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1  “There is, on a given moral view, an agent-centered restriction against performing acts of a certain type if 

that view prohibits agents from performing an in-stance of that act-type even to prevent two or more 
others from each performing a morally comparable instance of that act- type. The fact that commonsense 
morality includes agent-centered restrictions is often seen as a decisive objection to act-consequentialism. 
Despite this, I’ll argue that agent- centered restric-tions are more plausibly accommodated within an act-
consequentialist framework than within the more standard side-constraint framework. For I’ll argue that 
when we combine agent-relative act-consequentialism with a Kