of the

Prisoner’'s Dilemma. . /

If Gauthier's argument is as gopgfas he claims many of our
. . / .",_V ) - “ . ~
current secial systems and strgﬁtures would have to be

reexamined. Political solutions‘miéht no iongeere.roonired to

reooloe tho problems posed by ag?éts acting strictly to maximize

their own utilitios; ‘social orograms would 'requitej new and

‘innovative justifications Compelled by the logic‘of Gauthiet 8
-

reasoning we would have to accept his conclus&pns on a new moral

order.
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However,' Gauthier's moral ente\rprise is not succesiful One
'mistake he makes 1s. togassume that a disposition of cofistrained

ma%kimization o§ utility and a disposition of straightforward

bmaximiiﬁtion of utility are xfointly exhaustive dispositions. I
argue that this 1{is not 'the " case by identifying a third

alternative,' a C-S disposition;” I argue that this third

')

alternative dispositjon can readily be distinguished from either

of Gauthier’'s two aiternatives;'if not on behavioral grounds then

. on dispositiponal grounds..I also-argue that this C-S amsposition
is‘a_more plausible‘oonception of what an agent, conceived of as
a utilicy maximizer, would be like. And moreover I argue that

o

this.C-S disposition 1Is at leastfas‘;ational as Gauthier's CM

disposition in 'some cases. _sa§ that' I can find

.conditions under which it would‘be ra fhi;‘in terms of utility

maximization, to dispose onese: fa_‘“ S ‘disposition. The

implication for Gauthier, assuming my argument to be' valid is

<%

first that Gauthier s constrained maximizer of utility is morally

.incontinent; that is to say he 'is‘ moral when the dictates of
rationality'do not require'him‘to;be. The'secondvimnlication is
that Gauthier's 6M disposition is not the' uniquely rational
strategy he.thinks itlis. - '%kﬂ | |

. A P
N - In putting forth my - argument for this C S disposition I have
been careful to present it on terms which do not violate any. of
Gauthier's assumptions. Furthermore, I have had to identify and
clarify some issues_whieh Gauthier was not too ciear on; I then

-
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used ‘these clarifications to my advantage when doing so was

permitted.

- The first chapter of this paper consists of‘hn overview of
Gauthier’s project. I idgntify the five central ideas of his
- overall argument agd present ;hem to th; reader for the purpose '
\ of Eeing able to relate the major argumentative portion of my
thesis to Gauthier'; overall task. Chaptef II and‘IIi.are the‘
_a%gumentative portioh?$of chif thesis. In the%e twoﬂchagters I
,;Et .out in detail my aréument for. a. C-S disposition and
demonstrate why it is at least as‘rétional a scratégyfin som;
dases as Gauthier's CM dispogitioﬁ. Thére are two appendixes‘to
this—thesis; the fitst offers an exglidatioﬁ of Gauthier's
.tec%nical apparatus while the second'éppendix givés the‘resﬁfts
of wvarious calculatioqs, to valiéatg' my argument. Though -ﬁy
aﬂgumenp 1; essePtiaily critical of Gauthief it‘can bé viewed as
~a constructively critical thésis; I think Gauthier can use and
buildjon somé;of the arguments I have presented fo:strengthen his

. q e
position. ° o : .

.
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Chapter I-

v The Gauthier Moral Enterprise

L 4
]

The goal of David Gauthier’s recent book Morals By Agreement
is tou,argue for a ”eohtracterian ‘rationale for morality:"lgln
order to provide a contractarian rationale for morality Gauthier

must accomplish two separate tasks. First. he must define the

'

content 'of his principles of morality, then " he must . provide ;
ieasons for complying w¥th these- content-laden moral principles

Gauthier is aware of bo&h of these tasks and, in setting forth to
i

fulfill them, he offers an argument that will challenge

c .
k]

SO

e . - . ' )

2

- rational agents make no

-

philosophers for decades to come.

Y

In a vHobbesian state of nature

[y

distinction between what they méy "and may not do, what they
! ‘ : >

should and should not do.'Gauthier argues that insofar as it Cen
‘ — ' ‘ ‘ : ¢

1 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 9. This thesis has
profited immensely from discussions with Professor Wes Cooper,
Professor Steven meHaven,,and graduate students Jill Hunter and
Joe Mackenzie.

2 A "state of nature" can basically be understood as a pre-
government state’ of humanity, where "the descriptions -fall
anywhere between the extremes offered by Hobbes and Rousseau. In"
Hobbes' description we have a war of all against all" where life
is- ”ndsiy, brutish and short. Rousseau’s description of the
state of nature is somewhat more positive; in his description we
have the "noble savage" who lives d life completely Opposite to
the one described by Hobbes. ‘

qu Gauthier'’s project he has in mind.the Hobbesian portraitv

of the state of nature. If.we were all noble savages living the_”’

lifeRousseaudepicts moralsbyagreementwouldbecompletelyunnecessary

.10
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be shown that these agents will accept constraints on the pursuit

of their 1ndiyiduai utiifty J.maximiiing beh@viors then these

L

constraints can be viewed as moral ptincipies.‘

We shall argue that the rational principles for making
choices, or decisions among possgblp actions, include
some that constrain the ‘actor pursuing his own interest
in .an impartial < way. These we "ildentify as moral]

« principles.% _ - v

-

Thus, for Gauthier, moral princip}es conéist of rationally self-
imposed constraints. This is the "suybstantive component" of his

moral theorf{ His "motivational component” will be illustrased

'shortlf. 5

- .

3 Gauthier’ initially defines . utility as a measure -of
preference, (where preferences have to be both considered and
coherent), but, to be more precise,{ he subsequently defines
utility as "a measure of outcomes ﬁ;presenting relations of
preference." See ﬂg;glg_ﬁx_ﬁgﬁggmgng opi cit., p. 23. To say that
preferences are considered is to say S .

) 1 R .

there 1is no conflict between . their behavioral ane®

attitudinal dimensions and ey .are stable under

experience and reflection. S ¢

'To say that preferences are chpherent is to say that they
meet the formal conditions of géme theory for ordinal and
interval measures. This is discussﬁg in AppqndiX‘A. :

Kurt Baier, in a yet unpublishéd‘papér,-given At,thofﬂgfgiq"f

By. Agreement Conference at Bowling Green State University, :ig :¢

April 1987, entitled "Rationality, Value and Preference.,K”"

the maximization of utility, i.e,, the measure of coherent and
considered preferences. :

4
oy .

4 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 3.

5 In "Morality and the Theory of Rational Choice;" Ethics;
Volume 97, Number 4, July 1987, University of Chicago; .pp. 715-
. 716, by Krdus, Jody S., and Coleman, Jules L., they make the

u

identifies four different conceptions of preference and raises’
problems for Gauthier’s instrumental conception of rationality as. -
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_Ther; arév five. éentrdi components which nrovidev.the
foundation, for morals by agreement: a morally free 20n9;‘minimax
telutive concession-(MRé), consérained maximizafion.- a revised
Lockean Proviso, and a Aréhime¢pan Point. Using these components
\andfdn idea borréwed from‘gconomic theory, rﬁtionality def;néd as
utiiity .maximigztion, Gaﬁthier "begins to construct an edifice
that many, 1f not all iibertgrians, would be proud to inhgbit.
Libertarian;'wduld want to~1nhabit.G§;thiQr's moral Qorld for
they would find ipf it all the ffeedom they woﬁld ;ant i; terms of
interacting with one an&th;r plus y the absencéﬂwof céerqion
nofma ly found in political answergpﬁo the problems of strétagic

interdction. I will examine each df these central.componehts in

turn, d nstrating their importance for the edifice Gauthier
9

wZRb& to construct,

& Ihs_ugmly_mg_z.e_n&
’\ . , ‘ ‘ ' o
] »

The'nb{glly free zone proves to be a beast which inhabits

ecoqym{d "theory, the perfectly competitive market. 6\r§n a

-
7~

distinction between the substantive and the motivational
componénts of a contractarianimoral theory.. ’

T“e substantive component specifies the content of the
principles of morality; .&£he motivational component
explains . why d& rational person would comply with the
principles specified by the substantive theory.

6 The perfectly competitive market can be described as one

where there ’ptivé&x ownership of the means of production,
where there 1s division of labour and a market exchange of goods
and servides. It also means that there is absolutely ' no

interference in the market by\hgy external factors, including the
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perfectly competitive market there is ho, need fpr mo;ality--

that is, for impart{al const?aints on fhe pursuit of individual

utilicy maximization -- because the perfectly competitive market

ensures that each individgfimﬁnp pursue his aciivitfol without

~costs to anqther.. In the' perfectly cpmpet;tive, market mutual
advantage, Pareto-optimality, 7 is guaranteed; what I do, in a

perfectly competitive market, in ﬁog&ay affgcté the optimaliﬁy of

£he,outcpme%for you. This ' is the §pse even though we are not

concerned with each other’s interest; chis is Gauthier'’'s "non-

8 IS

tuism."” \\\~ﬂ

However, in the real world of ships, sealing wax, cabbages

\

g
/

government. It is also generally -§ssumed that there.is no cost
involved in ‘the exthange of goods and services. In Gauthier'’s

terms, a perfectly competitive market presupposes that there are

no externalities, no free riders and no parasites. See Morals By
Agreement, pp. 83-100. For further detdilss about the perfectly
competitive flarket see von Mises, Ludwig, ﬂgmgn__ﬁg;ign,
Contemporary Books, Inc., Chicago, 1963 pPp. 237-239, .

7 To say that ah outcome 1is a "Pareto-optihil" outcome 1is
just to say that "there 1is no possible outcome affording"lbme
person a greater utility and no person a lesser utility."” See

Morals By Agreement; p. 76.
8 ug;glg_ﬁl_Ag;ggmgng,“op cit., p. 87. "The market requires

only that persons be concelived as not taking an interest in the
interests of those with whoh they exchange." Christopher Morris,
in a yet unpublished paper entitled "The Relation Between Self-
Interest and Justice in Contractarian Ethics,"” presented at the
Moxals By Agreement Conference in April 1987 distinguishes
between "asociality, egoism, mutual wunconcern, non-tuism, and
materialism" and argues‘ghat it isn't always clear which of these
conditions Gauthier 1is "relying on at different stages of his
argument." (See Morris, p. 10) While this may be an interesting
observation on Morris’ part it will not be directly relevant to

*my present concerns. :

: o
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and kings, perfectix'competitiye m{rkets do not obtain. 9 There
are ecbnomic inefficlencles, externality problems, free-riders
aﬁﬁ paralitas,lo hence a need for mofality: The outcomes in the
real world a;e_not‘Pareto-bptimal, i.e., there is some possible
outcome affording some person a greater utility; and no person a

lesser uﬁility. What Gauthier wants to argue is that morality,
A * Q .

9 One must be vigilant, when moving from the idealizing
assumptions made for the perfectly competitive market to the real
world of partial compliance, that thdse idealizing assumptions
‘are not carried over into the Sbal world of ships, sealing wax,
cabbages and kings. In partial compliance theory we drop the
idealizing assumptions which have been made and consider the
world, and the people in itf,as one would most likely find it.

" . :
-k It (partial compliance theory) includes, among other
things, ‘the theory of punishment and compensatory
~ Justice, just war and conscientious objection, civil
disobedience and militant resistance.

*

See John Rawls, A ‘&hggzx gf :Justice; The Belnap Press of
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA; 1971; p. 351. :

. 10 ; op cit., p. 87. Thef@ are two kinds
of externality problems, positive externalities and mnegative
eXternalities. . . ‘ ' '
An externality arises whenever an act of production or
exchange or consumption affects the utility of some -
person who is not party, or who is unwilling party, to
it. Such an effect may of course be either beneficial
or harmful; 1if beneficial we speak of a positive
externality-or external efficiency, if harmful we speak

of a negative externality orgexternal inefficiency.

~ » .
Corresponding with positive externalities are free riders

and corresponding with negative externalities are parasites.

A free-rider obtains a benefit without payihg all or
part of the cost. A parasite in obtaining a benefit
displaces all or part of the cost on some other person.

The fundamental distinction between free-rtderS’and parasites is
that the free-rider does not make others directly worse off
vhereas the parasite does.

s ) | R
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impartial constraints on -the 'pursuik of individual  wutility
vmaximization, is a possible solution, and a better solution than

a political solution, to the problemg of.ﬁarket‘Qgiluro.

A political solution to solvu CR problems of mlrket failure

would generate specific conduct - in %
3 }‘L-\
involved wQ\wg not be free to f ‘

would 1involve some substantive ru of conduct, rulas which

e

iven situation. The agents

they would be allowed to gtﬁ:;j

a political solution, .a moral soluti n nj'ows the rational a enCS
Q\ g -

ii: adopt some procedural rule suct;5 that 1t maximizes thelir
uwtility while mitigating the need er them to be concerned with
‘the needs éhd interests of others. Iﬁ a poiiﬁical solution rule#
are made and the ‘agents follow th%m whether or not their own

utilities are maximized, thus”bbtaining, if not a Pareto-optimal

solution then’a Pareto-efficient solution.

N .

o -

By ident;}ying a need for morality through the heuristic
device of the perfectly competitive market Gauthier Also opened
the proverbial Pgndora s Box thereby providing me with the means

,to plague unthier's concgp;ion of a constrainedu utilicy
maiimizefl I Yili show in the forthcohing‘chapﬁers th;s adopting
a constrained maximizing disposltion is not the uniquely rational
strategy that Gauthier thinks it 1s. If there 1is a need for
morality, and Gauthier argues that there is, then it must be the

case that the possibility for 'Acting immqrally exists. By
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identifying this possibility I am able tg ‘#rgue that given

sufficliently rare opportunities for acting rally a rat%onal

ageht might be better off if he adopted the_alternative of a C-S

dilﬁ;licion rather than the congtrained maxiﬁithg disposition

\

which Gauthiex favours.
&

Gauthier’'s approach for showing ithat morality is a possible
solution ¢to hhrket f;ifure is to use a rational barg;ining.
theory. In order to ensure that a rational bargaining approach
would be e}fective in grounding morality in rétﬁonality, Gaufhier
‘has to- show basically tbo’things:.first that it is rational to
agree to cooperife and second that it is raCionai to comply with
those agfeemenfs and constrain one’s pursuit of individual
Qtilicy maximization.

The, rationﬁ} bargaining approach for resolving market
failures can be broken into two separate probleqs. The fgnst
prdﬁl@m is the outcome of ﬁhe bargaining itself. One m“dt be able
to arrive at ‘an outcome which ’}sg'PareCO-optimal.‘“The second
problem involved with using a rational bargaining approach for
‘solvingv market problems is the initial barg-,ﬁing‘ situation
itself. With whatv afe the bargainers allowed to approach the

table?
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The outline for Gauthier'’'s bargaining apparatus begins with
some common assumptions about rationality and the agents involved
in 'game theoretic approaches to bargaining. Rationality, as I

have said, is initially defined as utility maximization.

A ‘ )

—

e

Let .it further be agreed that in so far as the
interests of others are not affected, a person acts
rationally 1if .and only Kf she seeks her greatest
interest or bénefit,

P -

Gauthier goes on to make some other idealpzing assumptions about
o ) . ,
rational agents being fully informed, equally rational, and

translucent to one another.

While these assumptions are innocent enough, 1in that they
. »

are assumptions which are commonly made in game theory, they

still pose a problem for strategic interaction.. 1? The main
2

problem they raise fo; Gauthier, and anyone else who attempts to
walk on these waters, is that it must be showns how it can be the
case that the parties to an interaction can maximize thelr

utilities given the three conditions imposed on strategically

f \

11 ugzglg_ﬁx_ﬁgxggmgn; op cit., pp. 6-7. In the course of
setting out the argument for morals by agreement this conception
of rationality as utility maximization on the level of particular
choices will be ;einterpreted sich that rationality will then be
identified with dtility-maximization at the level of dispositions

to choose. See Morals By Agreement PP 182 - 184.

12 op cit P- 21 Strategic
interaction is just when an actor takes his behaviour to be but
one + variable among others. This 1{is opposed to parametric

interaction where the actor takes his behaviour to ‘be the sole
variable in a fixed environment. »
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rational choice. This is the formal probiem 1Mustrated by Fred

and E4 yhen they found themselves in the Prisondr’'s Dilemma.

7 L o
. ;o
Gauthier’'s solution to this first problem is his idea of

"minimax! relative concession” (MRC). We can understand miniméx
relative concession to mean that in the cooperative enterpri;e,

which. results from the bargaining process, all the co-operative
& .

surplus, (the joint sum realized by the cooperative venture minus

4

each participants factor costs), 1is difided equally amongst the

two participants of the joint venture{ 13 Gauthier's technical

-

definition is somewhat more complicated. He says that _
; v LY

in any cooperative interaction, the rational joint

strategy 1is détermined by a bargain among the

cooperators in which each advances his maximal claim

, ~ and then offers concession no greater in relative
# » magnitude than ¢t minimax concession.

Gauthier argues that \ the equal rationality of his utility

S

maximizers will lead them to accept MRC as the principle one

would appeal to both in terms of the process of agreement and the

, -
content of that agreement.15 ki

. o

’ 13 umLa_.B.y_Axr.u.m& op cit., p. 145,

14 Morals By Agreement; op §lt., p. 145.

15 Gauthier assumes that his agents are equally rational and
fully informed. These are not uncommon assumptions within ‘the
framework of game theoretic approaches to bargaining and
generally they are considered to be unproblematic provided that
one stays within the boundaries of ideal theory. See Games and

Decisions: Introduction and Critical Survey;,op-cit., p. 5.

This (i.e., the agent being fully inforﬁ%d about

i
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To {llustrate thewipplicackgd of MRC consider the case Af
Sam McGee the prospsctor aﬁd &T;sp the Banker.l6® gsan McGee
discovered a vorylsignificlnc gold reserve {n gho Yukon but h
lacks the necessary ca;h. say $100.00.Rto rcgilto} his claim.
McGee approaches Grasp the Bank;f;to sochre the necessary funds
in order to register his claim. There is “no one else that McGee
can approach for funds.(Grésp is the only banker and no one édlse .
/“as the resources to lend McGee tse funds). 6iven that McGee and
Grasp the Banker are both rational utility maximizers a question
arises as Eo how the cﬁ-ope:acive surplus will be distributed,

. _ - N
assuming that they reach ah agreement about cooperating.

I3

samced
-

another'’s utility functions*), and the kindred f/
assumption about his ability ¢to perceive the game
situation, are often subsumed -ynder the phrase "the
theory assumes rational players,” Though- it {s not
apparent from some wrf{tings, the ferm "rational" is farvﬂ
from precise,** and it certainly mmeans different things
in the different theories thay have been developed.
Loosely, it seems to include any assumption one makes
about the players maximizing something, and any about
complete knowledge on the part of the player in a Xery
complex situation, where experience indicates that a

human being would be far more restrictive {in  his
perceptions.

* A "utility function" is simply the numerical representation of

a person’'s preferences 1f those preferences are consistent {n a
given prescribed manner. See Luce and Raiffa, p. 4.

xk Joseph Mendola, in a recent article Ln Ethics, Vol. 97, No. 4,
July 1987, argues that Gauthier fails to distinguish between two
senses of rationality, "rationality as intelligibility" and
"rationality as justification." AN :

16 Morals By Agreement: op cit., pp. 153-154.

A\l . . N
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McGee can't register h1s claim without the assistance of

Grasp the Bankef»aﬁd’therefore, 1f he cannot obtain the funds

“

necessary to registér the claim, he can expect no return on‘his .

1ab&:;s Grasp the Banker, on the:other hand, has. not .assisted

McGee in any way wrth respect to finding the claim,‘McGeeQHas
Jus; approachednhim fer'the_pqpey. Grasp, having read MogaLs.Bx
Agreement, and being familiar with the principle of MRC, €ells
- HcGee he will 10;; him the honey‘to iegieter the claim-\if McGee
will give himva half-share in the claim: ie., a 50% share of the
: coﬂoperative3rsurp1as. ‘Rationally, Gauthier argues, ﬁoor McGee

will have to accept the banker’s demands. "For althdugh:Grasp'?

N

$10@,6O is worth only $100.00 in the absence of McGde's
diseovery, yet McGee's discovery‘:is worthless to him“ without

Grasp's money." 17 o

N\
Minimagtrelatiye edﬂcession is appealed to:ty both Grasp the
Banke} ane MtGee the Pﬁospector during'the'ﬁrocess of agreemeﬂt
and- it is appealed to as part of the cdntent of their agreement
‘Both reason that if there is no agreement the;ﬁ&ccee s claim w1l§
be_worth nothing; there will be no qodoperag£§;isurplps. However,
if.there i; agreement then the ce-opérative sPrplue will need\to
be 'fairly distribqted; MRC is the principle‘ appealed to for

distfibuting this_egiiperativevsurplus.

"To satisfy the rational bargaining cendizions, Gauthier

%

P = | | ‘
17 Morals By Agreement: op cit., p. 153.
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argues, McGee and Gtagp, as equally rational .agents, go'through

the £3§lowing procedure. - First, both McGéd and Grasp- advance
: Lt -

their maximal claim; each claims the entire co-operative surplus,

Since neithéfwﬁbuid accept the maximal claim the chp% has made,

P
at o

if thevaantvéﬁ\reach an agreement they ‘then have to minimize
their maximum relétive\concessiont,That gs‘cO‘say.each reasons
that there is gﬁﬁfeasi@legcﬁncession pqian‘thagleverykrational
person\ is wiliin& to engeitain and they mfhimizn their own
maximum concession @elaﬁiv9~to this feasibie conceséion point..
Once they have‘ reasoned ﬁo minimizing their ;maximym‘ :élative
cqncéssion they can then reach an.agreemeht. A§ equallf‘ratioﬁal
aﬁd“;ully'infoymed agents, Gauthier argues, McGee énd Grasp both

stand to gain from social cooperatt -; therefore they each\would

minimize their maximum relative  »ntession and reach agreement.

&

In bargaining sitg;tiong-Su;h as this, the "willingﬁégs”to
concede" to tﬂe feasible concession point, Gaﬁthier sé&sf
"expresses the edual rationalit&" of the bargainers. 18 éhis is
to be‘distinguish%? from, though:,it doésn'c conflict with, éhi
instrumental conception of ratiqnélity as utility maximiZatioﬁlin
thosg"cases vwhére straightforward maximiéer:, ,(SM's),. gnd
constrained maximizers of utility, (CM'#)! réason parametriﬁfliy -
over a'join% or an individual strategy,‘oi};ho#é cases where a

rational agent reasons = parametrically over  a constrained

"maximizing or a straightforward maximizing disposition. ,This:f

-~

18 HQIALLH_AM op cit. p. 143.
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distinction becomes clearer as I ptoceed.

James Fishkin, in a yet unpublished. paper, <challenges
Gauthier’s principle of minimax relative concession,_MRC Fishkin
argues, using :he example cited below, that there may ‘be cases
where one does not  stand to gain any . surplus from social
codperation. ~Hence, there mﬁy be‘ no ratioﬁal reaso;; on
.Gauthier's own terms, for suchrindividuals to enter into society.

4

'MRC will not provide a sufficient reason for social cooperation

even given the nonviolationi of Gauthier’'s revised Lockean#
" Proviso. '
Claude Brown, Fishkin says, conducted a study on some
violent youths in the™ Harlem Ghetto. "It. included several

accounts of how their violent behaviour seemed rational. Brown
challenged them with the following reasoning about how a_life of

crime was not in their interest."

Every time he goes on the prowl, for a victim or an -
.establishment, he runs the risk of one of three serious
misfortﬁnes there is a 60% chance he will be killed,
—"pérmanently maimed or end up doing a long bit in jail.
And even if he succeeds in getting over nine or ten
times for $1,000 or more, in a few days to a week at
"most he will be right back where he started -- at the
# bottom of the hill.., Couldn t he see how futile it
was? . -

~

"Brown was.staftled.b} the response to this_chailenge by a .
. youth he describes as not yet old enough to shave but who was

doing a fifteen yean»seycencé for Afmed robbery:"
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"I see where you comin’ from, Mr. Broww" he ¥replied,
t you got things kind of turned around the wrong
way. You see, all the things you 'say could happen to me
is dead on the money and that is why I can't lose. Look
at it from my point of view for a minute. Let’s say I
go and get wiped (killed). Then I ain't got no more -
needs, right? All my problems are solved. I don't need
no more money, no more nothing, right? OK, supposin’ I
get popped, shot in the spine and paralyzed for the
mpst of my life -- that could happen playing football,
you know.. Then I won't need a “whola lot of money
becaus® I'won’t be able to go no place and do nething, -
right? Now if I get busted and end. . up Iin the Jjoint
pulling a dime and a" nickel 1like I am (15 year
sentence) then I don’t have to worry about no bucks, no
" clothes. 1 get free tent and three square meals a day.
So you sée Mr. Brown, I don’t really lose: 9 A\

(VI

Given }hg reasoning. of this 'child from ﬁhe ghetto, there 1is no
rationallregﬁpn'for him to end his life on the edge of soclety
and make an a§{eemeng to entér_society for sbciety cann?t,‘hﬁ.
beiieves;‘ offer him anything .worthwhile to- make. such an
agreeient} He is iIn such a poor position to begin with that there
,wou1d be‘no co-operative surplus, if he did enter socieCy, for

ot

minimax relative concession (MRC) to be appealing to him.

‘ . et
However prior to even considering enteri%§ an agreement one

must first find qﬁEeptable what each potential participant brings
- _ ,

19 Fiskin, James; "Bargaining, Justice and Justification:
Towards Reconstruction,” presented at the Morals By Agreement
Conference in Bowling Green, Ohio, April 1987, pp.~ 7-8. Fiskin
cites as his séurce, Claude Brown, "Manchild in Harlem” New York -
~Iimes Magazine, Sept. 17, 1984, p. 44. ‘ '

o2 Marazine, Sepc.
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to the table,

‘I1f persons are willing to comply with the agreement
that determines what each takes from the bargaiming
table, then they must find initially ‘acceptable what
each brings to the table. And if what some bring to the
table includes the fruit of prior interaction forced on
their fellows, then this initial acceptability will be
lacking'. I1f you seize the products of my labour and-

n say ‘Let’s make a deal,’ 1 may be compelled to
nccopt but?I will not voluntarily comply.

: ‘Gauthior's solution to this second problem }s‘the revised
B L&oke:n Proviso. The. revised Lockean Proviso prohibits bettering
‘one's situation thtough interaction that ﬁorsens the situation of
'another.# 21 1q other,words,.iflwe are to engage_in cooperative
intoractioh, neithet of us mdst.haﬁe been‘disaovantagEd by tﬁe
efforts of the person with whom we are bonsidering cooperating

If either of wus has been so disadvantaged then, for any

. .‘ y + . ) ‘.
cooperative .arrangement, compliance would not be ensured and.

v \ . S
20 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 5.

21 Morals By Agreement; 0p cit., p. 205, Alsoseep 200-~
201. This leaves open, of course, thé possibility that I might

have violated the Lockean ProviSo with respect to some other .
: person, someone that I amnot inte){ested inbargaining with.

- Having done so, if I now apprpach you inan attempt to bargain,
and you have no knowledge of my previous violation of the
Proviso, then youwould be at a strategic disadvantage. Gauthier
does not attempt to deal with this problemand inactual fact he
invites the raising of this problem when he says (pp. 200-201)

We shall argue that the terms . of fully rational - co-
operation include the ' requirement that each
individual’s endowment, affording him a base utility

not included in the co-operative surplus, must be

. considered to have been initially .acquired by him

‘'without taking advantage of any other person -~ j0r,

more precisely, .of any other ‘cooperator. ° i

.
®
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_social stability would be questionableﬁﬁ‘

Consider the example Gauthier uses to 111usﬁtqte that there
is a distinction to be made between worsehing another's liCuat;on
and;f;iling to better'it.'There are two individuaLs.‘P-and Q, and.
‘Q is in the water and about to drown. 22 Fér our purposes we will
c;nsider two Qays 1n‘which this situation Coﬁld'have ;risen.-In
‘che‘first case Q coﬁld have been stahding, innocently, on the
-bank and P could have phéhed Q- in. Ip the second case, Q could
have fallen into the water by accident. The -two possible outcomes

we wan; to consider are the outcomes where P saves Q and Jﬁere P

. v ) ~
does not save Q.

[

In the first case it.". could be ‘said that P worsened Q's

:

situation, for he ﬁushed Q 1in the wéter In ‘the second case it
could be said that P did not worsen Q's situation,»fo: he had

nothing to do with Q’s being in the water.

”»
14
’

Ogg\glght want to argue that in the second case P 'did, {n

fact, worsen Q's_si;uation; P could have saved Q, even though P

: i k] :
had nothing to do with Q's being in the water, and by failing to

"do so he makes Q worse off than Q need be. However, 1ntﬁ1tive

22 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 204. The example also
occurs in Robert Nozick’s essay "Coercion" in Philosophy.

C ; ; -edited by Peter Laslett,
W.G. Runciman and Quentin Skinner; p. 115. This axamplc is allo
- discussed, in relation to Gauthier’s Morals By Agreement by James
S. Fiskin in a paper,' entitled’ "Bargaining, Justice and

Justification: Towardi Reconstruction,” op cit.
. 5
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~ though this argument may be, 1t misses the point Gauthier wants
. to establish, Gauthier wants to use this example as an analogy

for the initial bargainiﬁg situation such that he can determine a

-4

"base point" from ;hichmbarghiniﬁg may proceed.

¢

The agreement made by Grasp the Banker and Sam McGee may not -
be in accord with our considered intuitions, as is P's failing to

save Q, but tha .18 no reason for rejecting Gauthier's argument.

AY

Gauthier warns us several times that <;
No doubt there will . be differences, perhaps
significant, between the impartial and rational.
constraints supported by our argument and the morality
learned from parents and peers, priests and
‘teachers., . . .

We take heed of this warning‘ andv c§ﬁE$on the reader that we
cannot reject Géuthier's.afgument just becausé.wg don't like‘some
of thes implications. Gauthier may respond; as H.P. Grice 1is
reported to have responé%d on ongﬁocéasibn,,”See her;, that's.noﬁ

an objection~to my -theory -- that's my-theory!324

The MSsgncial difference, for Gauthier, between these two

% 23 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 6. Also.see page 179 '
where he says "First, we should not suppose that our argument
-upholds all of conventional morality, or "all of those

- institutions ‘and practices that purport to realize fagr aﬂ% )
optimal outcomes."

o 24 Rachels, James; "Feeding the Hungry: Killing and Starving
#to Death" in Moral Issueg, edited by Jan Narveson; Oxford
University Press, ‘Canada, 1983; p. 163. Rachels' reports that
_Grice made this remark at a conference in Oberlin "several years
ago." '
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c;sea 1s:thgc’1n the fifst case vhere P pushes Q in the water, Q
is made worse off} but in thhiggcond case it is just the same ;l
if P had never arrived qn};h# scene. According to Gauthier Q
cannot say that P made him:)Q. ﬁorse off because 1f P had nbt
arrived on tﬁis tragic scene, and therefore did not save Q, tha;
‘this is the same aé P arriving on the scene,»(ndt having pushed Q
in the water fo begip with), and nq;:s#ving Q. Gauthier's b;no
point fbr geterminigg whether someone is made better or worse
off, (énd‘wha; each can apbroach che'bgtgaining table wich) is
determined by what g;e can expect in the a%sencg of another. In
tPé absence of P{ Q can eipéct to drown:

. ¢

. One migkt wanﬁ to #rgue. as fishkin does,‘thaﬁ if we applied

: R i : \
'MRC to this example of‘? and Q then Q must;'rﬁtidna;ly, on
Gauthier's terms, agree tohgivejP half of his futurekéarnings. By
P's saving Q, a co-opera;ive surplus is created, such th;t, gsf ﬁ
rational agents concerned to fﬁfther their own interests, Q ﬁust
accede to P's demands for 50% of his future earnings,.a;d "surely 3
this 1is not esseﬁtial Justice." Gauﬁhier can countexr this
objection by pointing out that neither P nor Q would have
object;d to this situation when considering it from an {deal
petséectife '25 ﬁhich mitigated their knowledce of who eiﬁhd:
mighﬁ be in this farﬁibular case., Neit*- aor Q, “when

/

considering this possible situation from t* ‘1ea] -erspective,
S S ;

25 This ideal perspective is Gauthie
- Ideal Actor choosings from a Archimedean
explained in more detail as I proceed.

ftion of an
it will be

O [~ g
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would have known who they woﬁld have been in this unfortunate
%

example; and therefore they would have agéped to the outcome

governed by MRC, as long as the Proviso had not been violated.

Yo,
I

Gauthier acknowledges the role the Proviso plays in his
theory in his ‘Preface to the text. To place the -quote in ™Mts
proper context, Gauthlier was discussing three central .problems he

had to overcome during the many years he spent working on the
I )

theory. Concvsping the third problem, the role of the Proviso, he

Bays,

And the third was to determiniéjhe appropriate initial

N position from which cooperdtion proceeds, which
requires showing the rationality of accepting a’ Lockean
Proviso on initial acquisition. (...) This third
problem proved to be the most recalcitrant; from th
initial idea of a -contractarian moral theory, whicﬂt
captured my imagination in 1966, some thirteen ,years
elapsed befote'fhe role of the proviso became clear.

RatibnaL agents would only consider‘approaching thgrtabie if
tﬁ;y knew that what eqch\iﬁitiallyzﬁrought to the table had been
.+ acquired %airly; that is to say that neither ‘of the ‘ragionél

agents would have beén placéd $t~a straﬁqgic disadvantage by the
fdoerciv;'éffort; of the other. If this‘initiél acquisition was
unfair then the bétgginiﬁg situation itself ﬁoild be contaminated
" such that ahy expected outcome would be unfair; this wouidiiead

to problems with compliance and hence sbeial instability.

€

26 Mordls By Agreement; op cit., p. v.
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The Proviso, Gauthier says, "is not the product of rational
agreement., Rather, it i; a condition that must be accoﬁted by
each person for such agreement to be possible.”h27 Should the
potential participants to the agreement fail to accept Tso‘\ue
initial position such that the bargaining process could not get
off the ground then, while Gauthier‘mighc have shown that thore'
was a need for ﬁotality with h#s mor&lly free iohe, that would be

2

the extent of his accomplishméqt.

‘ N
Constrained Maximization
|
Assuming that Gauthier 1; successful in showing why rational
utility maximizers ﬁight m#ie agreéments‘;hen, in order to supply
tﬁe motivational coméonent of his theory, he must show that these
rational utility maximizeré would comply with the agreements thay
have made. Why should Q pay P, after P has saved him? As a

rational utility maximizer, isn’t it 1in Qfs best interest to

defect from the agreement once he is on terra firma?

One straiggtforward reagon, thch/ was aptly phrased by
Hobbes, is that 1life would'be "nasty, brutish and short” {f men
didn't find soﬁe way, poliéical or moréi, to restrain themselves.
" A second reasén why rational utilicy maximizers might b§
concerned to keep th; co;cracts they have made is that they might

stand to benefit more from cooperating with othe:s.'AHoweva,

~

27 Morals By Agreememt; op cit., p. 16.



30
: : . "
while they might stand to gain more from entering into agreement
it doesn’'t follow that they wouid benefit more from keeping the
agreement rather than defecting from those agreements when it was
in their interest to do so.
, :

In f;cc, one might surely argue, the ;atgonal 4 1.e., the
utility maximizing thing to QQQ‘_}s to be a party to ;ny
cooperativesarrangement where one would stand to gain more from
being a ?Ef;§ to the arrangement than not being a party to the
arrangement. But in those cases ‘where defecting from the.
‘ arm;ngement ylelds a greater expectéd utility than following
through with tﬁclgrrangement then the utility maximizing strategy
"is to defect. Q might simply say to P, "your demands for half of
my fﬁtﬁre we#lth is a price too dear for me to pay. I will not
comply wigﬁuthe terms‘of our agreement." Gauthier hés to provide
Q with the reasons for complying wiﬁh his égreement, a difficult
ta;k 1f there ever was one. e

) To sol;e the cémpliance problém Gauthier makes a distinction
between Sho;e actors whb are straightforward mqgimizers of
utility (SM's) and those who are constrained (maximi;ers of
utility (CM'S). - An SM adopts a dispositipn to _maximizé her
utility }n any particularvsitpation that she fi#ds herself in,
whereas a CM decides to adopt a dispositionvsdch that she will

refrain from straightforwardly maximizing her utility if she

truly believes hersePf to be amongst others who 'share this

~
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disposition and heg expected utility'is nearly fair and optimal.
The important distinction between these two dispositions is thnci
the straightforward maximizer takes into account tﬁo strategies
of those with whom he interacts while the constrained mnxiﬁlzor
takes into account the utilities of those with whom he interacts.

\

Let us say that a straightforward maxinizer is a person
who seeks to maximize his utilPty given the strategies
of those with whom he interacts. A <constrained
maximizer, on the other hand, is a person who seeks in
'some situations to maximize her utility, given not the
strategies but the utilities of those with whom she
interacts.

This move to solve &he compliance problem 1s crucial for
+ Gauthier and requires some elaboration. Gauthier begins with
rational agents in a Hobbesian state of nature. He makes the
idealizing assumptions that these - rational agents are both
equally rational and fully infor;ed. He thgqu;réues that a
rational individugl would choose,‘ givenl tP; ‘Ai;erhatives 'of

either adopting an SM disposition or a CM dispgsition, to adopt

constrained” maximization as his disposition ‘for strategic

28 "Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 167. I wwill argue that
one can identify a -further disposition,. (I call {t a C-S
disposition), -and argue that it {s at .least as rational a
strategy, in some cases, as Gauthier's constrained maximizing
disposition. That 1is to say, given certain assumptions, I can
- find conditions under which it would be rational to chooae a C-S
disposition rather than a CM disposition

»
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interactiadn.

»

(; It is {important to note that Gauthier makes a move that
others involved "with game theory have not made., The accepted
interpretation amongst game theorists 1is that they identify

L]

rationality at the level of particular choices. Thus on the
received view a cho‘ce would be rational if and onlyvif (1f£f) 1t
maximizo& the actor’'s expected wutility on that particular
occasion. But 6n Gauthier’'s view choiC{ involves dispositions. He
says,

«

We 1dentify rationality with utility maximization at
the level of dispositions to choose. A disposition is
rational if and only if an actor holding it can expect
his choices to yield no less utility than the choices
he would make were he to hold any alternative’
disposition.

£

This move is important, Gauthier argues, for it holds the key to
answering Hobbes's Foole and it also provides the motivational

component his theory needs, thus (allegedly) solving the

g

#?29 Gauthier makes a distinction between "strategic choice"
and "parametric choice." In parametric choice "the actor takes
his behaviour to bes the sole variable in a fixed environment"
whereas in strategic choice, which 1is actually a case of

interaction,. the m"actor takes his behaviour to be but one',j

variable among others, so that his choice must be responsive t

his expectations of othegs' choices, while their choices are
similarly responsive to’ their expectations." This is covered in
more detail in Appendix A but for now the reader can refer to

Morals By Agreement p. 21. ™
v 30 Morals By Agreement; op cit., pp. 182-183.

) #

{
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-

In order for morals by agreement to be a viable alternative
to a political solution Gauthier has to show that rational agents
in a Hobbesian state of nature (or the prisoners {in the

Prisoner’s Dilemma) will come to accept impartfal constraints on

N

the pursuit ff their utility maximizing behaviors such that they
will comply with the agreements that they have made. If Gauthier
fails to demonstrate that rational gg;nts will voluntarily {mpose
these constraints on thémselve§ then the Gauthier enterprise will

have failed (and the poor unfortunate prisoners will have ' no
/

recourse but to spend the next five years in jail). -
\ ‘k
Gauthier argues that adoﬁting eithet? a CM dispositioh or an

SM disposition affects the situations one could reasonably expect .

to find oneself in. He then argues that CM’'s will fare better
o s

=

3

than §M’s. §

—

1
v

A straightforward maximizer, who 1{s disposed to make

paximizing choices, must expect to be e&gluded from

cooperative arrangements which he would find

advantageous. A constrained maximizer may expect to be

included. in such arrangements. She benefits from her

disposition, not in the choices she makes, but in her-
opportunities to choose.

A

N d

. > .
31 17 will take advantage of this move on Gauthier’s part
when I construct my argument in favour of a C-S disposition.

.32 ; op cit., p. 183. 1 will argue that a °
person who chooses a C-S disposition has this advantage over the
CM disposition and that she will ultimately fare better in f¥cns .
of overall utility maximization than would a person with a CM

I3



There‘ are  some additional characteristics of CM's ' that

Gauthier argues for in suppdrt‘&f his argument for compliance.

F&rst,‘ CM's (and SM's) are "tf&nslucent"' as opﬁdsed. to fbeihg‘
either Ftrahsparent" or *opaque." To" say that persons are

‘O.translucent is Just to séy that® we can ascertain their‘

disposition to cooperate or not cooperate, "not with certainty,

. ) N . ¥ ,“"1‘ . ’
but as ' more than mere  guesswork." 33 G@Gthier rejects

transparency in favour of crahslucency ‘because his argument in

favour of a constrained maximizing disposition would have little
“practical _import in the real world of ships," sealing wax,
L g , N : :
cgbbaggg and kings 1f he only managed to shoﬂk@?is given  the
y ‘ ' i : Y

idealizing -assumption that a11  persons “wefejlﬁ}énspareht. He'

thinks that persons really are, to . some dégrée’ or other,
translucent and this helps”to-pogglhis argument over to the real

. * : " ‘ : Q
world:

Gauthier also gggues‘fhét CM's would be Mparrowly compliant"
a;.oppOSef'to'ﬁéing "broadly combliantt" A'narro&iy compliéﬂt

C person is one "who is disposed  to coo?erate in ways that,

followed by ‘311, &ield nearly optimal and fair‘outcdmés,".and é‘

person who 1is broédly,compliant is a'peréon who 1is disposed toﬂ

cooperate;fn ways‘that; followed by all, 5merely yield her some

vt 7

.disﬁosipion. | »
33 Moxals By Agreement; op‘cit;, p. 174. I will have somej

things to 'say about Gauthier's conception of translucency in

Chapters II and III. e T : ;1g€§ o

b
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Thaﬁg is another important aspect ﬁo Gauthiet‘s'argumentwhnd
that invoives the choice to be‘an SM or a gh. G@%thier fepeatedly
emphasizes that a éhoife ls‘involve& when a rational ageqtiis
considefing whether to adopt a?CM or an‘SM dispositidn Gauthier
makes little mention of what is involved in being able to choose
‘this disposi:}o ' .of what 1s’ involved after on@ makes this

T ‘ L
choice, or what 1is 1involved in chooaing a disposition to vPe

. . ’ \ .
narrowly compliant. ' ’ ) B ¥

Kraus and.Coieman’raise this issue in a footnote of their
article but then drop it. They indicate that they would have some

conceptual difficulties in realizing what éuch ﬁigpoﬁitionb could

be 1like’ for the purposes of their argument they need not

consider the/issu and allow Gauthier to "help himself to such a

, v . .
‘disposition." 35 am sympathetic to both of these author's

34 : ; op_cit., p. 178. In the article by
" Kraus and Coleman, op cit, they argue and argue very forcefully,
that Gauthier fails to show that narrow compliance 1is uniquely
rational. I will not consider the issue- of narrow compliance for(
this would detract from my main concern;" however, these authors
have. made a very forceful case against Gauthier in this regard

35 see Kraus and Coleman, op .cit., p. 722.

The disposition being considered, it would seem can' be
no -ordinary one. Rather, 1t would appear to be more
akin to a self-imposed psychological guarantee of
compliance, one which cannot be registed. If ft- could
be resisted, then it would pear .that straighcforward
maximizers would resist it iﬂgPD structured bargains in

.

4
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. concerns but nevertheless while the problems they have identifiod
need addressing I think vwe can, for the sake of argument, offer a
.response on Gauthier 8 behalf 36
vChoosing‘a disposition 1is somewhat like choosing a general
principle which will govern one’'s actions over ‘a wide range of
cases. This is not to say. that the chosén principle will prove t&l
be adequate for all cases farlit will not. However it will prove

\ >

adequate forimost cases and therefore the principle is sufficient

\ . -

to motivate us to. act such that we need not spend all our time

—¥ - ’ '
" order to maximize utility, and so adoption of it would
not result in successfy]l collective actions. But

because Gauthier does . want to  claim' that rational

: actors. so disposedgare still making a ‘choice when they

r\\\ngperate in the PD,>he wants the disposition to fall

short of psychological compulsion; yet, because he

wants it to influence their choice to cooperate, it

must- be strong enough to override consideration of

direct utility maximization It 1is difficult to

... conceptualize what such a disﬁ%sition could be and eVen

, more troublegsome . to contemplate its psychological-

plausibility Nonetheless, for present purposes, we
" allow Gauthier to help himself to such a disposition

» 36 0ne question about dispositions which one might want - to
consider concerns ‘the issug of factor rent. Gauthier argues that
omplete tax .on_factor rént cannot affect the optimality of the-
outcome. (See pp. $272-277.) However. using Gauthier's example of
Gretzky, assuming that Gretzky would play hockey for less_ than
‘current salary he receives and where factor rent id the
"difference between the least amount that would induce him to
play as well as he doés and his actual remuneration," theén one
might want to consider . why Gretzky would not change his
dispositipn so that there ‘was no difference between the least
‘amount that would induce hih to play as well as he does and his
actual ﬁ:omuneraén. 1 think an argument could be made that it
“would be ration for. Gretzky to, alter his disposition so thaty,
there was no factor rent and I think that such an argument could
be supported by appealing -to two of Gauthier’'s ideas, 1i.e.
liberal man and free affectivity. . '
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‘deciding Xhethér or not to.aét in any particular case. Ii we‘had
to make a decisioﬁ concerning each particular case, wqighiﬂg aii
the imﬁlications, copsiggzing all the alternativqiland'so on, Qa
would be.compleéely immobilized and never<make‘any decisions., On.
the other hand, by adopting some general princ&ple, some rule of
thumb that will guide our actions through the most trivial‘and
generally imp&gtan; cases, fwe save ourselvés the trouble of
questioning our general principlé,ih-all ﬁut the extreme cases.
While Eﬁis response may not be suffiéient'to assuage the concerhs
§f either Kraus‘of Coleman I think it céh(prOQid; the reader with'

~ka'fs‘uff:[c:lernt.grasp of what Gauthier means when hé'says rational

agents adopt a disposition thereby letting the argument proceed.

There is however another problem'with qéuthiér's conception
of dispositions which {s not addressed by Kraus and Coleman. This

problem is epistemological in natufe and can be traced -back

historically at least to Hob *Hume,~éﬂ&ikant. In each of these

$)

authors'’ ﬁri;iné@ftbay found the'neig for a political solutiod to
the problems of market failure on the grounds that actors might

beC mistaken  in their:pefceptions and/or their apprehensions of

v

what was going onvaround them. Gauthier fails to note that there

is a distinction to be made between acting on the circumstances
e - [

one finds one’'s self in and acting on the _perception and/or
N . . . s, . M . . ‘
apprehension of the circumstances one finds one’'s self in. In any

giwen: situation agents can make epistemological errors and

therefore the need for a é_olution,_ be it a political or moral



solution, to the problems of market failure |{s not economic

inefficiencies but rather epistemological deficienéies;

1

- Returning to' the Prigonér;s DLlemm#{ 1% both prisoners were
CM’s, who were both, narrowly compliant | and - reaéonably
trapplucént, (and who hOpefully had read Gauthié& s Morals By

;Axxggmgng), then we can see how they could obtain the Pareto-'
opﬁimql.outdoqs, i:éw; only sgrviﬁg two yga;s. They‘would have

made an pgreemenc, 'such thaq.if they ever found themselves in a

‘situation analogous to the Prisoner’s Dilemma, then they would

not coafess. Because they were CM;sl who were nartowly compliant
' 1 ' . S : :
and reasonably translucent, and not SM's, they could expect that

the othey would not»conféss by virtue of their each having chosen

'

.the disposition to be a constrained maximizer. Ifasthey were both’

SM's then‘they;céuld,no;,;réasonably, have tgislexpéctation.

ean int -0

- -

The-last ceﬁtral,idéa o£ the Gauthiér moralpgnterprise is.
that of°the Ideal Actor 1n’the Archimedean Point. The Ardhimedean

N

iPoint 1s somewhat similar to the role Rawls '’ original position"37l
'plqys in his Ibgg:i gj Jgg;ige.- The - Ideal Actbr's role is.
anglogous to the rple the POP's (people in the original pdsition)
play. The function of Gauthier’'s Ideal Actor in ‘the Archimedean

Point is to choose among principles of interaction -In concrete

37 A Theory of Justice; op cit., Vp- 12,

a
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‘terms, the Ideal Actor makes a choice “among social structures

™

émbodying these ptinciplps of interaction." 38
| " J

Y.Gauthier makes some ﬁssumptions abgut the Ideal Actor ahd
imposes some cbndltioﬁs on her. First, we are to %on:idet the
Ideal Actor to be fully rational and fully 1nformed We are also
'to consider the *Ideal Actor to sugfet from certain 1gnorance
.conditions such “that she cannot "1dent1fy herself as a particular
person'withig society." 39 The Ideal Actor is als; considered to
be a dtility.maximizer. Thus equipped she is ready to choose the

principles of social interaction and the social structures which

will embody those principles. !

Theée _ideél?zing assumptions .give the 1Ideal Actor :ﬁe
inférmat;on and . reasoning 'capability necessary to make the
choiées. she is to m;ke., The 1ignorance condition ensures
imﬁartiality on thdf part of the Ideal Actor. 1If shg cannot
igentify herself as any 1parcicu1#r pefsoh ‘witbin society,
‘Gauthier argués,‘ then ~he§‘ choices wiii be accéptable to allxi
- members of society, (assﬁming thqé they are edually rational and

fully iﬁformed as she is)., The Ideal Actor, Gauthier argues, @ust
- . o .

choose "not as if she -had an equal chance of being each of the

persons affected by her choice,"” (this is what Rawls’ POP’s base

el

38 Morals By Agreement; op cit., pp. 233-234,
39 Morals By Agreement; op cit., pp. 235-236.
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their decision on), "but as if she were each of those

persons.” 40
R | !
Gauthier also raises the issue of personal identity ‘with

-rqspect'to the Idsal Actor choosing from the Archimedean Point:

4
R

The self at time t; is identical with ‘the later self at
time ty to the extent that it identifies ,with that
later self, and this identification is measured by the
weight given to the expected-grefcrences of the self at
ty in the preferences of the self at t;.

"Given this description of persoﬁal identity, if the Ideal Actor
must choose as if she were sach of those persons,ﬁho would be
‘ . ° _ ’

affected by her choice then this choice will accommodate the
possibility of one’s future self sﬁgg that some furure self:will
" be able to ideﬁtify and accept that choice, given the ignorance .

v

conditions under which the Ideal Actor operates under.

What choices, given these conditions and assumptions, WOuld‘
'thenigeal Actor in the Archimedean Point make? The answer to this
question should not surprise us.‘Gauthier argues that she would
‘shsose:minimsx relative concession, the revised Lockean Proviso,

constrained maximization,» and the free market to embody the

Abrinciples of interaction which would govern the new moral world.

.; 40 Moxals By Agreement; op cit., p. 255.
41 Morals By Agreement; op eit., p. 343.
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'Thié is the essence of Gauthier's Morals by Agxeement, vdcﬁ

'

some of the particular details omitted. Gauthierf(kaa‘ bean,

described as "coming closer to pulling off this ‘argument of a v
. i \

lifetime’ than ‘anyone could legitimately expect,” azland I share

‘these sentiments. However, while he may have come closer than

anyone expected to pu ng it  off, his argument for the

Y
..

moti&#tional component of his theory does suffer from a very

serious progleh; it doegn’'t work. : Q

e .
4

constrained and straightforward

»

maximization are not jéintly exhauétive_ dispositions, I will

The dispositioné‘

- argue in the folldwing chapters, amongst other things, that one

can identiﬁy a third disposition, distiné;' from eiﬁher of‘.
+ Gauthier's alternatives, and tha; this third'altérnAtive is at
least as rational,vin some cases, as Gauthier’'s CM disposition.
For the moment let- us coﬁtrast Gauthier’s CM and SM dispositiéns
" with this third disposition, call it a C-S disposition. In the
following chapte;s 1 will pr;vide mu;h.mzre'detail on ﬁhis.third

~.disposition but for now I merel waht to highlight, through a
\ 01 y - O _ B ,
,ww//concrete example, what one could expect‘from a rational agent who

chose one of thése three alternative dispositions. - _ *

ConsidéfFRosencrantz, Guildenstern' and Beééésine‘43 where

——
¥

42 Kr%@éLd@ﬁ'Coleman, op cit., p. 721,

43 *Ihéd Relation Between Self—In;ereit and Justice In
Contractapgan“Echics," op cit., p. 47. Becassine is a character
introduced 'by Morris in an example he uses to fillustrate that

-

P

T

LA



~ h : R 42
Roiencrantz has adopted a CM disbosition, where Guildenstern has
adopced an SM disposition and where Becassine has adopted a C-§
| disposition. For the purposes of this example we consider them to

be cransldcent such that their disposition to cooperate can be

reasonably ascertained, "not with certainty but as more than mere

guesswork." 44 : 9

’

Rosencrantz, having adopted a CM disposiiion, encounters

Guildenstern, an SM, who ﬁants he: to assist him with'bringing in

~ v
his crop.. Given translucency -Rosencrantz is able to determine

- with some deg:ee of accuracy that Guildenstern 1is an SM.
Rosencrantz’s .response is to act straightforwardly, as is

Guildenstern's, Ehetefore they do not cooperate. We can even

imagine Rosencrantz broadcasting Guildenstern'’s disposi;ion to

‘others so that Guildenstern is socially ostracized even further
- in the future. If Rosencrantz made a mistake with respect to
Guildenstern’s disposition then . Rosencrantz would suffer from

‘being exploited by Guildenstern. One question to bear in mind;
N :

[N

for it will prove to be importan;\ later, is what ’‘would
Rosencrantz’s response be if she did not know what disposition

Guildenstern adopted? v ¢

Now consider an enmcounter between Rosencrantz and Becassine,’

self- 1nterest and Gauthier's conception of justice may test our
consideted 1ntu1cions

44 nml.a_ny_ummm op cit., p. 174,

1.1_
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where Becassine knows by surreptitious means (qng Rdloncran;z
doesn’'t) thaf fosencrantz will be &aﬁorted‘ back‘ to his own
country before she, Becassine, can complete her part of the
agreement. Once again assume that tranalucgncy enables each to
detect the other'sfﬂisposition; 45 both know that the ogker has a
disposition to cooperate .and therefore they agree to the
cooperative agreement. Rosencrantz carries out her part of the
agreement and Becaégine anly goes through the motions of carrying

~out her part of the aéreement. Once Rosencrantz has been deported

‘.back to the oid country Beca;sine ceases her _cooperacive;
activities gnd‘reaps the reward of having had Rosencrantz assist

B ° LN
her without paying the cost of mutual reciprocation. In this
case, by taking a "moigl holiday"“G"when\ic was convenient to do
so, Becassine'’s expected utility would | be greater than

Rosencrantz's.

Now. suppose the situation was completely reversed In such a
way that Rosencrantz could get away with not carrying out her
part of the cooperative arrangement for Becassine was about to be

deported. The question we need to ask Is why wouldn’t Rosencrantz

defect from this~agreement'when shé could do so without suffering

3
45 one ‘might want to raise the objection that although
translucency can detect another’s disposition to cooperate that
it may 'not be able to detect a C-S’'s latent tendency for
defection. This fssue will be addressed in chapter III1 but for
the moment I assume that translucency cannot detect this latent
tendency for defection:

46 Hare,“R.M. 1 ‘ ‘
Clarendon gress Oxford; 1981; p. 57. - .
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any future loss? The answer, I suggest is that Rosencrantz 1s, by
Gauthier’s account, morally incontinent; she acts morally when
she ﬁead not do so. Moreover, by ufferiﬁg from this moral
incontinence,‘Rosencranté's expecte&’ut&{ity must be less than
Becassine'’s ;xpected utility. -~

The above example highlights the intuition on which I began
" to construct my argument against Gauthigr. That is to say I

-

xwanCed to build an argument to show that if one could defect from
‘v : - ~ g

one’'s agreements without suffering any costs then a rational
agent would do so. In order to make such an argument I need to
spell out in detail the differences between these dispositions

and then I need to find a formal argument which will support this

intuition. I attempt both of these tasks in the following

-

L]

chapters.
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Chapter 11

p . The Motivational Component

Strategic rationality, as opposed to parametric rationality.
involves interaction with another person where not only is each
person in the strategic’ interaction concerned to maximize his or
her wutility but also‘ each person’s cholce is reciprocally

anticipated by each party to the interaction.l Consideft the

P
followingbexample:

Jane wants very much to go to Ann's party. But even
more she wants to avoid Brian who may be there. Br n
wants very much to avoid Ann’s party. But even more §fé
wants to meet Jane. If Jane expects Brain to be a
Ann’s party she will stay at home. If Brian expects
Jane to stay at home then so will he. If Jane expects
Brain to stay at home she will go to .the party. If
Brian expects Jane to go so will he. If Jane ... but -
this is where we began.

Jane and Brian have a problem, the same problem we all face

[

when we are each concernped to act in our own best interest and

-

1 Recall conditions A, B and C from the-In&roductiont'ﬁ

A: Each -person’s choice must be a rational response to
the choices she expects the others to makeﬁ

B: Each person must expect every other person’s cholces
to satisfy condition A.

C: Each person must believe her choice and expectations
to be reflected in the expectations of every other

person.
.
"2 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 60. ‘
a : |
\ ?
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where the outcome thch best manifests that {nterest is direcﬁdy
dependant on what someone else does. Gauthier must reso}ve this

‘problem of strategic interaction and he must do so within the

confines of tbgﬂidealizing conditions A, B and C.

; - .
S . .
v

_Some might assume that Jane's" and Brian's probiem is
luppOlOd‘tO mirror the problem found in Prisoner’s Dilgmma (PD)
type sicaations. However this is not the case. Gauthier uses this
Jane .and Brian exanp}anas an initial step in moving to;ards'a
solutﬁgn of the Prisoneg's Dilemma type situation. He does not,
wity this example, resolve the Prisoner’'s Dilemma but rather
- points towards an approach which-might resolvye it,3 i.e., by
defining "rational response" in Condition A as\‘roptimising

nh ),a

response” in place of "utility maximizing response.

3 Gauthier thinks he ‘resolves the Prisoner’s Dilemma with
his argument for constrained maximization but in these remaining
two chapters I argue that he is unsuccessful in his attempt, but
this is” to get ahead of myself. Gauthier’s formal apparatus for
dealing with the Jane and Brian problem is explicated in Appendix
A, )

Pl

: L ] .
4 Note that in condition A "rational respounse" is
undefined. Granted one would think that "rational response" would
mean, given Gauthier's definition of rationality, "utility

maximizing response," and this is how Gauthier initially defines
"rational response"™ in this first condition. However, he later
redefines rational response to mean an "optimizingaresponse" and
this latter condition is referre§/€5<;s A’ Thd“i%pose of the
redefinition of "rational response" is to circumvent a problen
which arises with the *§stt definition. If Gauthier - left
"rational response" defin simply as a "utility maximizing
response” his argument would suffer from the obvious Pareto-
Optimality objection, i.e., not all utility maximizing responses
are optimal responses. By making the change to A' from A, i.e.,
by redefining "rational response"” to mean "optimizing response,”
Gauthier can claim that while it may be the case that not all
utility maximizing responses are optimal, it is the case that all

b
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Recall that the tw:!§r130n0r§ in the Prisoner’'s Dilemma are
separated and unable ﬁo communicate with each other. In terms of
years in jail theg face the following situation. If both
prisoners confess then they each face 5 years in jail. If Ed
confesses.and Fred does not then Ed faces 1 year in jail and Fred
faces 10 years in jall. If Fred confesses and Ed doés not then
Fred faces 1 year in jail and Ed faces 10 years in jail. 1If
neither of them confess, which is the best outcome, then éhey

each get 2 years.

)ily illustrate that Gauthler’'s Jane and Brian
example does mirror the Prisoner’'s Dilemma by presenting a
matrix for each whicﬂ outlines the preferences of each party to

the strategic interaction.

D

- Prisoner’s Dilemma Jane & Brian

Q
w
w
-
-
o
|7, (»]
NS

In the Prisoner's Dilemma matrix we have a cell that 1is

mutually preferred by both prisonerg, i.e., the cell containing

2,2. In the Jane and Brian example we have no such cell which is

optimizing responses are utility maximizing responses, at least
they are in the long run. Then, the argument continues, one can
better maximize one’s utility, overall, by adopting an optimizing
response over a utility maximizing response.
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0 : ‘
mutually preferred. There is another distinction as well between
these two matrixes; in the Prisoner’s case there is a dominant

solution, i.e., apsolution that either orisoner QOulo opt for
/riéardleas of what the other does, i.e., the cell where they both
’confess. In the Jane and Brian example we have ni such dominant;
solution. ” : . : . A !

£ad
<&

In analyzing the example of Jane‘an& Brian we find that each

participant, Jane and Brian, have four preferences. Jane’s and

t

Brian's preferences, hierarchically ordered, are as follows: .

J1. Jane goes to thé party and Brian stays at home.
J2., Jane stays at home and Brian goes to the party.
J3. Jane and Brtan both stay at home.

J4. Jane and Brian both go to the party.

Bl. Brian and Jane both go to the pavty. &

B2. Brian and.Jane both stay at home. '

" B3, Brian goes to the party and Jane stays honme.
B4. Brian stays at home and Jane goes to the party.

y

mo

The problem; it will be remembered is for Gauthler ;tos:

formulate a principle of strategic rationality that satisfies the
!

three conditions, A, B, and C, of-strategically ratlonalfchoﬁﬁe.
Each of the. participants has two choices; they‘can.eithef.go)to

e
e

[

s 5 An important point to note, regarding what has been o
said thus far co cerning conpitions A, B, and C, is that Gauthi
has defined "rational response" ih condition A as "utillty ¥
maximizing." By deéfining rational responge in condition'A. as
~"utility maximizing" Gauthier builds on hi? account of praet1c317
rationality and he can more easily illustrate the central problem"
- of strategically rational choice. He will change this definition
as his argument proceeds, as I have already pointed odt
tesponse will come to mean an "optimizing response.

// . . . m‘a

. 5 N . - . .;“1" ';‘
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the party or they can stay homnme. Consider  the fo%%owihg as

concerns Jane: ‘ N

If J1 then, via condition A, Jane expects Brian to stay at

~home. But by condition B. shé must expect Brian to expect her to

to be Brian's expectations.

S : )
stay at que.vais,.hOWever, violates‘cOndition C because her

choice is not reflécted in what she believes ﬁo‘ be Brian’'s
uh ' '

.expectations.

~ a

If J2 then, via condition A, she must Fxpect Brian-td'go to
the party. But by condition B she must expect Brian to expect her
to go to the party. Once ag;in this violates condition C on the

grounds that Jane's choice is not reflected in what she believes

Y
"<

o

The s'ame argument holds for Brian;lhe can either go to the

, ; : o . ~ S ‘ 8 -

party ,or-he can stay at home. If Bl then, via condition A, Brian
s N S : ‘ -d i N * B = R

expects Jane to “go to the party. But by condition B he must.

expect Jane to: expect hih\;o go to the party. But 1if Jane expects

Brian to go ﬁqithe party then condition C is violated because his

‘expectationsg

ch%ﬁée is ?not reflected in what he believes to be Jane's

il

< qf
Y

“If B4 then, via‘condition A, hé must expect Jane to go to .

the party. But by condition B he must expect Jane to expect him

to,go‘t04the party. As withvianeécondition C is Qiolhted.bedause

A

N
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Brian’s choice is not reflected in what he believes to be Jane's

expectations. . N - o .
v | | |
In cases of strategic interaction each agent’s behaviour is

reciprocally anticipated by the other;‘This mutually reciprocal'

anticipation is manifested in both the Jane and Brian example and

’ ° : e

o

the_twonerson PD and it gives us grounds for taising the»spéctre'
.of the compliance problem.(How can each of the participants in

these two examples ensure the optimal outcome given that- their
: “ .

expected behaviour will be anticipated and responded to by the

o 9

other?

We‘have seen thati%here are two tasks which Gauthier must
accomplish with respect to the motivational component of his
theory. First he must solve the compliance problem; he must show

that it is rational, i.A., utility maximizing, -for rational

agents to comply with 'the agreements they have made. Furthermore,

‘he must show that his answer to  the -compliance problen,

constreined maximization, is also the answer to'the question of.‘

kwhich strategy is the uniquely rational strategy, which is to say

that no,&ther strategy will generate as much overall utiiity as

-

‘idoge constrained m!xim;zation: Gauthie:’ believes 'constrained

.

maximization will - accomplish . both of these tasks ~given

. granslucency and%narrow compliance 6

[ r"f

£

-3 P . : . . S
ﬁ( v . .

6 1 wirl not address the Issue of translucency in any great
detail in tHis chapter or in the next chapter for 'any objections
to translucency have ‘to be real world objections and therefore

P NPEARE

. : . . g
2 Uk
. ) AR

?
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Gauthiet's approach for oolving the-conpliance problem and
the ‘ptoblem of ¥ which disposition 'is the uniquoly‘ rational
strategy is a threefold ~approach: first he teinterprets the
received view (1'9", Bayosian' decision theory and ® the Von

Neumann-Morgenstefnh"theory of gameé)7 of what a Utility-

maximizing conception' of 'rqtionality, is,,fhe Vspen makes a

s : .
distinction between constrained maximizers = (CM's) and

straighﬂﬁotﬂMrd *maximizers (SM's) of wutility and finally he

Oy t
strepg '@nﬁ his position with his arguments for t;anslucancy and

5* »“aﬂ 1

narrow complianoe '_‘ " ST s B
v .
1 will nﬁtf aréuoizagainst the overall approach Géuthie;'.
utilizes. On tné‘contr ry, I will make use of his ' approach and
. argue-‘,-ﬂus.ing s.oume of  Gauthier’s own argumegnm_ flrste thgt
‘ constrained maximization and otraightforward mdximization, cM and_
.SM, are not jointiy.exhauétive.dispositions I will argde'thnt a

o

\ third disposition, call it a C S. disposition, can be idontified

and Ndiétinguished .from’ both of Gauthier s constrained and

'straightfor&atd maximizing dispositions. Moreover, I will argue

L

they would not have much force against Gauthier s idealized
argument. What I do have to say against translucency is simply to.
“point .out problems that might exist with the concept conceding
that Gauthier could quite easily ‘respond to the problems that I
"will identify. NI will not be addressing the issue of narrow:
compliance for it is not crucial, at this stage of the argument,
_to either Gauthier’s or ‘my position For a detailed critiﬁism of
'narrow compliance see Kraus and Coleman, op cit, '

7 See Appendix A for a detailed account of what is involved

.in’ Gauthier s answver. , 8
D
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:thet not only is th{, third dispositi n at 'least as\rational as

. Gauthier’'s CM disposition, in some cgses, but also 1t reflects a
i . s . ; . ' ,‘
more plausible conception of ,what one would expect of rational

¥,

K3

- agents who are intent on maximizing their utility. .

N ‘- . g L o
Gauthier leaves himself open to criticisms by counter-

example by arguing that his CM disposition is~ the uniquely

rational -~ strategy. I will not argue that this third C-5S,

g

.disposition is the uniquely rational strategyg but rather I will’;

—argue for the weakerjclsim that it is at least as- rational as
Gautliier's CM—disposition in some cases. Thatw is to say I can
g ’ : ‘ :

‘find conditions under which 1t would‘be more rational, in terms

4

“of expected utility maximization, to choose a C-S disposition
rather than a CM disposition. I waive presenting this argument

until the next chapter when I come to consider Gauthier'’'s

‘nf

argument thut constrained maximizqtion is the unfquely rational
strategy. v
\ R : EA S e

S N
i

In this chapter my arguments will focusvon arguing for. this

c-§ disposition in terms of - distinguishing it from. Gauthier’'s two
T,

alternatives. I will argue that there 1is both a behav1oral'

" difference and a dispositional differénce'which one can identify,
snd these_eie sufficient toAmske the distinction. This does not
necessarily-'imply 'thst the behaviors of the three alternative
dispositions will always be different for they will not be. On

the other hand there wilL‘always be a dispositional difference
: o s . B,

-
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which is readily _identifiable by dissecting their respective.
’ psychoiogies. ’ _ , o .
. ) -
The receiued ’view of a utility maximizing conception of
rationality identifies rationality with utility maximization at
the level of particular choices such that "a choicexis rational
if end‘ only 1if it maxinizes' the actot‘s expecte&Veutility."
'Gauthier,‘oncthe other nand,‘identifies rationality withhutility:
maximizationﬂat the. level of dispositions to-choose such tnat "a ~
disposition is rational if and only if an actor holding it can
expect his choices to yield no less utility than the choices he
_would make were he to hold- any alternative disposition 8" This
point is essential to Gauthier’'s argument, for he will go on to
ergue that the disposition one chooses affects the situations one
can expect to encounter. A petson who chooses a CM disposition‘
Acan expect to be welcomed into a community of similarly disposed

" CM's while a person who,chooses an SM ‘disposition will suffer>

from the consequences of social ostracism.

In order to make my case for a Cesl disoosition being. a
~fcounter-egamp1e . to Gauthier's: CM disoosition 1 must accept
Ganghier's breinterpretation of what a utility maninizing
concention of rationality comprises;isThus“I too identify

rationality'at the level of dispositions to choose and oL must

show that the choices’ which ‘a person with a C-S disposition would

Wl

8 M.mlﬁ_u_ur_e_eme_n_t op 'cit.‘,\ pp. 182-183.

&
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make will yield no less uﬁility than the choices he would make if
he were to hold a 'CM disposition. .

Q ‘

Moreover, in what‘follows 1 will be compelled to ‘accept, on
ibehalf of mf C-S disgosition, many things Ceuthier‘says about
CM's. My argument for this C-S disposition will 1lie in/argging
that although a C-S disposition.is similar to both e’&u\and°an SM
‘disposition 1in . .some respects, fit is nonetheless . a distinct
disposition One will be able - to distinguish a C-8S disposxtion
‘from either' a CM or an SM disposition in at’ least one of two!’
wvays: by :heir behaviour in a given situationQ or by their
"reasoning in that situation. One might think that they could also
~ be distinguishef by the ‘reasons foi‘their particular behaviour

but unfortunately they cannot.. If I were to try and make the
distinction on the grounds of their reasons for their«particular_
behaviouf. this would involve a denial of Gauthier's definition

~of rationality as utility maximization. Their reasons for acting - -

are the same: eech tries to maximize his own utility.

Constreined maximization 1is the motivational4componene of
Gauthier's theoryA and - therefore his answer to the market
compliance problem @f why Q would comply with the agreement made
with P once he, Q, is out of the water and on terra firma of why
Sam McGee would comply with his. agreement with Grasp the Banker,
and the formal prolem illustrated by the Prisoner s Dilemma.

2
Constrained maximization is also Gauthier’s answer to Hobbes'’s



~ Foole. ‘ . y

The first ste% in Gguthier's detailed argument to solve the

problem of the motivational component of his theory is to make a

"distinction between an "individual strategy" and a "joint

strategy." An individual strategy,'Ghuthier says, 1ls "a loftery

. ! L e
over the possible actions of a single actor," afd a joint
'stfategy 1s\"a“lottery over possible outcomes."” ¢ peration,
then, can be understood as agreeing to a Jjoint tegy as

opposed to an individual®strategy. o (\\‘
"This is fine," says Hobbes’s Foole (and Gauthier’s rational
agents), "but when 1is it rational to cooperate? I think 1t is

rational to cooperate if and only if’ the utilicty I expect from

-9 M
A Ay"strgldjyﬂ is defined as "a lottery over possible actions."
There arg, two types of strategies; the first type of strategy is

to one action and 0 to all other actions. This type of strategy
has only one prize and the prize is always awarded. The second

Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 166; also see Appendix

a pure ‘strategy. This is where one assigns the- probability of 1

type of strategy is a mixed strategy; it is a 1lottery with °

.several actions as prizes. In a mixed strategy one assigns a.

non-zero..probability to more than one action with the sum of
probabilities assigne? being equal to 1. ' o

Gauthier makes two innocent idealizing assumptions with
respect to lotteries. They are innocent assumptions as long as

they are confined to ideal theory; if they were ported over into .

partial compliance theory then they would lose their status of
being innocent assumptions. The two assumptions are that there is
“"universal- availability of a randomizing rdevice"” and that this.
device is "costless to use." .Note that Gauthier, by expanding the
scope of choice from actions to strategies, has not increased the
range of possible outcomes. T -1s the case because strategies
are simply lotteries over poss e actions and, regardless of the
outcome of the lottery, there is still only one possible action.
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‘coopotatioﬁ. i.e., from adopEing a, joint strategy as dyposed to
an indivfdudllaﬁrétegy, is ‘at least equal to what I might expeét
vere I télact on my best individual strategy." fTherefore,""the
Fooie continues, "this defeaté the end of 'coéperﬁtion.”
"Cooperation," he adds. ﬂpresuppéses fhat‘the expected uéilitiés
are to cvefyohefé benefit."” "But," ;hé Foole goes on,, "why should
I Be concerned whether or not‘everydne benefits?" "If‘my expected
utility, from adoptihg an individual strategy, is at 1east equal
to .my e#pected utilicty from adopting a joint strategy, and if I
am not concerned whethér everyone benefit’s §r<not, then why 1is it
rational for mé to choose a joint strategy as opposed to’ an

- individual strategy?”

"The problemvwith the Fgolé'; argument, Gauthier argues, is
;hat :he"’Foole misses the point'.f His 1ndividué1 strategy 1is
rational 1f.‘ahd only if, it'maximizes his u;ilities given the
strategies adbpted lbj the others. The 'Foole's utilities are
depéndent'on what scrateg;esﬂthe othef.per;oh\adopts:’theyrhay be
more, lesé, or ponexistent, depending on which Strategf the éther
pera;;Wadopts! A Joint stf;tegyj however, is not like this. ™A

joint strategy is rationir“%nly if (but not if‘and-only if) it

maximizes one’s utilities given fthe utilittes afforded to the

LN

. other perﬁons."‘lo \

J

This brings us to the sééond, and the most important step,

10 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 167.
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in Gauthier's, argument, the distinction he makes between

constrained maximizers and straightforward maximizers of utility.

Let us say that a straightforvard maximizer is a person
who seeks to maximize his utility given the strategies
of those with whom he 1interacts. A constrained
maximizer, on the other hand, is a person who seeks in
somé situations to maximize her utility, given not the
‘strategies but the utilities of those with whom she
interacts. The Foole accepts the Trationality of
straightforward maximization. - We, in defending
" .condition A’ for strategic rationalit accept the
rationality of constrained maximization. ‘

-

:I argue that C-S’s, like CM's, will ?lso seek to maximize their

o

utilities given the utilities of others.

A CM 1is not simply an dgent who seeks to maximize  her
utilities given’the utilities of'those withrﬁhom she interacts; a

CM has some other characteristics as well. Gauthier offers this

enh&ﬁded view of the CM: A CM is

(1) someone who is conditionally disposed to base her
actions on a joint strategy or practice should the
utility she expects were everyone so to base his action
be no less than what she would expe¢t were everyone to /J
employ individual strategfles, and approach what she
could expect from the cooperative outcome determined by
minimax relative concession; (ii) someone who actually
acts on this conditional disposition should her
expected utility be greater than what she would expect

\

11 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 167. "Condition A'" was

discussed earlier. The reader will recall that Condition A of
strategic rationality -=stated "each person’s choice must be a
M’\eational response to the choices she expects the others to make,"
where rational response was understood as utility maximizing
response. Condition A’ has optimizing response substituted for
utility maximizing response. Also see Appendix A.



ware everyone to employ individual strategies.l?

LY

Basically, a CM is ready to cooperate if she expects others to

coopefato and the outcome is beneficial and not unfai}; moreover,

she wfll'“coopetate 1? »she‘ expects to . benefit. In order to

determine that ghe will, in faet, benefit »she  must take into

account that some persons, SM's, may not cooperate.

A C-S8 1is somewhat like the CM with respect to both of these
two characteristics. He nis conditiona}ly disposed t# base his
actiohb on a perceived j;int strategy or practice, as dpposed.to
an gctual joint strategy,}3 shoul& the utiliﬁy he expects be po
less than what he would expect were everyone to employ iﬁdiv;dual
strategles, and approach what he could expect from the
coopera;i;a outcome determined by minimax relagive concession;
and ‘he is someone who actgally acts on this conditional
disposition to base his actionsfon A perceived joint st tegy or
practice should his expected utility be gréater than what he

would expect were everyone to employ individual sﬁrategies. Thus

a CM disposition and a C-S disposition are quite similar so far.

12 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 167. This second
condition = of constrained maximizers highlights-  the
epistemological problem I identified in Chapter 1. Given that 1
adopt Gauthier’s second condition on behalf of my agent with the
C-S disposition I also face this problem, but, for the sake of
argument, I waive trying to defend against this objection.

13 The reason fo the distinction between th; perceived
versus actual joint strategy will become clearer as I proceed. It
should be simply noted for the tipe being that the CM perceives
that the C-S has adopted an actual joint strategy.

2
A

8]
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There are three add tion;l pbints Gad&hiat vants to
establish about CM’s that will ndd to his ovorall argumd‘f.,These
three p;ints will also pertain to m{}view of a C-S ‘disposition
and they will also add to my overall argument‘ywhc li!&% is that
the range of acceptable joint strategiles nottgq nﬂh‘!fied Not
all CM’'s will cooperate’in every acceptable joint lfrltesy: some
might"not cooperate in a given joint strategy for the reason that
if they don't cooperate in this particulav;jdint strategy they
might obtain 4iagreement on, or 4acquiescence 1in, another joint
strategy which in beiné fairer s also’ more favorable to

oqeself."14 Furthermore, there may very well be cases of joint

strategies that are not completely acceptable, yet the CM may

~

ghoose to act cooperatively if the case in point ds her an

¥

expected utility "apptoaching what she would expe from fully

ratioﬁal cooperation.” 15
]

Gauthier argues that 1if the range of acceptable joint
strategies 1is not completely specifiedv beforehand in 1{ideal
theory, then we can more readily tie the conclusions drawn in
ideal theory to the real world of ships, sealing wax, cabbages

and kings. This argument, though important for relating his ideal

14 Mmluuzmmm op cit., p. 168,

15 ;i op cit.; p. 168. To say that
cooperation is "fully rational" 1is to say that it leads to a
Pareto-optimal outcome, 1{i.e., there 1is no possible Youtcome
affording some person a greater utility and nd person a lessor
;utility ‘
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theory to partial compliance theory, does not play a significant
role in vhat we are considering ;t the moment. Dy

The second point relates to the number of persons expected
to cooperate before a CM will base her actiong on a Jjoint
‘l;raﬁmgy (and a C-S wiill bas%‘his éction; on a perceived joint
;tratﬁgyj. It is not the case that they will base their actions
on' a joint strategy (or a perceived joint strategy) whenever a
nearly fair and optimal outcome would result were everyone to-do
likewise; rather "her disposition, (i.e., the CM), éo cooperate
kis conditional on her expectat;on that she will benefit 1in
éompartspn with the wutility sﬁe could exﬂéct were mno one to
cooperate," 16 i.e.,‘universal ndn-cooperation. This 1is to say
that the CM and the C-S both espimate,"the’Aegree to which others

will cooperate” before théy make dg'theifgwind.iiz

)

o
v

If a CM bases

her own.

By basing their cooperative '
others’ cooperative behaviours %hegabothwﬁﬁg Gﬂ‘gﬁi
themselves from being exploited b
;dpptéd a constrained maximizing dai
in situations such that she will Bi

f,

had never entered into the cooperat v& erangement Neve;the&ess,
' fa g0 | o

RS

- . wit 9 0 U
16 Morals By Agreement; op cigyips 169.' % 7 - .
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F

a CM would still cooperate, Gauthier argues, for "given her ex
’ o

ante beliefs about the dispositions of her feglows and the
prospects’ of benefit, participation in the activity affords her

greater expected utilfty than non-participution."la I argue that
\ ‘

'

a person with a C-S disposition would also still cooperate for
the same reasons.

\

It may seem strange for Gauthier and myself to argue that a
CM and a C-8 would still cooperate even if, possibly due to some

Y

unforeseen circumstances, they became worse off than if they had

never entered the arrangement. However,' one must remember two
Y,

things. First, CM's and C-S’'s have adopted dispositions to

comply; they have not chosen a simple act-compliance strateij;r
Sec&nd, a CM and é C-S base their choice, not on the stra L;;‘
but rather the utilities of those with whom they intetact*shs
both would still ggrr% Fhrough'Wigh a cooperaEive arrangement,l9
where they stand to«ﬁg made worse off, because they have adopted
a diSposition and because their expected utility from coope;ation
is greater than their expected wutility from universal non-

cooperation.

This argument of Gauthier’s is a testimony to what it means

to choose a disposition. For Gauthier, choosing a disposition

11

18 Morals ﬁx Agreement; op cit., p. 169.

19 This claim will be qualified with respect to a C-§
/\r"\% [
disposition as I proceed. ~./
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means being ,éonditionally disposed to‘%gct on that disposition

’
[

whenever certain <conditions obtain. For a CM this jneans,

basically, if he believes himself to be amongst other sfmila;ly

i.e., act cooperatively. Choosing a disposit;on is a case of

- parametric choice. A rational agent reasohs parametrically, when

LR

considering which dispbsition. he will have, to his’ own vbest

Adisposiﬁion. 20 once having made his choice of dispbsitions he

.ﬂwiil act on that digposition as long as the conditions for acting

.act on those occasions which maximize his ekﬁected utility in

u

on it obtain. Of course, this is not to say that he will act on

every.occasion'ﬁhac these conditions obtain, but rather.he will

-

‘terms of his coherent‘aqd considered preferences. This is to say

.that. once a person chooses a disposition he ' accepts certain

he¢essary ‘ﬁnd‘ sufficfent condition§'~fo:_ acting -bﬁ tha&
d?spoéition; he nwill act on 'Chat“ dispositi;ﬁ given that the
nece;sary and sufficienﬁ donditions obtain ‘and‘ his egpécted
u:ility coheres wi;h»hié cohereﬁt and considered p;eference;! Ali
acfors, regardhesé of which disposition‘they have chosen, accept
cohefenée with one4s>pr?fgrences as a hecessary condi;hgn,for_
acting; this is a formal conditioﬁ,goYefniﬁ% id;gi ac;ofs éngaged

in strategic interaction.

V3

LN

:The third point Gauthier wants to make about CH's is simply

8
%

20 worgls By Agreement; op cit., pp. 170-171,
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that CM’s are not merely SM’'s  in their "most afchtive

: K e 1
disguise."21 The CM really hgs adopted a dispositie# to comply in

!

those cases pected utility from cooperation is

greater than ~ekpected utility from universaI§ non-

' : > . - o
cooperation. It’s “not th '<‘$}, Gauthier argues, that a CM is

. . e
simply an SM wpo_has takig

such that she would sacrifice some immediate benefits fet‘the

.

s‘enger and’closer look at the future.

"

greater expected benefits' generated from defecting later on,

after having established het.trustworthiness within a community
- of similarlit disposed CM’s. Gauthier's argument for this

conclusion is that

The constrained maximizer does not . reason more
effectively ' about how to maximize her wutility, but
reasons in a different way. We may see this most
clearly by considering how %ach faces the decision
whether to base her action on a joint strategy:. The
constrained maximizer considers (i) whether the
outcome, Ushquld everyone do so, be neprly fafr and
optimal, and, (ii) whether the., .outcome .she
realistically expects should she do so wffords her
greater utility than universal non- coopere fon. I1f both
of these conditions are satisfied she bases her actions
~“on the joint strategy. The straightforward maximizer
considers simply whether the outcomes he realisticallyJ
expects should he base his actions on the joint
strategy affords him greater utility than the outcome
he would expect were he to .-act on any alternative
strategy -- taking into account, of course, long-term
as well as short-term effects. Only 1if this condition
. is satisfied does he ‘base his action on thé joint
strategy. t ' |

- , !

21 Morals QF Agreement; op cit;; p. 169. I will arghe, after

I have described more fully what is involved {n havﬂng a C-S
disposition, that a person with the C-S disposition is! also not
an SM in her most effective disguise even though some might think
she 1is.

zz_ng;glg.gx Ag;egmgn;; op.citx, p. 170.
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When Gauthier argpvs that a cM does not reason more

¥

‘effectively than an SM but rather reasons in a different way 11

%
say the same with respect :&wa Cc-S. However, I go further. A c-S

~ doesn’t reason more effectively than a CM but rather reasons in a

!

different way than a CM. Conditions (i) and (11) are necessary

and sufficient conditﬁons for. a person with a CM disposition to

base her actions on a joint‘strategy, If both of these conditions
‘obtain then a '_pereén with.” a CcM disposition will act

tooperati?ily.

A person with a Cc-$ dispgsition takes into account both

:

conditiohs (i)i end (ii) desqribed above, es does 'the QM, but
these two conditions are, at times, herely.nECessaty conditioné
for a person with a C~<5 disposition; at other times these two
,congitidns will proﬁelto be‘hoth necessary and suffieient. Let us

-

. .. > :
merely necessary conditions before we look at: those occasions
where these two conqitions are5both'necébsary and~tufficient.

.

“#In order for cohditibns (1) 4nd (ii) to be simply necessary.

o

conditions for a persoﬁ ‘with a ' C-S disposition I need to

introduce a third condition, condit¥on (iii), which has to -do .

~with whether or not a defeetion at the opportune moment will

adversely affect his futufe opportuhities for 'cooperative
. : g A ve

‘1nteractfon.e1f a defdction, i.e., acting straightforwardly .at

1

first "look at those occasions where these two conditions- are

Ty
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the opportune,mgment, will adversely affect his &ppdrtunitiesing
beingia party‘to~some_future agreement then he will ndét defect;
if a defEction will not adversely affect his oppo;;unities for
b:ing avpart§¢to some futute,agreement then he will,defect. When
defecting at the opportune.moment does not. adversely affect his
opportunities for futdre cooperative interaction conditions (1)
land (ii) will prove to be only necessary conditions for a person
with a C S disposffion to base his actions on a perceived jJoint
strategy When defecting would advetsely affect.his chances for
future cooterative interaction conditions (il and (ii) will prove”
to be_both necessaty and sufficient conditions,for a person with
a t-s diSposition to base his actions on a joint strategy. |
Note that when 1 say defecting at the opportune noment will
adversely ‘affect his ;oppertunities for future cooperative'
1nteractiohnjconditions' (1) and (i1) will_ be only necessaty
‘conditions for a "person._yith, a C-S disposition tob'base_:hf:\

&

~actions oﬂ&a perceived joint strategy. It 1is not the case that he
. '] . *

bases his actions‘ on an -actual vjoint 7strategy,. for an actual
joint sttategy is defined as'adoptingfa courseaof.hction oven
time such that, fo; example the. agent 1is expected to do all
actions from Ai up. .to and including A, Anfthing which falls
_.short of Ap cannot be a true joint stratpgy, thus ‘what the C- S
<does i.e. the C- S who finds that defecting will not adversely

R

affect ‘his futufe»oppqﬁtunities for coopetative intetaction, is

act such that h%;carries out all the actions tequired of the
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joint atrategy eicebt A,. He is pérceived by the CM, as acting
on a joint strategy whereas he is really acting on an individual

: J
stratpgy Note, however, by having the person with the C-S

diiposition acting in this manner, I can still distinguish him

o from an SM "in his most effective disguiSe.* 23

/

A person with a C-S disposition, like a person with a CM
N ' 1 .

+disposition, alwéys reasons such that he takes ‘into account

/
/

.conditions (1) and (i) whereas a person‘with an SM disposition

never considers either of these two conditions. The person with

.an SM cqndition never concerns himself with whether the tutcome

{R%r nearly' fair‘ and‘_optimal not, whether thé outcomeA-th

realistically expects affords him greater utility than universal

non-cooperation. The pers" with the SM disposition only
. : . -

considers’ whether the outcome he realistitally expects is,gfeater.

than the outcome from any alternative strategy. 4

"When condition (iii) is met I _stipu1%5§> that one's

opportunities for future cooperative interaction are not

adversely affected, but this reqqirds some further elaboratioq%

.it'may be the case that, even though one’s particular defection

-

from the perceived joint étrategy is not traceable bag%.tb the

‘actual de@ector,'it will be knowﬁ that a defection has occurred.

This raises‘a4potential\problém for my argument in terms‘of the

number‘ofvdeféctions'which are possible. Am I to considexr the

e

.23 Morals By Agreement; .op cit., p. 169.



b 67
number of possible defections on the part of the person. with the

Cc-S§ disposition ‘to be great in number or ‘only very rare?

The problem arises if I consider the number of defections, on,
vthe part of the person with the C-S disposition to be great in:

‘number. If the opportunities for defection on the part of a

personhwith a~C-S_diSposition were sufficiently great then it

might offéet the»benefits of-engaging in cooperative interaction
in the first place. Everyone would be adopting perceived joint
strategies and then acting straightforwardly when the. opportune
moment;arose. If this were the cuse one might be better off to
adopt an SM ‘disposition rather than a CM disposition, (and
perhaps a C-5§ disposition if Gauthier would have ‘considered this
third alternative diSposition) in order to mitigate the losses
suffered.'However, if everyone did adopt an SM_disposition then

the compliance problem would be unresolved and a poiitical

'solution, some substantive ruie of_action, would be called for. A

sovereign, perhaps Hobbes' Leviathan, would, with "well placed
kicks," 24 coordinate and_ control everyone's behaviour thus
mitigating the damage suffered from everyone ‘adopting an SM

disposition} 7 ' ‘ ‘; : .

‘Suppose I consider. the opportunities for defection on the

part of those with a C-S disposition to be rare in number, then I

)

. can argue that a person, with a C-§ dispositizﬁican expect to do

'2" usz_ré_l.ﬁ_u_b.us.s.m.e_n& op cit., p. 163, ' e

A
%
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et leeet‘ee well‘in some cases as .a person/witn a CM dispg:ition,
‘for; ee;I will argue,ka person with a C-S disposition nas all the
opportunities for cooperetive interaction that a person with a CM
Jp?sition has, and thus all the benefits, but also the person
ngih a C-§8 disposition has the additional benefits of defecting
.whenever defecting at the opportune moment will not advetsely
’affect his opportunities: for future cooperative interaction.
. N , i;m
Gauthier identified a need for morality with his argument
for the morally free zone‘showing that the wor1d~was:not the
petfectly competitive market that the laissei-faire capitalists’
;seumed it to Be; There wete, he argued, economic inefficiencies,
”fTAA ride;s3 ano parasitee. Recell also that in a 'perfeetly
competitive ‘market. Pareto-optimality is ‘guaranteed: what one
pdrson doee},in a perfectly competiti;e market, Ln no way'affects
the optimality of the ~ochome for anotherv person, Giyen ‘that
" there are these economic inefficienbies and Pareto inefficient
outcomes, Gauthier vas able to identify a need for morality 'nya
‘ergument ie simply thatrxby identifying a' need for morality
'Geuthier“opened himself”.mp‘* :: hev_possibility of defqetions
occutring; ‘specificallw the defeotions endorsed by the person“

with the C-S disposition. - b . !

‘.'As far as the actual number'of such possibiliFes is

doﬂcerned it need not be specified for the reason that the .

possibility %bne is sufﬁicient to- make my argument&--'

One must: .
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[

X remember that a r*tio_n_al-“agent is reasoning parametrical‘iy about

e will edopt. Thus he considers a world where
there 1is the pos;ibility of defecting'et the opportune momont
such that  his- defection will not adversely affect  his
opportunities forffuture cooperative interaction. He considers a
worle'where this con&ition might:be met for himseif, end not for
the other person, and’he calculates his expected utiicy given
that assumptiénf.ﬂe also eonsidere‘the possibility of a defection
occurring lpn;re neither " party’s opportunitiesc for future
cooperative interaction are.not jeopardized and he calculates his?
expected utiiity given this expectation But, if the possibilityv
of defecting at the opportune moment, where euch a defection does
not adyersely affect one'’ s opportunities'for %uture cooperative
1nteractidn, is rare for onenpersonvthen the poesibility of this
condition being met for'botn persons in the cooperative venture .
ie‘rarér still, and the rationdlkagent 15 cognizant of“this when
he calculates his expected utiigtfes.

-

Whe;’[efecting at the opportune moment will not adversely

- affect his opportunities forilfuture cooperative interaction

. conditions . (i) and (il) are merely necessary conditions for e

person with a C- 5 disposition to base his actions on a, perceived
joint strategy and condition (iii) is the sufficient condition.

When defecting will adversely affect his opportunities for future

.cooperative interaetion conditions~\(i) and (11) are both

, neceeeary d4nd sufficient conditidne? for a ‘person qith a C-S

e o . .
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-

disposition to base his actions on' an actual joint strategy. This

- A

i{s to say that {1f defecting| will adversely affect his,

|
i

opportunities for future coopetet#Ve interaction a person with a

C- S dinposition will base lils actipns on an actual joint strategy

on evety occasion that a person wiﬂn a CM disposition would
there would be, no behavioral difference between the two actors
but there would be a dispositienal difference for the person
with the C-S disposition would determine if defecting would, or
would not, adversely affect nis opportunities for future
) cooperative interaction. If his fnture opportun{ties would not be
adversely affected a person with a C-S disposition nculd base his
i%tions on a perceived joint strategy in every case that a person
with a CM diepositionfwould base her actions on an actnalujoigt
sttetegyu‘But in this.case there would be a behavioral difference

between tif%e two, for the person with the C-S disposiyion would

defect at that time when his defeetion woul

~discovered,
'thereby ensuring that his opportunities for future cooperative

interaction would not be adverseiy affected.

In the case of a CM the behaviour would involggﬁbasing one's

&

actions on a joint strategy and carrying ‘out ~the terms of the

particular agreement, Al up to and including A, ‘In the case of

the C-S, when defecting at the opportune moment would not
-adversely ~affect his opportunitie5q§kor future‘ cooperative
1ntetection. the behaviour would invo%@%%basing his actions on a
‘perceived joint. strategy{ Ay up to %%t not including An, thus
- ; ‘ O s
A

S‘f
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ensuring the cooperative beneFits, and then defecting from the

perceived joint .strategy at thq' opportune moment when the
defﬁction would nét be discovered. |

i, : .
‘ I say that a p;rson with a C-S disposition would base his
acéions on a_ perceived joint strategy as 6pposad to. an actual
joiht strategy, wh%p defecting at the 6pportun§ mémeht would not
: aﬁQersely affect \his opportunities for future ' cooperative
;yint%ragtion,‘because if he did not the;e would be novcooperative
bené%its to be . reaiized by his‘ defection, and ‘moreo§er his
disposi¥ion gqu%d §1ﬁp1y Ee an ﬁM disposit;oﬂ, Furthermbre. 1f he
didn't base his actions?5on the perceived joint strategy but
rather based his actions on‘ an 1individual strategy he woﬁld
suffer from the sémé social ostragismu that Gauthief says the
person with the SM disposition would, and consequentiy his future

: \
opportunities for cooperative interaction would be af¥ected.

\

H
\

The C-S is willing, like the CM, to base his a%tion on an
actual joint strategy ifvonly conditions (1) and (1}) obtain;
fhese are necessary conditions for both of theﬁ but the& are alsd-
sufficient conditions for the'CM. I1f conditionv(iii) i; met such
that defecting at the opportune moment will not advergelf affect
"his opportunities for future éoopé%ative interactioﬁ;the pd&abn
with thg,C-S disposition has the best of both wo;ids; he bases
his acﬁionﬁ on a percéived jéint strategy and #?feéts at the
appr;priate momené. secure in the knowledge th@é his defection

¥ . N

)
-
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will not adversely affect his future opportunities for

cooperative interaction. If condition (1i1) is not met, defectiﬁ;
will adversely affect his opportunities for future cooperative
intefaccion, then conditiqons (1) and'(ii) are both nece‘;éry and
sufficient for him aha he remains willing to base his actions on
an actual joint strategy and 1is thus indistiﬁguishable
behaviorally ‘frqn? ? CM. A CM, who does not take into account
c;ndition (111), would not act straightforwardly .as long as

conditions (1) and (1f3 obtain. , ‘ N

If condition (1ii) is not met, (defecting will adversely
affect ‘his opportunities for futureggaioperative interaction),
there will still Be a dispositional difference between the CM and
“the "C-S. For the former takes conditions (i) and (ii) as
necessary and sd%ficient, while the latter only takes tﬁ;m as
necessa;y conditiéns (when condition (iii) is met) and necessary
and sufficient when condition (iii) is not met. Moreov;r, when
condition (iii) 1is not met there 1is- a behavioral difference
between the two. The CM bases her actions on a joint strategy,
‘{.e., acts cooperatively, and reaps the rewards afforded her for
.doing so. The C-S, Qn the other hand, bases her a€tions on a
perceived .joint sﬁrategy, i.e., she too acts cooperatively, but

when the opportuné moment arrives the person with the C-S

disposition defects from the perceived jbint strategy.

She hasi to defect from the ‘perceiVed joint_vstf#tegy. as



\\\ ' ' 73
opposed to simply acting straightforwardly froﬁ the start, for
two rgésons. First, as I have already hinted at, {f she simply

| acted ' stralght-forwardly from the start Qhe would be
indistinguishable from an SM; this would ﬁave the result of
discounting my claim that a CM and ;n SM dispositibn are ;ot
jointly exhaustive dispositions. Second:. in ~order to reap the
rewards of her defection,;her deggcpion must be from a peréeiveé
joint strategy. That 1is to say, by basing her actlons on the
perceived joint sfrategy certain benefits come 1into being by
virtuelof the cooperative enterprise; thes; benPfits C?ly arise
because of the cooperative enterprise and her defection from the
;erceived joint strategy allows her to reap the‘rewards of these
benefits. If she simply‘acted straightforwardly, based her action
on an 1ndivid§a1 strategy like the SM, the'opportunity to obtain

these cooperative benefits through defection would never arise.

One may object at this point that the potential defection on
the part of my C-S {s circumvented by Gauthier's assumpfioh of
translgcency. CM’'s would cultivate their ability to: detect
another’'s disposition to;cooperate, as Gauthier safs Fhey wbuld,25
and therefore even 1if a C-S took into ;ccounc condition (iii)rléi:'
"would be to no avaii. CM’'s would have nothing to do with him’fo;
they -would have aetected tﬁis lateng-tendency toAdefect in cthe

‘'same way that they would detect an SM disposition. This objection

‘raises an important point, for it emphasizes the fact that there

if

25 ML.BJ__A&IM&D& %""cit-. pp. 180-181.
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i{s more riding on translucency thaﬁ\chuthiermﬁhs‘;dhié§Qd and
perhaps more than he even realized. steyer, haviﬁéi: 1;%§*Mm“;w
one needs to point out that any objectio%ito tré?slﬁc?éﬁg‘is a
real-world objection and not an objection to Gauthig?(s 1d€;ifzed
‘argument where the agents are fully rational and fully informed.
But, having said this, 1t still can be said that real world
objections can serve pedagogical pdfposes and therefore the
objection should be examined whileﬁbearingdln mind that Gauthier
could respond to these real-world objections with a more accurfte
and detailed description of what 1is involved in the concept of

Ay

translucency. - \

Gauthier says translucency detects anothex’s "disposition to
cooperate,” 26 put the important question is, does translucency
also detect the'lgtent tendency for deféction on the part of the .

: 3
person with the C-S disposition? The person with the. c-S
disposition has akdisposition to cooperate and this disposition
to cooperate is manifested whenever conditions (i) and (ii) are
'both necess§ry and sufficient conditions for him to base his
actions on a joint strategy, which occurs most of the time. The
person with the C-S disposition still has a disposition to
cooperate even when defecting from a perceived joint strategy
will \hot adversely affect his opportunities for‘ future

cooperative inter#ctionf he doesn’'t lose his disposition for

4 2
cooperation in those rare cases when he defects as the CM does

26 Moralis By Agreement; op cit., p. 174,
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not lose hﬁﬁ&fispositiqn“’o cooperate whenever he finds himself
amongst SH's.‘Qnd acts straightforwafdiy. Therefore, given the
disti;;tion;; have drawn between the CM and the C-5 disppsition,
‘translucency, as Gauthier has defined {t, should not be ablc;to
identify this latent tendency fopr dafectioﬁvon the part of thé
person with the C-S disposition. Some might want to argue that by
making thisllatent tendency for defection undetectable that 1
have made my persons with the C-S dispodition to be opaque and
therefore, given the ideal nature of Gauthier's argument, the
competing dispositions are not on an equal footing. One way Qf

&f%cumventing this particular objection is to concede it for «he

mbmehﬁ and "look at a case where the agents are neither

' .. P . 0"“ ! ’
“?1§rans}ucent nor opaque ‘but rather completely transparent,

Assume then a case where completely transparent CM's, SM's
1% y P

. * 'and C-S's are i? a PD type situation and recall the re}evant

2 §tr@céure of such dilemmas; each person in such a two-person
: “h, b3 < '

i

f\dilemma,benefits from‘mutﬁgl cooperation Iin relation to mutual

. . R ,A‘ L)
_non-cooperation, but each person benefits from non-cooperation

. whatever the other does. Gauthier's argument 1is that CM’'s would

'cooperate given that conditiohs (i)fand (11) are met; SM’s would

. : _ » K
not cooperate for they would each expect the other to base his

3

actions 6h an individual strategy.27 " My. argument {is hot as
27 Note that this argument, and the ones to follow,
completely 1ignores the three conditionms, A, B, and C, gf

strategically rational choice. For Gauthier’s solution to #He
formal problem of strategically rational choice see Appendix A.

}
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simple: {f C- S 8 have taken condifion (iii) into account and both

have found that defecting will adyersely affect their future

opportunfties‘“for cooperative,‘interactions then they will
;‘ A i : .
cooperate. If both have ‘found that defecting will.not adversely

affect their opportunities for future cooperative interaction‘

thenithey uill not cooperate. Given the transparency assumption
elither C-S knows whetggr or not the other will défect; if either

plans on defecting‘then they will not cooperate and hence ‘end up.
with the same outcome ‘as SM' In the first case two C-S's end up

with the same outcome as two CM's while in the latter two cases

/
two"C-S's end up‘with'the same;outcome;as two SM's.28
. t v » . B !

7.
‘By assuming transparency, as opposed to translucency, I have

shown that in some cases choosing a C- S disposition would be: Just

-as rational as choosing a CM disposition for in those cases C-S' s

"would have an expected utility equal to that of CM s. Howevera‘;y

assuming transparency rather lucency I have denied t e

possibility of C-S's ever obtaining the ex a.utility expectation

'ggenerated frdm an individual defection wh n deéecting will not
C# v . A /

adversely affect onep@-s_s opportunities
» ! : . N >A .

, 28 By assuming transparency we 'have ignored ‘a potentiaL

problem. What happens, if we assume translucency;,~and some party,

(or both parties), does not xnow what dispositio %he other has?

.After 'all, as Gauthier 'sajys, translucency dédteqts another's
disposition "not with certainty,  ‘but as:; more than mere
guesswork." This le¥ves open -the, following' two possibilities,
first, one might be mistaken, and second, one might not know
‘which disposition ghe other has chosen. This problem will be
addressed in the following" «<hapter when I ‘come: to consider
'LCauthior s translucency argument ' a
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interaction,.

\ .
‘Let u$ now assume translucency yand consider first the case .

where this latent tendency for defection 1s undetectab}e and then
A H
the case where ‘this 1atent tendency for defection is detectable.

k

and coneider whether a C-§ disposition is -still at least as

) 717

|
l

rational a strategy in some cases as a CM dispositionP§When'f.sey -

‘let us assume that this letent tendencyl for defection 1s

‘undetectable,’ I mean only that One can still detect; 'vta“the

virtue of translucency, whether ornot aﬁﬂthﬂr 1s an SM or a CM,

What one cannot detect is whetherngﬂ no a-%fs is. acturlly a CcM

&V hd . B
or’aetually a‘g-s. ‘

\ _ : '

‘ .

. Gauthier s argument . for CM%s is the ‘'same: CM’'s. will ‘enjoy.

,opportunitle§ for .¢ooperative interaction whfch.SM's‘wiil'not,

- because CM's will detect another’'s SM dﬁspositioh rgivehﬂ the

4

LY . ¢

virtue of translucency, thereby excluding the SM from cooperative

ii teraction‘}zf My ar ument is that c«s s will, ceterus paribus,
Qm ¥ Y g

¥,

‘ ibéﬁfablqg jﬁriﬁbtain coopelﬁtive benefitzF that are not only

%,
Qnavailable’SM"s but -also‘, unave_il,able to CM's

What utility-ean two C-S's in a PD expect if we assume that

"treneiueeney cannot detect ‘thi 1eteht tendency for defection?

“

First aesume'that only'one CrS can defect without his future

Adppertunities for coope:e}@ed being ahvereely.effecved.'ln this

. - B £y 8. ’
R e

d

x  w2% Morals By Agreement; op cit., pp. 15, 170, 173, -

"a . ) b' B ’ .v : L \1 ‘. ’ . ' ’

L
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case the C-é yhoee@future opportunities for cooperation "ill(h°t
be edversely(affected ﬁi%l'base his actions on a perceived joint
strategy and then defect at the onpcrtune moment, explciting‘the
other C-§. . Infﬂthis case -the C-§8 who 'defects could expect 2

greater utility than could either a CM or an SM.

: ‘ : ' ' “~ :
. If we now assume that both C-S's could defect without their
Ty futnre opportunities for vcooperation being adversely affected

X

then each could only expect the same utility as could an SM Both

o
Pt
L

«would base their ‘actions on a perceived joint strategy and both
¥

would defect at the opportune moment In this case they would be

behaviorally indistinguishable from SM's but dispositionally

.

- different.
A | ‘

If we now assume that translucency can detect this latent

»

tendency ‘for ndefection on the part of those‘ nersons with C-§-
disnositions then thie"r;ieee anothezﬁ issue. To say that
'translucency can detect this latent tendency for defection is not
to say. that it can detect whether or not one is. actually going to
defegt on thiS»particular occasion. To say that translucency'can
‘idetect nhether‘or not'agC-S~iscgoing'to defect on this particular
" occasion, 'cr cn any particular occasion, ;w0u1d be ‘toﬂ make
translucency the same as transparency Given that we have already‘

’ exemined'rthe_ argument for, transparency wewlwill assumé that

'translucency can only detect a 1atent tendency for defection

-
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Given this assumption what utility could C-S's expect in'av
PD? 1f translucency can only d&tect another's‘latent tendancy for
defection rather than whetherzo;.not one 1is actually going to
defect on this particular oeoision then “each person in the
dilemma would know that the other person would defect 1f doing so
would ‘not ‘adversely affect his future opportunities for
cooperative interactfon. divenlthis aseumption there seen to be
two possible responsee open to the C-s's: rather than take the
ehance of being exploited.they could baee\their actions.on-dn‘

3

individual strategy and not cooperate like the SM; or they could

‘
. 8

take the chance of being exploited | (knowing that tha)

opportunities of oxploitation are rare) and base their actions on -

.

a joint s%:ategy like thé CM The choice they would mnke in this

3} seem tol depend on the ratio 1of the cost of,
. . e St .

over'their,expeCted'benefit.from eooperating If the
ac&st of being exploited were sufficiently great then it would be

» r'gionalfto base one s actions on an fndividual stratagy and not
‘A .
cooperate“ln,this ease'theirvexpected utili&y would be the same
R ! L] . . 5 N o B

as SM's. If the "benefits from cOoperation were sufficiently .
great, such.‘that it offset;‘the costs . of ~occasiona1ly ’being"“
exploited, then\it would;he:rational to oooperate In this case
their expected utility would be the same as CM’e unless one or

the other actually were exploited.

~
\\\

We will return to this argument when . we’ cdme to‘bensider,f

~—

Gauthier s formal argument for choosing a CM disposition and my



formal ergdment" for choosing a C-S disposition, but .in.  the

" I T . o .
meantime we want to'consider the conclusions which can be

N gi*en each of the assunbtions which have been_made. In each of
”the PD - arguments Gauthier's position is unchanged regardless of
which assumption was made. Given transparency and either version
of translucency CM s would cooperate "if "given her éstimate of
whether or not,;her partnpr will choose to cooperate, her ,own
expected}utility’is,greater.than‘the otility she yould expect
‘fromv“theb non-cooperative outcome." 30 SM's snever choose to
-lwgcooperate in PD. situa ons and, LgiVen the tﬁnnslucenc;
assumption, can sometimes e;ploit others 1if the othei'mistakes
the‘gh forqa CM lC-S's, on the other‘hand,’sometime; cooperate
v.and &omgﬁ}mes don t.*In the case ohere we assumed transparency we

-saw ‘that,, sonﬂtimes €-S's. could have an exﬁec@% utility equal to'

that of the Cuqind at oth:g times, equal to that of SM's. In the
X e A,

case whéré tranaluceixy could not detect the ‘,-S's 1atenq

. , b

‘ tendency for defection a C-S° couldv%meth expect a ut’;i'ty«,
=

'equal to that of the CM, at other times greater than that of & CM
) %

and at. yet other times. equal to that of an SM. Finably ain thef

Gfase where translucency could detect another s latent tia’ency4
for defection it was left undecided what utility she could
‘ ‘\ . Y . . . 3 .

.eXpect. : o o
VR : ‘
We now need: to - consider the outcomes of these dilemma

v

" situations .n terms of their‘?areto-optimality. In those cases
%
'V Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 170. e s

e
. E ’ S . - . . 6 B
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:éhere we assumed transparency the c-s obtained the Pereto-'optimel

“outcome in every, case';” Lher’ the CH obtained the Pareto optimel

outcome. The SM, given “his disposition"to base his sctions on, an
individual strategy, never: obtains the Pareto- optimel outcome. In

“Atahose cases where we assumed translucency could, ot dotect

another’s " latent tendency for defection the C- S would obtein the

,Pareto-optim outcome in eyery case where the GM obtained the

1 i
wl

. Pareto- optgmel outcome except in_those cases where., one or ,the

other, or bgth of the C-S's, theyocould defect without

their 'future opportunﬂiti‘é.s_ ive interacti‘on being fﬁ
advgselyéi_affected. Finally, g2 “cases where translucency

‘coul?.det'ect fis late‘;‘nt’ - ncy for defection it was left

» T » S :
Given these arguments we. can say on behalf of Gauthier 8

CM's that CM’s can obtain benefits which are unav&ilable to SM'
and CM s can sometimes‘hin the Pareto optimal outcome We can

also say on be_half of WMy C-S's “that C-g s can ob-tad.n _benefi%s g‘”

which are' somegmes " equal to SM'’s and CM's and sometimes

unavailable to either CM’ _or SM's and that C-S<'a can also

£y

% gometimes obtain the Pareto optimal outcome. On behalf of the

*,.

SM's we can say that while they never achieve the Pareto optimal 1
‘outcome it is sometimes true- that they can obtain penefits by

exploititmr others which may ﬁr may not' be. unavaileble .to either
[e8

L

gthe two alternative dispositions '"Eech ‘su’pposee 'h_er

+ . o
a
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d“p'ogition to be rational. .But who is right'}" 31

Prior t:o proceeding with the nextf k;:hapter,v‘where I attemptf

]

to provide an answer to the above posed 3uestion, I have one

-

remaining task to accomplish I need to argue in favour of my C-§

-'disposition being a more realistic disposition Whold than a CM
L . \J
. disposition., Gauthier = defines rationality 43'1« mtility‘ g
Yy N e ) --r; . ! u

maximizatior; tha’ is to say, in Gauthier ‘s moral work? wd’@ are“;\':.

rational insofar ‘*Fs we maximize our utilities I suggea,,ted that:;if} ﬂgﬂ
') i N .
Gauthier introduced a false dichqtomy when_ he inferred that CfM ‘8 A

) and SM's were jointly exha{scive dispositions I have ar--gued thatt

A

" a C-S disposition is a re ,istic disposition in Gauthier s moral

world on the gr’ounds*-"tha

"‘
Ve

in@identifying a need for morality
with hia argument for the morally free zone, authier left open-
'the’posaibility of 3ef’§ctions occur«ring thus allowing me to
ideﬁify and introduce a C- s disposi‘n However, while'a C-S:

disposit«ion is a realistic possibility in Gauthier s moral world w

»

is it a more realistié\conception of,whaf"’ Vility maximizers.

- would be? I think it is
i - . '

It seems to me that it is 'more rasional to maximize one's

‘rexpected utilities ingg,sall available circumstances than it is to ﬁ,“
‘.

-

R

‘maximize .one's expected utilities in all but one'available i

circumstance. Th'is ‘is” not an endorsegx;;mt of an SM disposi‘ion but
rather a discounting of a CM: disposition A«; Pe}'s°8¢ with a. c-S

2 -

<31 haxALA_ﬁx;esxeenenL;’on qit%fP- 176. o S
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disposition is “1“1”“8 hisd axpected. utilities in every

" available circumstance whereas Gauthier’s person with .a CM-:
dispositidn’is not maiimizing His expected utility in one'case.
where he could This is espkfially true giVen the description of

'Jthe circumstance ‘where the peraon with the c-S disposition is

maximizing his expected \tility and the' person ‘with the CM

dispositioh is noq ,‘ ='Wﬁﬁ N\ | |
L ¢ : g '
ko

» . : .
¥ . - .
N “

The »pexson with the " C«S Adisposition is 'more of an

,§'°B portunist than the person with the CM disposition, and that {s

how he should be if he 1is' concergﬁ% to maximize his utility By H‘;
) Do & v A . “; - W g
making condition (iii), whenwitvobtaig% 'a suf?icient conditioﬁi
ale .
& for basing his !ftdons on_a pef%eived joint strategy. a person

a

-with a C-S disposition gets to have his cake and eat it too Like

',ah'Cl* he is afforded all the opportunit:bes for maximizing his

ility that cooperation allows, yet he is afforded thebunique
and’extrahopportunity to maximize hisvutility when doing so will

not affect his future opportunities for coopeta@ﬁve interactions.: -

’

‘As a rattonal utility maximizer .one would‘\think that a C S
disposition is the more realistic disposition to hoid. '
: | . : o

We must be cautious to ensure that the distinction between,

1 =]

tationality ;nd realism is_not deniediiRationality, as Geuthiot

has defined it,\pertains to utility maximization Realism on the

» I

other hand pertaﬁhs .to translucency and its limitstions, to the

‘frequency of condition (iii) o taining end tw whether or not
T ) N y,‘v . ‘ . \
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a'gent:niwould be harrow]:y or broadly compliant, (Qn $psue which. I
have not addrolsad).32 Realism also p'ertaips to “_,Gayuth,vier"‘s
identifiod need ft‘ar morai‘i't'y wit:th; his mofally free zone and the

disﬁonition which one would choose given the need for mbrality.ﬂ !

One question that on}a“» inikht ‘%jbe\ concerned to raise with

- ,:‘5 ‘why . does'n't‘ he take
o A} .

! 'gprko‘ QCcount : condicion (111) ?s' the person with the C-§ = ¥

v _ N

di,}po:icion doal when he considers whether o}’-not" to base hi’ 9‘1%\

Jaut} Wcﬁ to Gauthier’s CM " dispositii

3
2

‘il;a. joint strategy?' In fact, r,’emembe‘r that Gauthier .. e

v .
Uy Py
d . . > &'ﬂ
. . & IO A
s H
. X i
v 14 l
. : .
] . R

his theory must generate. strictly as principles for .
choice, * and so  without introducing = pfior moralt o
“gssumptions, constraints on the pursuit of individual e

. imteregt.  or advantage that, being impartial, satisfy

vy the tFaditiomal understanding of morality. >3 ' S

i

. 'I)f hQ is : Alxomilish hi’s task without introducing prior moral
Vo | L . o . |
b -usuxﬁcions then - ould seem. that Gauthier can only allow for
t:he ponsibility of a. CM disposition after he shows why wa C-S - -

\_e ﬂi"ﬂpositton ‘18 ot at le"ast L,as rational an - alternative. B
,p : By )

"1danti£ying and introducing a (-8 disposicim I- am suggésting

[

,t:haj: Gauthier s CM is','ﬂ at -».t:imes. morally i.ncontinent My
alternative, the person:.with the 8 dispositid‘n merely takes
the bcc_asibnal "moral holiday wpen the Oppomni‘t:y fdr doing so

arises. : ‘ » ' o, - ’ - <

_ 732_»‘8‘50 _Kr,ablus’ aund Coleman, op cit.
.33 Morals By Agreemert; op ¥it., p. 6.



Furthermore if CcM’'s do snffer from moral inc

83

jﬁeuthier's morally incontinent CM thus is "moral" whenﬂhe,

need not be and suffers from failing to maximize his utility when

he could easily do so, and moreover, do so without eufferingheny

. e A
adverse -repercussions. If this s true then Gauthier’s’  moral.

»
4 - ) .~

enterprise suffers from a ﬁ&ilure-to accomplish his designated

task without ‘importing eome morekdpremieeer?g:o his argument.

tinence. then‘my

qugument in favour of the C-S being at least as xetiongl as the

CM gains additional suPport for C-S's would not reellw be inA

direct competition witn/CM's for they are morally incontinent

/.
/o

:

Gauthier nght be able to circumvent this 6bjection of morhl

/ v
incontinence on the part of‘ipe CM by showing why it s th? case
-~

that a person with a CH 'disposition would not defect when ‘this 1's 8

to- his advantage and including: the condition that he wouldﬁﬁot

/ @
suffer from any adv@ﬂse repercussions in terme of being excluded

LR

5 4

o

s e

&

gn

from any future coopqrative interactions If he did menege to

.show this‘Idfhink it would ‘be because he redefined vhat a CM was

a CM would be more like my c-s. 5 S
o~ ' : :'\\ B " - .
. . L : '\\ S ~, : : '

Having said all of this. d%ee this make a per@on with a C- S

, dispositioﬂ a more‘likely Candidate to' be found inhebiCing the

'Gauthier -moral world? I think so on the grounds that suffering

he
from such a malady as moral incontinence is not a meledy thet an
\ [

agent Aconcerned with . maximizipg his ,&tility would want to be

e
W

\\l
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afflicted with. ' : ~
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In summary I have "identified a third alternative to
Gauthler's two disposftions, the C-S disposition. I have argued
that one can readily distinguish these dispositions, if not onmn

hi . |
the grounds of their respective behaviors, then on the grounds of

their reasoning, i.e., the‘necessqry and sufficient < s on

|

which they will base their actions. I have also gued that. this

C+S disposition 1is at least ‘;s'%ratgonal in\ some case as

-y
Gauthier has failed to shéw how he solves the compl ‘ <e-problem
given that the person who adopts a CM disposition is morally
incontinent. However, the ﬁrg'resented in this chapter
have f§%11y been informal argu ’ precursdrs to v?Pe formal
: ¥ RIS PR 8 . o

isposbtion of

argument o;"GauthiérgsP‘when he arguéé that a d
constrain€d haximization is the’uniquely E&tibnaf*%éfﬁfegyﬂﬁiﬂ:}
o:der to jsupport my posiéion I must redeem some of ﬁhe éonceptual
160'1 I have offered througﬁout_this Chapcér‘and‘present a formal
‘;rgumenc in favour of a C-S di@poéitidn and juxﬁapose it witﬁ
Gauthiqr'e formal gument in fa§our'of;a CM dispos}tion. Iﬁis I
attempt to do in ¢ gifoliowing chapter. |

o

. I - ~ . - .. -

B
b\";ﬁ ’ ,

-



P S
N Chapter 1III
The Morally Incontinent CM
Thus ° far three alternative dispositions, a constrainad
) . '7" !

vmaximizing disposition (CM), a Qtraightforward maximizing - (SM)
disposition angd a C-S'disposition have been-idencified. Gauthier
argues that his CM disposition is the uniquely rational stfafequ
for a person with a CM disposition vould have opportunities to -
obtain cooperative benefits that are unavailable to SM's and if
B all rational agents chose a CM disposition the compliance problem
would be solved. In terms of the SM disposition, Gauthier‘eréues, *
that this 1is noﬁ,the uniquely rational strategiffhat Hobbas’s
Foole thinks ié‘ is, fof adopting en SM disoosition willb not '
generate as mucn utility overall as would occur if one adopted i'i

CcM dispositionfand it would: not solve the~céhpliance problem, -

. Y 0 -
thus a political solution would be required.

4

]

I argued in |, previous chapti§ that a C-S disposition is

ional a stracegy in sone cases as .a CHM,
s . . - r :
%ﬁsposition,;

on the grounds that a person vith a CM disposition‘
/i
suffers from moral incontinence for not taking advantage when he - -

AN

could\&qlso without being discovered and *herefore the person o™
with the—*ﬁ*f’ldisposition would h@ve ,opportunitieSv_ o obtain

fcooperative benefits\that are unavailable ;o.pkogg(xiqhgewcnfggi

Y

’dtsposition I alsouargued by inplicacion, Eb&a

disposition does not solve the comﬁiianée probleqain;

.
" MR A ! \
‘v_i- H . : - . A N . ~ s
S . LW VAR N 1
PN . . . . -8 M R :‘ . . ’ e ;. :
» ow
, , . ‘4

/ . . .. . » 87 . . . . \‘ .»—_‘ s L.":



does solve it in any case where a failure to resolva it would,_

“#

result in a‘IOls of future cooperative benefits. f%

W
Bt

his CM/SM distinction, turns to the general at tf ‘why

rational agents would choose a cM dispositi;

dinpositi}’bn. I will not argue in favour of my 'isposition in

- conjunction with Gauthier’s argument, thus confﬁsing things, but

PR

‘tather 1 will first present Gauthler’'s  two arguments, Argument

(1) and Arghment (2), his final argument, and then I wiilvpresent

my argument. If Gauthier is successful in arguing that a rational

f“cgent would choose a CM disposition over an SM disposition, and I
S

2
, think he is -- at least 1f we allow him his ill-defined notion of

translucency --,| then I can simply argue that a rational agent
¥ wouiQ choogse a C-§ disposition over a CM dispositioh and ig;ore
. R . ¥

the SM disposition. ‘ i“:
/\i -

~——

By ignoring the SM disposition I am not simply running an
extension argument on Gauthier's CM dispesition. Recall that in

the lnst chapter I argued that one could distinguish a C-S from‘a

CM disposition qn the grounds of a behavidnal difference and on
. . ’ . - [ ]
dispositional grounds .as well. CM's took conditions (i) amnd (ii)

*

as ‘necesgsary and sufficient conditions for basing their actions

’on a joint,stng;%;&, vheraas & Sa; took conditions (1) and (ii)

i3

8. only necessaty cdnditions when defecting would ‘not adversely

affact thair opportunities for future cooperatjve interaction and
12 . . .
A . : - ’ *
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necessary and su'ficien

¥
L)
¥

vhen‘defecttng would adversely affect

their opportunities or future cooperative interactions.

14

Moieover.;SM s never take conditions (i) and (i1) into account

H

whereas both CM's and C-S"s do. C-S's are not simply SM's in
their most effective disguise and nor are they CM's. This can be

1llustrated by an analogy.

# - ’ .

&

Consider the following example of three alternative

dispositions which one might hold with respect to promise

keeping. First, one might have the disposition to break one's,

promise whenever it was to one’'s benefit to do so, regardless i{f

one was discovered or not. Second, one might have the disposition

~ i

to keep one’'s promise whenever one believed that the’ promisee was
alsp 1likely to keep‘ his .promise. Finally, one might onQ a
qualified disposition with respect to promise keeping suoh‘thac
he would keep his promise 1if he‘beliéved’that the promisee was
~also likely toé keep- his promise and he could not Break his

promise without being found out.

“In some cases, for example, the first disposition and the
third disposition when both ‘conjuncts obtained, the. behaviour

would be the same. Both would make a promise ‘and Poth would end

‘

up breaking it, but there would still .be a dispositional

R

'H,Q%ﬁfgancg.oilnl the formef case Atho person would always be

’

" expected to break his promise but in the latter case the person

¥

would keep his promiso>if he?thought'he would be found out {f he

“



L

I

oo

‘ \‘ 90
broke it and he expecﬁed tlé‘promisee to also keep his promisei

In the case of the seeond‘dﬂgposftion and the third disposition,
; ‘ ; v L L

yhen only the first 'conjunct obt%ined there, would' be no

behavioral difference but there would be a dispositional

difference. The person with the third disposition Would be ready
to break. his promise if he knew he would not be discovered
<
‘wherea%~th& person with the secoqd disposition would still keep‘
4

his promise even if ’ﬁttg;new he \c%uld break it without Being

N
v

dise?veredf. If‘.we_ diesected their respective 'psychologies ’we

@
<

would find that each had a distinct dispositipn.~
v

-~
t

.
L

Prior to turning to - Qauthier s argument it is imp rtant to
Mmote that a rational agent s choice of disposdtion {s not a case

of strategic chofce; rather, Gauth{er says, it 1s a case. of
- a +
parametric choice{ the same as it was fdr CM's, SM's and C-S's
v \
when they were:® reasoning parametrically about whether to edobt ‘a
}

joint‘ strategy, a perceived joint strategy, or' an individual

strategy.

-

Taking® other’'s dispositions 'as fixed, the individual
reasons parametrically to his own best digposition.
Thus " he . compares the’ expected utility of disposing
~ himself to maximize wutility given other’s eéxpected
'strategy choices, with the utility of disposing himself
to cooperate with others in bringing about nearly fair.
and optimal outcomes.

Given my C-8§ disposition a rational agent needs to consider also

what his expected utility vould be, given not only the utility of
{

P .

1 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 171. ,



then this would invoLVe denying the possibility "of a C-§

L
-

b

s . / _ | | ,
dieposing himself to "cooperate with others in bringing about
s ‘ L : "

nearly fair and optimal 'outcomes but\ also what his expected

»utility would be if\defecting would not adversely affecg_ hisv

opportunities,forffuture codperative 'interactison’ He has t0wmake
PR

calgpletions for his expected utility by considering whether - 3

everyone defected, oné persoﬂ'defected or bdth people defected
. » - ) -3

He need not consider the case where condition (iii) never

-

- obtained for I‘haue'assumed ‘that there is at least % possibility_

of eondition (11i) obtaining. If this possibility were denied
: ' ! %

.

dispoaition and Gauthier s identified need for morality, via his

° ;

morally free zone, would be;brought into quéstion.

When faced with the choice of either a CM dispositionJor an

, o
SM disposition,./Gauthier argues,‘ the rational agent need dnly
) . [ F s . . ‘ )
consider thosgf™cases where his choice  would yield different

behaviors.°Thisjseems_to be perfectly acceptable if there are

only two"'diépositions to choose fromJ for there |is really no

choice to be made Af the resulting behaviour would be the 'same

and the expected utility would also be the same' However, since I

have introduced a third disposition the rational agent must also

3

consider those cases where. even though the behaviour may be the

samefvthe expected utilities would be different. —

// -
// When fq\ed with the decision to choose either a CM-

]Bisposition or an SH disposition, Gauthier argues, the‘rational

- . . - .
) , \ ‘ ‘ .. _ |

r
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agent otly considers  ‘those. cases ~u€enef the disposition of .

[

“oonstraint would lead her to' base rer action on a joint strategy

I
’

»
.~

"maximize would 1ead ‘her’ to base her action on an individunli

strétegy. In order to ‘ta into account the - possibility of a C - 8
A\ » - ) [

disposition the rational agent would also have - to consider firsg"

those rare cases when defecting at the opportune momeﬂE would be

n

available - for himself only,‘ those. casesl where defactionv was

.’

" available for the other and not himself, and those extremely_rﬁre

\ .
cases must be extremely rare for if they were not, as 1 have

-

.cooperative strategy ’The ‘rational agent does. not need to

'consider the possibility of condition (iii) never obtaining, for

there is a possibility that it will ‘obtain. When considering

which gisﬁgsition to choose Gauthier 1imposes ‘two 'necessary
. o _ :

e

conditions:

’ First, they must afford the prospect of mutually
b ficial and fair cooperation, since otherwise

mstraint would be pointless. And second, they must
afford some prospect for individually beneficial
defection, since otherwise no constraint would be
needed to realize the mutual benefits.% '

9
L4

' ~ ’ . v
G . £ . :

We now need to qonsider the detaile-d'argum"s Cauthiei_r

offers in support of his conclusion that a rational agent would

2 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 171.

. 92

- and those« cages. where the disposition to' straightf6rward1y a

o

. cases where defection was avgilable for everyone. Tﬁese. last

already argued, it might not be rational to sdopt any kind of

\
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chooee a. CM diepoeition' over an. SM disposition' (I waive'

’

preeenting my argument in favour of the c- disposition until

L x.

-

‘ after N presenting Gauthier Pe argﬁment ’ favour iofw'.‘~ the CM-
"diepoeicion ) Gauthiei presents us with two possible argumen/s
“that a rational person would consider. . . 2

: ) ‘ . - - “
For eact/ of_ Gauthier's»ﬂtwo arguments'-there arﬁ‘lthree°

opoeeible alternative&-the rational agent must consider first he

must consider what his expected utility would ‘be if everyone were

V.

to base thelir action on an individual strategy. i.e.,  no
cooperation by anyone . Ihe‘ second alternativé open to the-
,.* \ : s . )

rational agent 1is what his expected utility would be if all
people were to base their action on *a joint strategy,f i.e.,

& . : .
everyone cooperates., The third alternative is that . the ratlonal

agent bases his action on an individual strategy and the ochers
base their actions on a joint 'strategy, i.e., he acts

L

straightforwardly and they cooperate.

One thing.we éeed to remind ourselves of, in considering.the+A
.following arguments is that the rationallagent is not'choosiné
_yhether to cgpperate or not in. a particular situation,”rather heg
Ais‘dec’%f%g on whether tq‘adopt a dispd%ition to cooperate Or
not cobperete, given'that certain conditions obtain In effect
_ he is naking a -policy“ decision with »respect to his 'future ,

N

behaviour. 'Gauthier considers first an argugent in _which the



_'gational agent reasons: as folfdwsf'3_
A » ' < o ¢ )
Argument (1): Suppose gp adopt straightforward
maximiaation Then 1if I expect the others to base; their
, actipns on 'a joint strategy, 1 defect to my beadt
. individual strategy and expéct a utility, u’', If I
expect the others to act on individual strategies, then
so do I, and expect a utility, u. If the probability
that others will base their actions on a joint strategy
is p, then my overall‘expected utility is [pu’! + (1-
, P)u] ,
. LA 2 .
T Suppose I adopt constrained maximization Then ff %
! , - I expect the others to base their actions on a joint
strategy, so do I, aWd expect a utility u’. If I expect
the others to act on individual strategies, then so do
I, and expect a utility, u. Thus my 3ﬁera11 expected
utility is [pu’ + (1 - plul. fy '
Since u" is greater than u’, [pu’’ + (1 - p)u] is
» greater than [pu' + (1 - p)u], for any value of p other
= than O (and for p=0, the two are equal). Therefore, to’
maximize my overall expectation of utility, I "should
;adopt’ straightforward maximization

~

Argument (1),‘ Gauthie; says, suffers from an unwarranted
‘assumntion; This first argument 'assumes that the probability of -
'others acting cooperatively 1is °independent of one's own
disposition, but the‘brobability is not independegﬁ. CM's only

: . AN o
act cogperatively if they think the others are also similarly

EI. £

3 In the follo ing arguments the symbols aﬂatidentified as
follows, where u is 1less than u’ and u’ is less than u’’:

u - expeCted utility if each person acts on an individual
strategy

u’ - expected-utility if all act on a joint strategy

u'’ - expected utility if the rational agept acts on an
individual strategy and others act on a Joint strategy.

¥
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dispoood'ahd tf they - expct the outcome to be neprly‘fair and
loptfmhl 1f CM’'s “don't think this. then they would ‘base their
: ‘ x e ‘

action on ‘an individual ,strategy Therefore, for Qhese two

[}

reasonh, an SM\would not have the- opportunities that a CM hus
his utility expectation would be less than what he anticipated ‘In

Argument, (1). Rejecting Argument (I)J Gauthier conditipnally»

N . . : .
endorses the following reasoning.
, > R \
Angument L(2): Suppose 1 adopt 'straightforward

maximization. Then I must expect the .others to employ
Jaximizing individual. strategies in ‘Interacting with
me; 80 do I, and expecf'a utility, u.

; Suppose I adopt constrained maximization Then if
thv‘.others are conditionally disposed to, constrained’
maximization, I may .expect them to base their actions
on a cooperative joint strategy in interaction with me;

v so do I, and expect a utility u’. If they are not so
disposed, 1 employ a maximizing strategy and expect u
as before. If the probability that others are disposed
to consfrained  maximization is p, then my. overall
expected utility is [pu' +(1 - p)u]. o :

Since- u’ 1is great ‘r than u, [pu' + (1 - p)u] is
- greater than u for any-value of p othér than 0 (and for
. p=0, the two are equal). Therefore to. maximize my, -
overall expectation of utility, I should adopt
constrained maximization. D . .
S

//\\\_,_ Argument (2) does' not make the unwarranted assumption found

inhﬁrgument (1) Gauthier argueé. If a CM finds ‘herself amengst
other CH's,‘end expects a nearly fair and optin%fboutcome, then
o > . . _ o .
“«she will base her action onm a joint strategy. On the other hard,

1f she finds herself amongst a den of EM's, she will not expect a

.nearly fair and optimal eutcome, and therefore will not opt for a

.- ;’

| f AR N
4 Morals By Agreement; op éit-. pp. 171-172.

.. | /] -
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joiot strategy. The CM acgs. diffarently in ‘thdse calo- whcrn lho

*

is amongst a den of SM's and‘Fho:e cases whery sho 1: amongst a

‘community of similarly disposed CM's. By doinf 80, ‘apchior

argues, she 1is able to find more opportunitipl for mutunlly
benoficial cooperaoion ;ﬁan ao SM couidylcu'a know that SM'n
would take advantage in cooperativo enterprises, and knowfng this
‘chey would seek to pre;ent SH's from engaging in joint~ strategies
with themselves{ thus limiting the occasions SM’s’ would have for
taking advantage. By having more opportunities for ‘cooperative

interaction CM's stand to'bemefit more'tﬁan SM's,

[y

.
('

Gauthier'o endorsoment of the‘reasoning in‘Argument (2)/
1; conditional upen the agents\beiﬁg transpa;ent. That. is to say
if all appear ;; they‘redlry are, Eﬁey wear oheir dioposiki;;o—on
their sleeve, then_ the CM can éxpéot to do better than theisﬁ.
This 1o‘unsgtisféctory given tnft the A Foole would simply reply
thgt'the rationél thing to do would be to oonceaf one’'s true
disposition, thereby gaining the trust and respect of others and
“wait for defection opportunitieshthat generated large payoffs
To oircumven&,thishpossible’Gauthief-Los to show how‘ope
"knows. whethof he 1s amongst CM's or SM's. Wev have s;en ‘that

Gauthieér’s answer to this problem lies in his otgomeﬂt for

transluoency. Trgnslucency, as earlier stated, simply means that

’

A
Yo

- one can, "not with certainty, but as more than mere guesswork,"s

5 usxgli_hx_ozliimgnz; op cit-.'p- 174,
X Y S ' »
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‘CICOItIfn,Che diibouicion of another in terms of 'whether he can
. ' < |

be expected to cooperafo. Gauthier rejects "tfansparency,"5i.e.”

cvttyo%c abpfars ig;their‘crue colors, in favour of translucency

because he thinks attributing transparency to &veryone would
. ) ) » . .
mitigate any realistic application. of his argument. He also

refult in non-optimal’ dutcomes and thus require a P°11‘:1¢“‘1
N R #

lo}utibn to such problems as payj

{f beings were opaque -it may )

cooperative ;née!'riaes without some form of extefnaf

substantive rules .of conduct enforced by a Leviathan, that
. v

compliance would be ensured..

Therefore, assuming that we are translucent to some degree

r‘eectl' beingd"ﬁho are "opaque" for their iInteractipons would
* . ! ’ B

or other, Gauthier ‘offers a third argument to show that’

4

constrained maximization'is still the more rational strategy.6,

Id this third argument‘non-cooperation, cooperation, defectin.

and explditation are the four possihle outcomes where defection
has thegvalue of 1, exploitation has the value of 0, cooperation

’has a Jalue of  less thang} (but greater than 0), and non-
. L | o
6 Gauthier makes the following simplifying assumptions:

"the non-cooperative outcome results unless (i) those interacting

are CM's who achieve mutual recognition, in which case the

cooperative outcome results, or <(ii) those interacting include-

CM's who fail to recognize SM's but are themselves recognized, in
bwhi.eh_ case the outcome affords the  SM's the. benefits of
individual defection and the CM’'s the ctﬁfs of having advantage
taken of mistakenly basing their actidbns on a cooperative
strategy." Furthermore, he ignores . the inadvertant taking of
advantage when CM's mistake their fellows for SM's. Cf s

Agreament; op: cit., p. 175.
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cooperation flao has the value of less than 1 but 5reetet thln 0

and furthermore the® value of. 7n-cooperation is less than th‘

-

value of cooperatioﬁ. 7 Gauthidr's new argument for why ic 1is
rational eo‘chooae"e CM disposition over an SM dilpo;ﬁtion is

different from both Arguments (1) and. (2). . Consider the

H R

following:.

Let us now calculate the expected utilities for
‘CM’s and SM’'s in situations affording both the prospect
of mutually beneficial cooperation and individually
beneficial defection, A CM expects the wutility nc
unlédss (i) she,succeeds in cooperating with other CM's
or (i1) she is exploited by an SM. The probability of
(i) is the combined probability that she interacts with
a CM, r, and that they achieve mutual" recognition, p,
or rp. In thid case she gafns (¢ - ne¢) over her non-
cooperative expectation nc. Thus the effect of (i) {is

L

7 This is a list of the variables and their assigned values

and/or constraints Gauthier‘ uses the variables uf’ for
cooperation and u’ for non-cooperation. To make things simpler I

use 'c¢’' for cooperation and ‘nc’ for non-cooperation, ‘'d’ for
defection and ‘e’ for exploitation. : ‘

d = 1 ‘
c <d&c>e ' s - .
ne <c & nc >e ‘ - . A

e = 0 n ~‘

The remaining variables are p, q, anj r: the values of p, q,-&nd
r fall between 0 and 1 d

p = the probability that CM’'s achieve mutual recognition, herte
they cooperate L J

q - the probability that CM’'s fail to recognize SM's but will
themselves be recognized, so that exploitation and defection

willfﬁisult .

r- = the prdbability. that a randomly selected member of the
population ig a CM, assuming that everyone is efther a CM or
an SM, so the probability that a randomly selected peteon is
an SM is (1 - ) ’

'\(\ .

»
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oéincrcl-c her utility expectation by a value of
(rp(e-nc)]. The probabil of (Li)“is the combined

> probability that she {interadts with an SM, 1l-r, and

" ' that dhe fails to recqgnize him but_is tacognized q, .

or',(1-r)q. In this case she receiv¥s 0, so she loses

B hoJ non-cooperative ‘expectation nc. Thus the effegt of

" (11) is to reduce her utility expectation by .a Value

- [(l-r)qnc]). Taking both (1) and (11i) into account, a CM
axpoctl the utility (ne + [rp(c - nc)] - (l-r)qne).

, An SM expcctn the utility nc unless he exploits a
“CM. The probability of ‘this is the combined probability
that he intetacts -with a CM, r, and that he recognizes
her but 1s not recognized by her, q, or rq. In this
case he gains (l-ne) over his non-cooperativ
expectation nc. Thus the effect is to increase hﬂ
utility expectation by a value [rq(l-nc)].- An SM th
expocta the utility (nc + [rq(lane)]).

It {s rational to dispose oneself to constrained
maximization 1if and only if the utility expected by a
CM {s greater than the utility expected by an SM, which
obtains if and only if p/q 1is greaCer than ((l-nc)/(c-
ne) + [(l-r)ne]/[r(e-nc)]V.

The first term of this expression, ((l-nc)/(c-nc),
relates the gain from defection to- the 'gain through
cooperation. The. value . of defection 1is of course
greater than -that of cooperation, so this term 1{is

_ greater than 1. The second term, [(l-r)nec]/[r(c-nec)])
depends for its value on r. If r=0 (i.e,, there are no>
CM's in the population), then its value is infinite. As
r, increases, the value of the expression decreases,
until {f r=1 (i.e., there. arxe only CM's in the
population) its value is 0. -

Gauthier wants to draw two conclusionsufrom this aréument.
‘“First. it 1is ra;ional to dispose oneselfy to constrained
,maiimizacion only 1If ~th.e ratiop of p' to q, MNe.,, the ratio
between the probability that an 1nteractioﬂAinvolving CM's will
result in coopefatién and the pfobability that™ an 1nteréction

involving CM's and SM's will involve exploitation and defection,

8 Morals By Agreemenmt; op cit. bp. 175-176.
—
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is greater than the ratio between the gain from defection and the
gain ghrough cooperation.” 9 The second conclusion Gauthier wants

to dfnw is thnc' "as the proporcion' of CM's in the popalucion
1ncraaae:’(so that “the value of r. lnctolscn), the value of the
ratio p~to q that 1s requited for it to be rational to dilpono
dnesalf. .to constrained maximTzation qe;reaual.1~ The fiore
ionsttained maximizers tnéxe are, the greater the risks a
connﬁrained maximiicr may rationally accept of failed cooperation

and ‘enploitation. However, 'these risks, and particularly the
latter, must remain relatively small." 10
.

Having presenFed Gauthier’'s three arguments we now need tn
ascertain ‘first, Wwhat 1is it that he ;actuarly proves with
Arguments (1) and (2), and second, do nrgnmancé (1) and (2) prove
what Gauthier éhink& gney prove, and finally, do Arguments (1)
and (iy/:ell\us anything’whidh we did not.know already? We also
need to 'see whether Gauthier'’'s th}rd aréumnnt supports his

{

conclusion that, given translucency, constrained maximization {s
i .
the more rational disposition to adopt. The question we are most

coﬁé@rned to .answer though is whether constrained maximization is

-

9 Hmli_ﬁx_Azmmm op cit., p. 176.

10 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 176. Note Gauthier's
last sentence in this quote: i’ e., that the risks of failed
cooperation and exploitation must remain relatively small. This
supports my argument in two ways. First it concedes che?ttgument
I made about Gautliier's morally freeuzone allowing fdr ‘possible
cases of defection and exploitation thus allowing me to introduce
the C-S disposition. Second, this supports my argumen# that the
cases of exploitation and defection must be rare. !

< /
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‘bu more rational disposition to adopt than a C-S disposition, or,

Y
are there at least .some cases where it would be more rdtiona? to

.

adopt a C-S dispesition rather than a CM disbosition?

* ’ .
Gauthier layn: with respect to Arguments (1) and (2), "what

4 . :
we have shown 1s that, {f the straightforward maximizer and the

’conltrninod maximizer appear in th;iY true coioru, then tpe‘
conqtrninfﬁ maximizer pmust do better.” -11 If . this 1s all
Arguments (1) .and (2) show then it is of ltttie importance. We
already know that, for example in a two-person one-shot
'P;ilaner'l Dilemma, people who cooperate can evpect to do better
tham,people who do not cooperate! The problem,’ which Gauthier has
failea;tO'answer with these two arguments, ,is how it can be the
case that peopleg with coﬁpeting interests can achieve the optimal
outcome given the conditiéns A, B,§ and C of strategical}y
rational choice. By simply saying, in essence, "constrain
yourself and act so that the outcome which you mutually achieve
is the optimal outcome d4nd you will be rewarded fo;Myou\efforts

r 4
afterwards” Gauthier has conflated theiy competing interests into

the /mutual 1nteres; of how both can get the best out of the
situation in which they p?esently ffnd themselves. In conflating
their interests Gauthier may have denied his premise of npn-
tuism, 1i.e., tﬁei£ not¥ taLing an Iinterest in the other's
interest, Gauthier'; Arguments (1) and (2) do prove’wﬁat Gauthier

says they prove but his conclusion is trivial.

*-‘!:.-,

11 Morals By Agreement; op cit., p. 173.
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Arguments (1) "and (2) are cases of p;rnmntrlc reasoning,
Gauthier says. That 1s to say they are cases of an agent who

¥
takes others’ dispositions to be fixed and then reasons to his -

own best diapoliczon. Cauthierﬂg third argument, on the othor,

hand, 1is éot a case of parametric refsoning. On the contrary it

. -

;eqms to be a case of Einding "the cOngzrlqna under which the
‘.‘cinion to dispose jonenelf to constrained maximization (s

rationai for trangluc&nt persons,”™ and asking "1{f these are (or

may be) the conditions i; which we find ourselves." 12 This ts an

:ntirely different kind of argument than either Argument (1) or

Argument‘(Z);

In the first two 'arguments Gauthier was concerned to show

that the disposition ofﬂ constrained maximization ylelded a

greater :ciiiCy expectation than did a disposition of straight- r“é

forward hhximizatioa. In his third argument he ia'seeking the

"conditions wunder which the decisién to g&spose onesalf to <
constrained maximization" would be rational. By adopting this
alternative approach Gauthier leaves the door wide open for my
argument in favour of a C-S disposition. 1 too can seek the
condigions under which the decisifon to dispose oneself to a C-S
diggqeitioﬁ would be rational. I could also ask {f these are (or

may be) 6 the conditions in which we find ourselves but I ignore

this estion given the ideal nature of the agents under

12

; op clt., p. 174,

G\ s
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consideration.
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By saying that.he is seeking for the conditions under which

»

.the.decisionrtO‘dispose'oneself to constreined maximization would

be rational Gauthier is implying first<$hat there may be cases

. . i oo™y -
where it would not be rational to dispose oneself to a CM
N Fd

disposition. This is surprising for even if one were in a society
h
which consisted of. onl}ASM s -the CM disposition leaves open the
]

possibility of acting*straightforwardly when one expects to be

°

exploited by another. One does not give ué a CM disposition.by
lacting straightforwardly in- thesev circumstances ffor ;acting
straightforwardly is an inherent part of the CM: disposition The
second thing implied by Gauthier s claim is that a CM disposition
may mot be the uniquely rational strategy, this would depend on
which conditibns the rational agent found himself in I am not
?concerned htoi.argue that a C;S disposition ‘is the KUniqmgly
retional strategy, rather 'my‘concern is to argue for the weaker:
claim that there are conditions under which it would be rational
to choose a~C-S disposition. j:. o ) f

-
4
-,

There are problems”with Genthiér“s third argument which he
”vdoes. notlladdreSS.: qhat do CM's do, given ;theA‘assunption vof‘

V trenslnceney, when they do not know what'dispositipn theihther
persen holds? Recall that‘in the previous chapter where l was
':coneerned to see what” C-S's would do in a PD I‘eonclnded that.h;

there were two alternatives open to the agent if he did not know

o

-~
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what dispositioh the other he1¢.13 In these kind of cases there
are four possible outcomes in terms of recognizing ano;her.‘cellr

them rl to r4, In rl we have mutual recognition; in f2, I
. L «
recognize him but he does not recognize me; in r3, he recognizes
oo L 4 ' i
me but I do '‘nmot recognize him; and in r4, we are unable to /'

.recogniie each other. dauthier needs cO‘prov;de aﬁ accouﬁt ql/ J
what his Cﬁ would do . in each of these four pitqaciogs-forszy
‘essuminé trﬁnslucency he leaves -himself open to any efuféese~
possibilitiee ‘occurringiy His third ergument only takeﬁ/liﬁto

/

account rl and r3. By negle&ting r2 and especially rh Gauthier s

argument 'in favour. of CM’'s is invalid. S f

K ~
p
K

One eould-say that Gauthier implicitl} takes gé;intofeccount
fof'if the CM recognized theﬂSM and.the SM die not recognize her
then ghe'CM'weuld ﬁot COoperate for she would not expect an
_ outcome which was neariy ﬁéir aﬁd optimal Tﬁis may be the case
but it 'Qill ‘not mitigate ‘the‘ damage doné to his argument bye

failing to take into account r4. R4 }s/ ucial for we need to’

13 First, rather than take the ﬁéanc}‘of being exploited
they could base their -actions on an individual strategy and not
cooperate like the SM, or second, they could take the chance of
being exploited - (knowing thag the. gpportunities of exploitation
are rare) and base their actions on a-joint strategy like the CM,
The choice they would make in this matter would seem to. depend on
the ratio of the cost of exploitacion over their expected benefit
from cooperating. If the cost - of ©being exploited were
sufficiently . great then it would be .ratjonal to Bkie\}:ne's
actions on an individual strategy and not cooperate. In. thi’-case
their 'expected utility. would be the: same as SM’s. If the benefits
from 'cooperation were sufficiently great, sucﬁ‘that it offset the
costs of occasionally being ‘exploited, then it would be rational,
* to cooperate. In this case their expected utility would be the
same a8 CM’'s unless one or the other actually‘were exploited



\ ' Co - O’ 105

-know, not what the SM will do when he doesn’t recognize the other

: ) : b
_m- we already know he w::'t cooperate regardless of What
dispoeJtion the other has -- but rather what will the CM do "in

N

.fhose cases when she doesn’t rscognize the other.

. B . ¢
L ' .
. . , N

—

"When I considered my C-S disposition in the same situation I

-

v

conceded that there were two possibilities Suppose Gauthiér vere

to adopt the first alternative --" rather than take the chance of

bei“ng exploited . a CM could base .her“actions on an individual -
a4 '

©

strategy and not cooperate like the SM -- then what? If he
,adopted this alternative then not odly would he have to revise

‘his third argument but the CM's'expected'utility in this third
. . ‘ ? \

argument would need to be revised; it mi ht not be -as . great as

Gauthier thinks it would be. Furthermorj ‘if Gauthier opted for

~this first alternative then he wouldw ave:to revise both of the
two conclusions he wanted to draw sovthat he could accommodate
thoseccases where another s disposition,wes-pnknown;
Suppogse he "were to adopt the second alﬁernatiye -~ a CM

could itake ‘the. chante of beiné. exploited essuming that vthe

) opportunities of‘exploitation arekrare' (but g@fs'depends on'the?
'distribution of CM's and SM's: in the popul&tion), and still base
_her actions on a‘joint_strategyf-- then what? If this were the
case then, ‘again. the- same::three things follow;’ his argument
would‘need to be revised; therefore thehexpected utility would be

different,'end the two conclusions draun from this argument would

w



~ o 106

have to be readdressed.

. Another problem with Gauthier’s third argument *is the

-

o : : '
epistemological problem identified earlier: they may be mistaken

b

in their perse@tions and/or thelir appréheﬁsions; of a given
situation and therefore it is not the case that a CM expects the
utility'(nc + [rp(c - nc)] -‘(l-r)qncf but rather her'expected

utilify is the probability of (nc + [xrp(c - nc)] -;(1-r)qnc).
. ‘: , E N .. ' o
Sy ) ' o

One could expect someone  to object., to this so-called
epistemological‘problem on the grounds that Gauthier’s argument
is an ideal argument and he doesn’t address ‘episteﬁological'
: . ‘ :

concerns. However, this third argument s Gauthler’s formal

dfgumen; in f&vou: of a CM disposition and he wants to tie this =+

argument to the real world'(remember this argument presupposes
4 ‘ » i

tranélucqncy and translucency waS'the'éie.to themreal worldz and
‘therefore this.couﬁﬁer claim wiil not suffice fo overcome  this
objection. Civen>£hat tﬁeée criticisms are sufficient to fender
Cauthiér's third argument invalid, especfally the criticism chgt

he fails to account for what CM's would do 1if they did not

L

recognize the other, I can now turn to my argument.
. . t .

v

N

Given the ideal nature of Gauthier’s arguments ﬁoi a 'CM.
disposition it 1is justified 1f I make some simplifying and
2 : : o i

'idéalized‘assumptions in order to present myvargument in favour

< .
»
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.0of the C-S disposition.;a Therefore, in the first part of this

‘ar ument, I assume' two simple societies the first society

consisting of only CM’'s and the second society consisting of oniy

C-S's 15 I also assume that the -agents involved know the length
°»

L4

]
of their lives such ,that -they‘ know the number of cooperative

opportunities they can expect Th® next assumption in this first

‘srgument 1is that the agents in the CM society always cooperater

s

The final assumption is that the agents in the C-S society always

. cooperate unless they are in a defect mode. . "//;/
7 : . '

The question, given these assumptions,‘ is what is the

expected utility for a CM-and a C §? In order to calculate their

expected utilities I make the following assignments k = number

P

of cooperative opportunities X = numbér of occasions a C-S is in

[y
« .

" a defect mode, d = defection, ,c - cooperation, nc = non-—
g . 1

’

-cooperation. e = exploitation and d > e, ¢ > nc, né > e. It is

vfurthet stipulated that the values of ¢ and nc fall between 1 and

. ) ‘

0 and that d=1 and e=0.

.

Having said this a CM in a- soci ety consisting.of only CM's

has an expected utility of k(c). the number of opportunities for

cooperatioﬂ‘%ver her»copperative expectation. A C S on the other

- . ¢
A ’ ~ ’

14 1 anm indebted to Steven DeHaven for his assistance in
formulating the two arguments which folklow.

e ' o
15 From now on I will ignore the SM disposition assuming

that Gauthier’'s argument in favour of the CM disposition ‘won over

the argunent in favour of the SM disposition

y K

N X

v
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hand, in a 'society of only C-S's, wouldvﬁave an expected uciligy
of [(k-x)*((k-x)/K)*c]  + [(K=x)*(x/k)%e] + [x*(Ck-x)/x)%d)] +
'[x*(x/k)*nc]. fhg fi:stf ferm ofﬁ éhis exp?essioh. [(k-x)*((k-
‘x)/k)*c], calcula;es fhe utility' a C-8 can e#pcct 1f he 1is
;interac;ing with another C-S who 1is not in the d;féct.mode. The

second term of thfi'exprq;sioh. [(k-x)*(x/k)*ed, calculates the

utility a C-S can expect‘Q% he 1s 1nteracting'with another C-§
wh; is in the defect mode. The third term of this expression, .
[x*((k-x)/x)*d)], calculates Ehe utility a C-S could expect Lif he

were in the defect mode and the other was not* The fourth term of
. _ \
this expression, [x*(x/k)*nc], calculates the utility a C-S could

13

expect if they achieved thé non-cooperative outceme, i.e., they

were bofh in the defect mode.l6

In this case of simple societies where ﬁhe_first society is

L4

inhabited only by CM’s who always cooperatenyand the sdecond
sbciéty is inhabited only by C-S's who always cooperate unless

‘they are in a-.defect mode we find that there are conditions under

whichrthe decision ‘to diSpkse ongselﬁwto a C-§S 'disposition 1is
rational. That 1is to 'say there are conditions under";whicﬁ@

choosing a C-S disposition would yeild a greater exbectdd»utilityh

L3

.

than chooSing a CM &1sposicion. ‘This 1is not to 'gay that we

cannot, or Gauthier cannot, find cases, glven these same
o . . . 3
assumptions but assigning different values to the wvariables,
; o : ' o .
' : v

»

16 gee Appendix B, ‘the first prbblem, for the calculated
solutions to both CM and C-S such that the expected utility of a
C-S is greater than the expected utilfty of a CM. '

o ~
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where it would be rational to choose a CM disposition rathgrﬁthan

L 17 . o . '
a C-S disposition. : AR . P , .

.o . ¢ N : ‘
Consider now a mixed society of only CM’'s and C-S's. In this

.case we neod"to know the ratio of CM’s to C-S's 1in “the

n v

population, therefore, we assign the Qariable_rl to the number of

——

CM’'s in the population and (l-rl) for the number of C-S's. The.

teoaining variables are undhanged;/i.e, as before, CM's always

. C ——- . » . . ¢
c00perater“%ndy C-S's always cooperate unless they are in the

‘ﬁefect~mod€§ - ( o .

S . f °
A  CM has the following utility expectacion in a mixed

society of only CM's and C-S's. cgt - [k*(l-rl)*(x/k)b*e] +

[k*fl*c] + [k*(l-rl)*((k-x)/k)*c]. The first term of this
A .

_expression,.[k*(l-;l)*(x/k)*e], calculates th® utility a CM can

expect 1if '_ho is exploited by a C-S. The second term of this
expression, [(k*rl*c], calculates the utility a CM can expect if’

« ¥ : 7 :
he cooperates with another CM. The third term of this. expression,

Pl

[k¥*(l-rl)*((k-x)/k)*c], calculates the otilityla CM can eipeot if

~he interacts with a C-§ who is not in a defect mode.

Iy

A C-S. has éhe following utility éxpeotation in a mixed
b

so¢iety of' only CM’'s and C-S' s C-g = [(k-x)*(x/k)F(1- rl)*e] +

‘[(k})*rl*c] + [(k-x)*(1- rl)*((k x)/k)*c) + [x*(rl*d)] [x*(1-

. 17)See Appendix B, ?he second problem;.where I found values
to show that {t would be rational to choose a CM disposition
rather than a C-S disposition . : . \ 2

. )
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-

rL)*((k-x)/k)*d] + [x*(l-rl)*(x/ky*nc]. The first term of this

s,

/ ' ' ‘
expression, [(k-x)*(x/k)*(l-rl)*e], celcutetei the utility a C-S
nother C S who is in the defect

can expect if he is;exploited by
mode. The second‘ term of &his expreesion, (k- x)*tl*c].
calculates the utility a C-S:could ~expect if he were ‘not in.a

defect mode when interacting with a CM and thul they cooperated,
The tbird term of this ‘expression,, [(k-x)*(l-tl)*((k-x)/k)*c],

calculates thedutility a C-S could expect if "he interacted with

Co ¢ " : 4
another C-S who, like himself, was not in the defect mode. The
A | o
fohrth term of this expression, [x*(tl*d)]. calculates the

. . . . ®
utility a C-S could expect if he interagted with a CM while he

was in a defect mode. The fifth term of this expression, [x*(1l-

rl)*((k-x)/k)*d], calculates the utility a C-S could expect 1if he

were in a d;fect mode apd he interacted with another C-S who was'

LS

not in a defedt mode, thereby gaining the benefits of defectiod‘
ovet this other C-S. The sixth-term of this ekpression [x*(l-”
_rl)*(x/k)*nc],\calculates the utility a C- S could expect 1f he

was in the defect mode and he. interacted with another-C-§ who was

+

also in the defect mode.

~

LN .
% Lt

ane again we can conclode that even in a mixed society of

o

. L Qg e .
"only CM’'s and C-S's there are cases where it 1is rational to

choose a C;§ disposition.18 Having said this thoogh {t' remains

-

18 see Appendix B, the third problem, where I. found values
to show that it was rational to choose a C-S disposition over a
"CM disposition in this mixed society of CM’s and C-S’s. I did not
‘want to make the strong claim that it was alwayi rational to
choose a C-S - disposition, given the assumptions at have been
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for me- to point out' that my -argument in favour of the C-S
disposition is somew;;c different than Gauthier’s any of
Gauthier’s three arguments. Cauthier'a first two arguments were
cases of paramet¥ic re;soning suchvthat an agéﬁt reasoned to his
 own be‘f disposition given transparency. Gauthier'’s third
argument was;a»case of‘finding the conditions under whiéh it,
woul& be rat;ohal to dﬁspose oneself to constrained mgximi;gtion
if éeéple ‘wefh translucent. ‘My arguments are similar to
Gautﬁier'; first two arguments in that they ark cases of
parametric reasoning and my argumencs are sihilar to Géuthier's

@

thigd argument in that I too 5foked for conditions ynder which it
was :ational to. choose a. C-S disposition., In neither of my two
arguments' did I rely oh annslucency o£ on craﬁsparenﬁy but
rath;i I calculated the uti11£§ expectatio? given that a person

would_interaét with another - who held a given disposit%yn.

- My f?rst' argumeﬁf‘ can best be déscribed' as a case of
parad;trié regsoning‘in vhich, taking the other'’s disposiﬁlén as
fixed, 1.e., all CM’'s in the- sociéty ér’ all C-S's in another
"society, the rational agent asks “what would beb the rational‘

{
disposbtgpn‘to choose 1f one were to‘%ave a choice of living in

>

made, for I thought there would be cases where it was rational,
under "these circumstances, to choose a CM disposition. However,
in performing these calculations I was unable to. generate any
values, keeping the imposed constraints in mind, that would make
it rational for one to choose a CM rather than a C-S disposition.
Recall that in the case of the two simple societies I *was able to
generate such a case. -

B )
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either the first society, the all CM déhioty. or living in the

= \

second society, the all C-é socfety? Given that there were cases

where it was more rational to be a C-S and given Chaé there were

f

also cases where it was more rational to fe a CM, (this depended

on what values were assigned to cooppraﬁiﬂ;
p ;

thei Gauthierls/ claim that constr;in67ﬁ ﬁax1mi¢at1on {8 the

and.non-cooperation),

2 .
cases is vindicated.

s
*

The second argument I lpresentqd was. also a case .of
parametric reasoning about what dispositiYn it would be rational

to adopt given %h#t the agent was going to enter into a mixed
society of only CM’'s and C-S's. Contrasting this argument with
. . - , ) . ’\ . '

the first argument I presented I wa$ unable to generate any value

-for,cooperation-qnd non-éoopgration,'(keeping of course within
the;im;osed constraintsg), such that it ﬁ#de it rational for one
to choqse a CM‘di§Sﬁsigion. This secoﬁd argument was similar to
thé,i\first in Afhac ..neither” presupposed translucénéy i;ﬁor
transparency. i S .

A B o
. a
\l . N N .
N &

Given that there 4dre conditions under which {1t would be

rational to chose a ‘C-S ‘disposition as opposed to: a CM

disposition I can conclude that Gauthier’s constrained maximizer

is, at times, morally incontinent. Furthermore 1 .can conclude

that constrained maximizing is not the uniquely‘ratﬁonal strategy
: ~ . - L ' £ ) SN

-

e
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L3

Gauthier thinks it Ls.- This .should not surprise‘g or surely it

{s in accord with some of our intuitions, i.e., 1 can take a

e

moral holiday. without adversely affeccingnl hisJ " future
opportunities for cooperac(on thenv th;t person jﬁanw.exﬁéct a
greater utility than ﬁhc person who doesn’'t taﬁg the moral
 holiday when he“c;qﬂd do so. I ”H‘ ) _ ,

There are still two areas of concern, which I need to

-

address. The first is, will the Ideal Actor from the Aréhimedean
Point endorge tﬁemC-S dispﬁsition? fhe second area of concern-is
the symmetry problem. Tﬁat is to sary I have to arg\ué ;hat all
rational agents who find phemselves in certain conditions will
choose a C-S dispoéition.

o

=
c .

In regards to the Ideal Actor I think he would endorse a C-S

didfbéitiéﬁl Recall that the Ideal Actor is to choose "not as if

she had an equal chance of being each person affected by her

choice, but as if she were each of these persons.” 19 Being
. ) “‘ .
concerned to maximize her utilities the - Ideal Actor ‘would

conaid?f the possibility of a C-S disposition. Insofar as she
found that a C-s disposition 1lead to a greater Kdtility
‘expéctgtionA than did a CM*#disposiiioh she would choase the
former. Of course 1tvneed not be the case that she would ‘always

‘choose the C-S disposition. - Presumably one could construct an

- S ‘ ‘ ¥ ‘
argument, given different constraints, that would show it was

«
~

19 Morals By Agreement; o(p cit., p. 255.

s L
5 <
¢ I

-
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rational to adopt some other disposition, be it a CM disposition .
or even some entirely different dinponition. This however need

not concern us for I have made my case,

3

t,

A The second ppint concerning the Ideal Actor'’s choice is that
he would have to know not only that the opportunities for
defecting from a percei?ed jbing}strategy ;re sufficiently rare
such t?ac they do not make 1t'1rrafional‘to ﬁropse a cooperafive
disp&sition, be it a CM disposition or a C-§ disposition but also

that the cases where both agqnti were in 'a defect mode were rarer

than the cases of one ageﬁt being in a defect mode.

The ansQer to the symmetry probiem lies 1in Gauthter's
identified need for morality. If the world were a perfectly
’COﬁpetitive market, Gauthier argues, éhere would be no need fof
morality. The world isn't" a perfectly compgtitive market, given
the problems posed by free riders and parasites: and the world
' doesn’t usually match _our idealized conceptions o f if.
Opportunities to defect from perceived jgint strategiés are a

) ;

realistical possibility in an imperfect world, and rational

agents would do well to take heed of such possibilities.

They'can fake‘heed of sucﬁ possibili;ies {f they account for
them when they make ‘their  calculations concerning which
disposifion they will have. I granted that if such possibilities
were frequent in number then adopting a C-S disposition'might not

!
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be rational for anyone; but then adopciﬁg a CM d‘ingro‘sicion might
also not be rational for anyone. Rational agents quld be aware
that the ssibility :ff being the exploited and being the
exploiter ekisted, rare chéhgh the case “may be. If such
possibilities were sufficiently rare then it may be the case that
the chance of being exploited would be offset by the benefits
jlined from cooperative interaction. The benefits.of cooperative
.intoracci;n are grhat; as Gauthier testifies "with his appraisal
‘of modern western society and its accomplispments. In order for
rational agents to eonclude éhat a C-S/ disposition was the

>
rational strategy to adopt, given the three identified

o
o

alternatives, they would havé/to assess whether the benefits of
cooperative interaction%a with the >chance of occasional
exploitation were greater than the benefits off;red by the
politi;al solution of an igeévitable Leviathan. I think they would
find the senefits of cooperative interaction and th; freedom
assocliated with such volur:tary interactién much preferabld to the
war of "all against all," where life would be "nasty,“brutish and

short."

~3

H;ving said all of this I can oniy conclude that Gauthier
failed in his attempt to derive morlity from an instrumental
conception of rationality. ‘The reasons for his failure have been
argued for throughout this paper. /In some Wways my arguments,
thqugh cfiticalu may helpxzfo/ strengthen Gauthier’s ' wmoral?

enterprise. I suggest that some version of a C-3 dispesition,

r
-
-4
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t, although not necessarily the version I have offered, may be

identified and substitutedﬂtn place of a constrained maximizing
, S -

disposition. K
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Appendix A

v,

Brian and 3ane have a problem; the same prohlem ﬁé‘&ll;faée -
once we areveach‘concerned to act in our own bgst interest and
wﬁgre.the ougéomeAwhich best manifests that intéfesf is directly
- dependant on what someone'else does. Gauthier must resolve this
problem -of strﬁtegic 1nt%fa;tion And he must do so within the
co#fineq of ;hevidealikiﬁg.condicions A, B and C.

Havingqoufliﬁed the n#tﬁre-of thefproblem>WQ'now turn to the:
first step of his arguéenﬁQl Th; fifst step is to- enlarge the
2

scope of choice to include lotteries with actions as prﬁzes.

There are several important terms in this claim which need to be

defined. An "action" is "the object of a choice." 3 There arg two
:ypes valotteries; the first type of 1ottefy'is one where an.
action 1is 5Berf6rmed under risk Sr anertaihty' with possible

“pgtéomes as prizes. The second type of vlottery_ is a lottery
-hbncerning choice with possible actions as prizes. In answering

the problem of strategically rational choice Gauthier is going to

-

1 I do notlﬁttempt to- evaluate Gauthier s - formal apparatus'
in this Appendix instead I 1leave this task for those who are
interested in game ‘theoretic approaches to bargaining.

________ -2 Moxrals by Agreement, op cit., p. 63. The’ ‘reason Gauthier
wants’ to extend their choices to include lotteries with actions
as: prizes i5 so that he can show that Jane and Brian can,arrive
-‘at aa - oquilibtium outcome via a mixed strategy. Note, an exXpected
outcome 'is in equilibrium iff it  is the_ product. of mutually

utility’ maximizing strategies. See p. 65 in ‘Morals b1=Ag;eemen
3 Morals by Agreement, op eit., p. 62.
‘,f' N . .

<
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1%0
use the'second type of lotteryﬁrche one with possible actions as
prizes. o | ‘ . -

b

<

-

-

A "strétegy" is "a lottery over po§s1b1e actions." % There
_are two typeé of strategies; the first typevof‘strétegy is a puru.
strat?gy.lThis is where oné a#signs ﬁhg probabiiity Qf 1l to oﬁd
action and 0 to all ogher actions. This type of strategy has only
one ﬁ;ize and-the»prize is alway? avarded. The second type of
Strategy’ is a ﬁixed ‘sfri&egy; it isi a lottery with séQeral
actiqﬁs as pfi;es. In .a miked gtraﬁegy one assign; A non-zéfo
.prob#biligjuﬁp';ore‘thgn one actizn with the sumiof probabilities ,
assigned béing équa1 to_1. e |

S,
(R \

Gauthier. makes. two innocent 1idealizing assumptions with

respect to lotteries. The two ‘assumptions  are that there 1is

"universal avéilability.ofba fandomizing’deviée" and that this
device 1is "costless to use." 5 Itﬁshou}d Be'noted 53 well that

Gauthier, by expanding the séope of choice fromn'acﬁions ‘to

' - . : RIE) & o

‘ - .

strategies, has ‘not increased the range of possible outcomes. -
) . . .

This is the case because strategies are simply lotteries over.

possible actions'and regardless of_the'ou;come of the iqttety

AMMA% op cit., p. 65. ) T s

5 Morals by Agreement, op cit., . p. 65. Although - this
assumption about the random device being costless to use is an
innocent assumption as -an idealizing assumption in strategic -
rational choice it may not be so innocent {n partial compliance
theory. This 1issue is raised by Kraus and Coleman {in Ethics,
‘Volume 97, Number 4, July, 1987, in an article entitled "Morality
and Rational Choice." - e L -
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[ o

"' o ' ‘ . i . .
for pure strategies as there is but one prize for a pure

strategy.

L4

Having ‘introduced the concept "outcdme,ﬁ's Gauthier goes
% ’ .

on to define an "expected ‘outcome " 7 An expected outcome is-

simply . the cSproduct of the lotteries or strategies chosen by each
person.,\He then introduces tme notion of "Cartesian product"8
sqjing that n;he set nf expected ou;comes is thus tbgggfodugt of
the acGbr’'s sets of strategies."” Tﬁi; is .to say that the product

of the lotteries or strategies chosen by each person {is “the

Cartesian product of the actors’ ‘sets of strategies.

=3

Outcomes can be in equilibrium or not! An outcome is in

6‘&n "outcome, as defined with respect to' parametric
. choice, 1is "the product of an action and a set of 'determinate
circumstances," but in strategic choice an u=w#come results from
"the choices' of several actors," ... "oks for each person

involved in 1nte:a¢tion.ﬁ (See Mg:glg 51 Agreement; p. 62.)

7 ngsla_hx_hxxaamzni op cit. P- 65.

8 A *Cartesian product®  is défined as follows: the
cartesian product of two sets A and B (Yﬁ symbols: A * B) is the

set of all ordered pairs (x,y) sucly that x is a member of A and y
is a member of B. For example if

A = (1,2)
B = (Archimedes, Eudpxué)

-then

A * B = ((1. Archimedes), (1, Eudoxus), (2, Archimedes), (2,
' Eudoxus)) ’ > . S ' "

~ See Suppes, Patrick; AxigmaghL_igg_Ihggzxf'Dovef Publications,
~Inec., New York, 1972; p. 49. . : . ’

thers 1is ltifl only one possible action.‘Ihisliéuespgcially tiugh_
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equilibrium if and only 1f (iff) it ﬁ* the "eroductv qf‘
strategies, each of which maximizes the expected utilit; of the
person choosing it given the‘ strategies chosen by the other
persons,"> or te put- it in other words, "en.'outcome ie in
equilibrium iff it is the pro dduct of mutually utility meximizing
etrategies.?_9 Furthermore, an outcomé can be in either "strong"

or “ueak"ﬁequilibrium, An eutcome is in .strong equilibrium iff
‘"each strategy is the actor's only utility maximizing response to
f‘other strategies " 1q An outcome is.in weak equilibrium_if this
‘condition is not met; that is to. say an outcOme is in weak
.equilibrium if there is more than one strategy which is a utility

)

maximiziﬂg response to other strategles,
. /

4]

Applying'these concepts to'the Jane and Brian case we find

4
v

‘that given a- pure stretegy none of the outcomes are in
equilibrium. They are uot in equilibrium because none 'of‘ the
strategies open to Jane and Brian maximizes their utility given
the strategy chosen by the other. In order for an optcome for
Jane andi Brian to .b%' in equilibrium they muet choose e mixed
strategy.,They must choose a mixed'etratqu~as»thie wiLl afford
: ‘ ' ; ‘ ‘ :

them a greater number qf possible outcomes, one of whichk may be

in strong equilibrium.
4 o , ' o ' =

However one canmpt have a mixed strategy unless one has an
: ‘ o _ Bl

Q

? Hs.r.e.l.e._bi_nmms_n_c.,&p cit., p. 65.
10 Morals by Agreemest, op cit., p. 70.
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"Q" -

"{nterval measure offpreference;" 11 Given that when we make a

chhlce under. risk or uncertainty we must choose between actions,

~

and not outcomes, ~and given that the actions associated with

M ' . [4
these outcomes are only’ probable, then outcomes are also only

probable. An interval measure is, in this bontext, the

probeoility of an action (such actlon having an associated

outcome ‘which is also»probable).'An aid for determining interval

measures are indiffofence questions If we ~can ascertain thev

1ndifforonce rntios of the participants in the interaction then

we can asaign utilities to these preferpnces. 12

11 An "interval’ medasure"” is to be distinguished from an
"ordinal measure." An ordinal measure is just a hierarchical
ranking of preferences for outcomes given the utility of the
person for any .given outcome. Such a ranking of -preferences

_ occurs very ‘simply and quite frequently in choice. wunder
‘certainty. However, in choice. under uncertainty it is not simply -

enough to rank preferences for outcomes, and the associated
utilities, because the outcomes are not certain and therefore the-

utilities associated with those outcomes are also not certain. To

circumvent fhis problem omne must make choices not just on the
utilities of possible outcomes but also on the probabilities of
those outcomes. See p.. 24 and p. 42 in Morals By Agreement. Also
see my explanation of "Cartesian yproduct"” .where the interval
measure of preference are those po! ibilities for C and NC which
fall between O and . 1.There are some formal conditions for
defining "interval measures" for rational choice theories. (See
Luce and Raiffa; pp. 23-31.)

12 It. should be noted that preferences must be both
coherent and cohsidered. ne's preferences are considered.
preferences "if and only if there is no conflict between their
behavioral and attitudinal dimensions and they are stable under
experience and reflection." Se€ ugxglj__ﬁx__Ag;ggmgn; P- 32
Gauthier wants to argue that if there is a cornflict between one’'s
revealed and expressed preferences then the agent lacks an
"adequate basis for rational choice" and therefore the agent
would not be acting rationally if she made a choice on the basis
of these conflicting preferences. See Moxals By Agreement p. 28.
To say that one’'s preferences are "coherent".is just tor say that’
they are logically congruent. '

N ' . : ey
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Using Gauthier’s example lgﬁwhgmg he asiigns utilicies of 1,.

2/3, 1/3 and 0 to the four outcomes in order of Jane's
. [ ' e
. of ‘
preferences and 1, 1/2, 1/6 and 0 to the foqr outcomes of Brian's

9

preferences we have the following matrix, ' _ N
. ‘ Brian
Gd Stay
' .- e
' Go 0, "1 1, 0
o Jane -- v :
/ o Stay 2/3 1/6 1/3, 1/2

3

W&ile"we willv not reiterate Gauthier's cal%ulations showing
‘Jane'’s expected utilitie; if she assigns‘a p;bbability of 1/4 to
going to the party and 3/4 t:.om.st:aying'at hc‘nﬁe we v:ill irerify
Gauthier’s <claim that Assuming thaﬁ Brian chooses‘ #V mixed
sﬁraﬁegy wherein he'assigns a probability of 1;2 to going to the
party and 1/2 to staying at home that Jane'snex;ected utilliey,

'whatever she chooses, is 1/21AH

Thus if Jane chooses J4 we have [(0%1/2)+(1%1/2)] equals 0 +
1/2 which equals 1/2. If J3 then [(2/3%1/2)+(1/3%1/2)] equals 2/6
+ 1/6 which equals 3/6 or 1/2. If J2 then [2/3%1/2)+/1/3%1/2)]
equals 2/6 + 1/6 which equals 3/6 or 1/2. If J1 th*:

[(0*1/2)+(1*%1/2)] equalg 0’;,1/2 whi h‘equals 1/°
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It would seem that Gaothieryia oorrect; regardless of which
preference UJane chooses, 1f Brian chooses a mixed strategy'of
nsligning 1/2 to going to the party and 1/2 to staying at home,
then Jono'- orpected utility will be 1/2. 14 Furthermore, each
outcome is 1in equilibrium because it is a utility maxinizing
response given the other’s.cﬁgice but, because it is not the only
-utility maximizing response, it 1is 3ot in strong equilibrium.
NSte that in this example‘conditions A, B, and C have also been
batisfi:d. Condition A has.been satisgfied beeausé Jane*s response
is a rational resnonfffT}Ve., utility maximizing response) to the
choices she expects Brian to make; condition B has been satisfied
becaule Jane oxpected Brian to satisfy condition A (which he did)
and Brian expected Jane to satisfy condition A (which she did);
condition ¢ is satisfied as well because both Jame ana'ﬁrian

*

oxpected their choices and expectations to be reflected in the

expectations of each other (vhich they were).
. . >

Gauthier drews two' conclusions concerning strategically
rational choice from this example, both of which rest on defining

rational reﬁponse‘ as a. utilicy neXimi;ing response. The first

coﬁ?lusion'ne draws 1is that "there must be at least one set of

;mutualby utility maximizing strategies * 15 The second conclusion

drawn is that "“each person should relate his choice of strategy
4

14 It should be noted that one really only had to do two
calculations 6f Jane's preferences because Brian's mixed strategy
of 1/2 and 1/2 effectively give Jane only two options.

o

15 nmh_u_ummm op cit., p. 68.

8
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and expectatidns of other’s choices to a set of mutulily utilicy

‘maxinizing strategles.” 155:.

}
N

Having defined a rational resporse as a utility maximizing

_ ) 1
\response Gauthier is left with the problem of having outcomes

whieh are only in weak equilibrium, 1i.e., there is mdro'than one -

+

utilit§ maximizing response to the other's str@togx, rather than
strong equiliﬁrium where there-i? only one utility maximizing
response to the other’s strategy. To circumvent this potential
problem Gau;hier intfoduces‘the concept of a "centroid utility

maximizingurespOpse." A centroid utility maximizing response is

[}

the rational response one makes to the choices one expects the
other to make where this "th& rational response" 1is defined as

the fesponse "determined by lottery giving equal probability to

-

-all responses satisfying other rationality requirements." 17 The

centroid wutility maximizing response must be determined by“
lottery because if it were not then one wohld,bin effect, 'be
revealing oneﬂs preference for a given outcome. This would entail
that person assigning‘a greater expected utility to that expected'

wloutcome than to the other expecteld outcomes.

o
i

If one were to assign a qfeaCe"expeCCed utility to one

expected outcome over another pxpected then twd" assumptions would

a

be violated. The first’assumption‘that would be violated is the

- 16 Morals by Agreement, op cit., pu- 86.
‘17 Morals by Agreement, op cit., p. 69. ' |
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assumption, that each cxpoctod ;outcone ‘be equally wutility
maximizing. The second assumption that would be violated 1s the

assunmption that preference be revealed in ratiopal choice.

Gnuthiot g|ol the concept of centroid utility maximizing

response to avoid having these two assumptions violated. .18 This
in turn requires a reformulation of-ape of the £wo conclusions

dravn from defiling a "rational response” in condition A as a
ot ; .

- ) ’/ »
utility maximfizing response. We saw earlier that Gauthier -wanted

to draw the conclqi{ég.*eoncerning strategically rational choice,

that giach person wshould relate his choice of strategy and

©

expectations of aéhei'u choices to a set of mutually utility
mixiﬁizing stra;qgies." 19 Now, in order to avoid violating the

assupption of preferqnées being revealed in rational'choice and
>y

:nump:ibﬁ that ystrategies be équally utility maximizing,

hier wants to reformulate this conclusion go that it reads

1
3

other's choices to a set of mutually centroid utility maximizing
g T ¢ L R .

*

L]

strategies.”
y -

There are potential cases, however, where there are no

18 one might wonder whether these assumptions are necessar
for Gauthier. Does he, in fact, require these assumptions or doe
~he merely use them as a device for introducing’ the centroi
utility maximizing response. I raise this question because the
centroid utility naxinizing response seems to follow too readily

from thess assunptions

19 ug.nh_b.y_umnm op cit., p. 68. ¢

A
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'entroid utilicy mlximizing -cratogiel‘-wé saw this in the case
of Jane and Brian when Jane chono a mixed strategy of assigning a
probabilicy of 1/4 tf going to the party and 3/4 to ICuying at
home and where Brian's mixed ‘strategy was to a?lign a probabilicy
of 1/? to going and 1/2 to staying at home. In t?il case ve do
have an expected outc;Qe whicﬁ is in sFtong equilibrium but we do
not have any mutually centroid utility maximizlng strategies. If

Jane alters her strategy then Brian alters his; if Brian alters

y L4

his strategy then Jane also alters hers. We can generate a
centroid utility maximizing response for each of the participants
in this interaction but we cannot generate a mutually centroid

-

utility maximizing response. "’ A
o] ' "

Given this example, where Briah assigns an equal probability
to going to the party and t&“staying at hpmg. Jane's centroid
utility makimiZipg nresponséi is her mixed strategy of ‘also
assigning equaf$ probébilities to going to the parcy and to
staying at home. But {if Jane does this then Brian'i strateéy is
not a utility maximizing response to Jane's stfﬁ%egy In order
for Brian's strategy to be a utility maximizing rc:ponse to this
new strategy of Jane'’ s‘Be would have to go to the party Thus,
while we can generate,a centroid utility maximizing response for

¢

either Jane and Brian we cannot generﬁte one,for‘botﬁ. This also

illustrates why the outcome is in weak equiliBriﬁm rathar than

strong equilibrium. For the' outcome to bg in strong equilibrium

it would need to be the product of a set of mutually centroid

*
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,ucility/nn;iuizing responses but as we have seen Gauthier was

unable to generate such a set, hence, weak equilibrium:

.

Let us toflecz'for a moment on what has happened thus far.

It will be r‘membore& that Gauthier must formulate a principle of

strategic {nteraction that satisfies the idealizing conditions A,

B‘lnd,C. His first ste‘ was to enlarge the 3cope of choice to
include locéoricl with actions as prizes. The reason Gauthier
renlarged the scope of choice to include {ptteries as\prizes was
so that he could make the move of having Jane and Brian employ

mixed strategles (}n strategic interaction, as opposed to pure

strategies. Once they employ mixed strategies, as opposed to pure

strategies, then It is possible for them to obtain an equilf%;ium

outcome. An outcome is in equilibrium iff it is product of

mutually utility maximizing strategies.

If the outcome is in strong equilibrium then each strategy

is the actor’'s only wutility maximizing response to; other

strategies. If the outcome is in weak equilibrium then there is

more than one strategy which i{s a utility maximizing response to
? .

other strategies. If there is more than one strategy which is a -
'.

utility maximizing response to other strategies then Gauthier

must: show how one 1is to choose between strategies. To resolve

this potential problem Gauthier introduced the idea of  a centroid
utility maximizing response whexe a centroid utility maximizing

response is the rational response one makes to the choices one

L

Jao Tt

Xk
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expects the other to make, This centroid wutility maximiszing
response mus't pa determined by lottery for i{f {t were not .one
wguld then be revealing one's profor:nccl for a given outcome
which would, in turn, violate tHf\wao assumption about

preferences being revealed in rational choice and that expected

outcomes be equally utility maximizing.

Y
L

-
L4

By defining "ratio®al response” in Condition A as a "utility
maximizing resbonse" Gauthier wanted to draw two conclusions. One
éonclusion which he wanted to draw‘was that "each person should
relate his cholce of strategy and eipectacions of other’'s choices

/
to a set of mutually utility maximizing strategies.” This tactic

lead to a potential violation of the two assumptions ;uclined
above. In order to avoid violating these two d8sumptions Gauthier
needed to reformulate this conclusion so that {t {nvolved a set
of mutually centroid utility maximizing strategies, as opposed to

L4
a set of mutually utility maximizing strategies.

Having eXaminea the problem where the;e is no set of
mutually cent oidr ut111Cy‘ maximizing responses CauChfer then
turns to the ca;eiwhere there s moreéthz; one set of mutually
centroid utility m;ximizing tesp;nses.ﬁlf-therp is more than  one
set of such resﬁonsds then the qu;stion ariges as to how one 1is
to choose among Quch sets? How does one satisfy condition C of

strategicgily rational choice? To rephrase the question, we can

ask, how does one, if there is more than one set of mutually
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wiicentroid‘utility maximiring responses auailable to choose‘from:
relate one’s own choices and expectations to the expectations qf
‘the other? o | o O

‘ ! )
Gauthier suggests_ that therey'are‘ two steps vinuolved in

circumventing this problem The first - step is to‘consider the

case in which only one set yields an undominated equilibrium

v

outcome. Gauthier. offers’the following.valid argumept ‘to show
" that each'person wodld choose the, strategy that belongad to the
set yielding the unique undominated equilibrium outcome. That is

to say if . there is one,»and only one, undominated equilibrium'
o b
w
outcpme then. everyone must prefer it to some. other outcome
' 3 '

An equilibrium outcome 1is ~dominated if everyOde"?l
'disprefers it to some other equilibrium outcome. Since
‘no outcome dominates itself and - domination is  |a-

trangsitive relation, then an equilibrium outcome cannot
be dominated only by other dominated’ equilibrium
. outcomes; 1if it is dominated, then there must be: an
undominated ~ equilibrium dominating it. A unique
‘undominated equilibrium outcome must therefore. be
preferred by -everyone to .every other. equilibrium
" . vutcome. : : # R ‘ : :
: . -

The second step to circumvent the problem of relating one'’ s
'.choices and expectations 'to the choices of others, ‘when there is

responsas to choose from is to consideerhe case where there is

‘more than_\one‘ set of mutually centroid -utility ‘gjximizing
‘”only one set which yields an undominated equilibrium outcome that

-, no one disprefers to any other equilibrium outcome (which is. to

ki

20 Morals by Agreement,-op cit., p. 71...

a5
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say that’ there is mare than one undominated equilibrium outcome

. ! o : . v

only one which no one disprefers to any other). °

-

v :\\ | | = v‘ ) ' S
' Gauthier's argument for this second step 1is »guite\ simple.

S : o ) ) L
‘/,‘;_‘A"ssume two undominated equilibrium- outcomes, gay X and Y where
)"{v N ‘ : N B ‘ X ‘
outcome Y is the outcome which no one~diaprefers t%ﬁany other

undominated equilibrium outcome. Then three things follow: first.
it follows that'there\ﬁlll he>90me‘who are'indifferentfbetween Xi

- and Y. Second, it follows that' there will be some who prefer Y,tot

-

"

X and. third it follows that there will be no one who'efers_xlto

Y.

We can e

2

is to relate one’

ily relate this ar;ument to the problem of how one

choices and expectations to the expectations of

“

the other. One relat one’'s own choices and -expectations to the

undominated equilibrium outcome which {is not dispreferred by

»anyone to any other equl 1triﬁm outcome,;ano we would expect;the
other- partyv to do the s e. Thus "eath person involved 1n‘ the
interaction would 3e‘correspondinély relating their cholces,and.
e#pectationa tO‘the expeotations of thejotner.

- The next problem faced by Gauthier is to- resolve the problem
faced by Victor an- Valerie assuming that they cannot form a

determinate expectation about the other’s ehoice_of strategy.2l

The reason they can't form a determiﬁhte expectation' about the-

| a ‘ S
21 Morals by Agreement, op cit., pp. 7§g75. ‘

. -

4
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other's' choice of strategy is because they are involved in a

situation where there are two outcomes in strong equilibrium If

neither of them are able to form a determinate expectation about

s

the other’s choice of strategy then it follows that neither is
" able to determine his own utility maximizing response. To resolve
.this 'oroblem Gauthier introduces _the ‘notion .of "maximin

utilities." 22

P~ : ‘ », -
R
’ ’ . .

The esgence of maximin utilities {s to maximize the least you

3

might expect to get. If both parties ‘to the interaction are to

‘aatiefyx the thre# conditions, A,' B, and C, of strategically

‘rational choice then Gauthier thinks that this is one. way of doing
. a :

it. anh considers the util&py of the three alternatives afforded

-

to him. Thus Victor would consider the utility to him of his most.

o

favored equilibrium (L, the utility to him of"Valerie s most
favored equilibrium (2/3) and the utility fo him of his maximin .

ﬂ1/2)a'Valerie also considers her three alternatives as well the

L

B ut&lity to her of her most favored equilibrium (l), the utility to

!

_ her of Victor's most favored equilibrium (1/3) and the utility to -

I

"her of her maximin (I/T%, Y g':;

3

]

Having considered the utilities of these equilibrium outcomes

then both Victor and Valerie détermine their relative reluctance
. N o _ ’, o
to concede t§ the'otqg;. Their relative reluctance to concede is .

N .
3N e . -

: 22 néxali_hx_dxxeement op cit., p. 74. A "maximin utility“
(s the result of acting so that ome maximizes the minimum utilicy
~ one might receive given the situation one finds himself in

e
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the ratio of their coets-in either conceding or setiling fdf theie
maximi?. Thes Victor’'s relative -reluctance to concede is 2/3 and‘
Valerie’'s relative reluctance eo cohcede‘is 1. zgzﬁauthier“then
applies Zeuthen's prihc;ple; this principle states 'chae ﬁthe

' person whose ratio between cost ‘of ' concession and_fost of deadlock

is less must rationally concede to the other. 24 In'chis case

Victor must concede because his ratio is 2/3 while Valerie's is 1.
ﬂ .

b

Thus once again _Geuthier has found grounds for satisfying

-condition E,.j.e., relating our ehqices-and expeCCa;ions‘to the
expectations of the other. S ‘

'The next, step Gauthier makes is to challenge the idea of
defining“rational response in conditien A»ee uC1lity mEXimihing
He qow suggests that we might Be better off if wa replace utility

‘maximizing response -with. optimizing response“ To say "that an

a common denominator and then e ‘ting the two numerators. Thus
in Victor s case we have the fol ng calculations: :
S HEN .
1 -2/3 =173 . fag%
1 - 1/2 = 1/2 ‘ S

23 One determines their ratig. y converfihg.fhe fraction to
1

1/3 -2/6
/2 = 3/6 ,

Taking the numerators from 2/6 and 3/6 we get a ratio of 2/3.

"Valerie'’s celculations-are the same

1 1/3 - 2/3 o |
1-1/3 - 2/3 N . ., .

Taking the numerators from 2/3 and 2/3 we get a ratio of 2/2 or 1

24 Morals by Agreement, op cit., pp. 74-75.
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expected outcome is optimizing 1is just to say "ghere is no
pousibI; outcome affording‘some person a greater utility and no
peraon a lesser utility 25 The-reason why one might'want
'Joonsider changing from utility maximizing resp&nse to optimi ingl
response is that all optimizing responses ‘are utility maximizing
'(in the long run) but not all utility maximizing resbonses are
optimalk lhen,_the ‘argument continuea, one canvbetter maximize
one’ [ utility, overallf,byﬁadopting an optimizing-responeefoVer a

utility maximizing one.

@
-

Furthermore, when considering the real world, we firnd the
. . . t 4

™

‘natural condition of mankind,‘so accurately describedwpy Hobbes.
an& Hume, 3?‘ Bet”anfﬁ"irrational ;condition." 26‘ Thus. we are,
uneacapably, led. td‘ PDV type situations,‘ which in tugg. leads to
outcomes which are riot optimal if we. define rational response-aS'
utility maximiziné We can-resolve tnese‘dilemmae by exchanging a
utih&ty maximizing response in favour of an optimizing response,
and.s it is' ratiohally ~required, Gauthier argues,‘rzér agents
‘defined as utility maximizers to'do'eo. |

o

;Tnis is the essentéj of Geuthier'é formal apparatus for

- 3

resolving the conceptual problems associateﬁ”’%ith strategic

interaction. The arguments for complying with the agreements one
’ : ) ‘.

—~

» 125 Morals by Agreement, op cit., p. 76. This is the Pareto-
optimality which we discussed in Chapter ‘1. o ' :
26 ugrals_ﬁx_Axxeemgnt op cit., p. 81. R

)
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has made are to be‘found in the two pProceeding chaptﬁta.

’
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****************************************************************
Eureka: The Selver, Version 1.0

g o |
Friday May 27, 1988, 2:18 pm.
Name of input file: B:\CSSIMPLE.
****************************************************************

Simple Society: only CM' s & only C-S' ,
This program finds a value for beth ¢ and nc that will prove

that CS > CM. In this case it is rational to choose a C-§ :

disposition rather than a CM disposition given the assigned

values of d=1, ‘e=0, k=10 and x=1.

Variable Assignment

-~ ) *

= defection ‘ : ,
¢ = cooperation - 0
nc = non-cooperation :
e = exploitation L '
k = number of co?Perative opportunities .
X = number of ocdasions a C-8 is in a de¥tet\ggii_—/k'

: » . Value Assignment _ X
7 S

-1 : :

>0: ¢ <1: ¢ > nc
nec > 0: nc <1
e = 0°
k = 10
X = 1

Problem:

Find vg%&gs of c and nc to show tbat CS > CM

CS > CM

v Expressions
CM = k*c
€S = ((k-x)*((k-x)/k)¥e) + ((k- x)*(x/k)*e) G x)/k)*d) +
(X*(X/k)*nC)

i o N\

137
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***************************************************************
Eureka The Solver, Version 1.0 {
- ‘\'

Friday May 27 1988, 2:18 pnm.

Name of input file: B:\CSSIMPLE. :
*******************************************************w*******

-

Solution:
Variables ; Values
c - .35514066
CM - ’-3;551466§' .
cs - 3.7880388 ' ’ .
d - 1.0000000 - ‘ |
e - .00000000 o ‘ : | .
K- - °,10.000000
ne - 11399484 -

x - 1.0000000

> h K

*********************s‘\'.************************J*****************

Ll

7’
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.

Q! ***************************************************************

-

Eureka: The Solver, Version 1 0

Friday May 27, 1988, 2:28 pm.
Name of input file: B:\SIMPLECM

*********************t********t********************************

Simple Society: only CM's & only.C-S's

This program finds a value for both % and nc that will prove
that CM > CS. In this case it is rational to choose a CM :
disposition rather than a C-S disposition given the assigned
values of d=l1, e=0, k=10 and x-1° A

Variable Assignment

r~

d = defection . oo

¢ = cooperation .~ ‘ - “

nc = non-cooperation ‘

e = exploitation .

k = number of cooperative oﬁgzrtunicies

x = number of occasions a C-S is in a defect mode
‘Value Assignment

d =1 .

e >0: ¢<1l: ¢ > nc

nec > 0: nc <1 -

e = 0

k = 10

x = 1

Problem: E , “

Find value of ¢ and nc to show that CM > CSY\

)

¥cu > CS
L4

Expressions
CM = k¥c - =

CS = ((k:i)*((k~x)/k)*C) + ((k-x)*(x/k)*e) + (X*((k-i)/k)*d) +
(x*(x/k)*nc) ' '

.
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.

e ke e e e e 3k e e e 3 o 9 e ok o ko e 5 3 o 3 e i ke o ok ok o o o o v o 9 o 9 o ok 3 o o 3 3 o 3 o o o
Eureka: The Solver, Version 1.0 ' )
' < ) N
Friday May 27, 1988, 2:28 pnm.
Name of input file: B:\SIMPLECM

2k o S ok e o Sk ok kol e 2k o e ok o ok e s o o ok o o e o ok o ok ol ok e e S o ol o o o ok ok e ok o ok o o 9k o o 2R ok ok o o o o o o v o
{

i8olution: . d
Variables Values
c : - 1.98215072 | .
cM - .' 9.8215072 ' \
cé - 8.9503871 ;
a - 1.0000000 ‘ S
e - - .00000000
ko - 10.000000
ne - .9496627&.

x - . 1.0000000

***************************************************************

1 B
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-
****************ﬁ**********************************************

Eureka: The Solver, Verwion 1.0

Friday May, 27, 1988, 2:54 pm. [
Name of input file: B:\COMPLXCS.

g P2 T T T T F T T LT T TR TT AL 2L AL SO S LT AL 2 L 2T

Complex Society of only CM's and only C-§S's

This program finds a value for ¢, nc and rl that will prove
that CS > CM. In this case it is rational to choose a C-S
disposition rather than a CM disposition given the assigned
values of d=1, e=0, k=10 and x-l.

Variable Assignment

)

d - defection
c = cooperation
nc¢' = non-cooperation
e = exploitation
k = number of cooperative opportunities
X = number of occasions a C-S is in a defect mode
rl = ratio of CM’'s in population ‘ -
(l-rl) = ratio of C-S's in population
Value Assigd&ent i
d -1
c > 0: ¢c<1l: ¢ > nc _
nc > 0: nec < 1 . .
\Q'-.o g :
k= 10"
x =1 .
rl <1 '
Problem: ‘
Find value of ¢, nc, and rl to show that CS > CM
o ‘ i
cs > CM . _ el
LR ) . V;JR
Expressions. YL
N e U
N - <k*<;-r1)*<x/k>*e)~+_ (k*rl*c) + (k*(l-rL)¥((k-x)/k)*c)
cs: - ((k- x)*(x/k)*(l rl)*e) + ((k-x)*rl*c)  +

((k-x)*(l-rl)*((k-%X)/K)) + (x*rl*xd) + (x*(l-rl)*((k-x)/k)*d)
- + (x*(l-rl)*(x/k)*nc) -
. T ?
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e e s e 3 i e e e ke 9 o 3 5k o o ok e 3k 3 o 3 o o o o e o o 9k ok o o o T o o o ok o ok e v o o o e o e o o ok
Eureka: The Solver, Version 1.0

Friday May 27, 1988, 2:54 pm.
Name of i{nput file: B:\COMPLXCS. -

% Y % e % o e o Fe e ok ok e ok % o ok ok ok b ok S ok 2 ok e o ok e ok e e 3k v o ok ok T o A ok o ok Y 3 Y ok ok e W o ok W ok o ok ok e b

Solution: ¢

Variables Values

c - - .98965239

cM - - 9.8436209 °

cs - 9.8591360

o' : 4

d -~ 1.0000000

e - .00000000

k - 10.000000 - o

< ’ ,

ne - .97701451 | ‘L

rl - .94654389 . | \\\\\

x ' - 1.0000000 . ‘ ¥

4
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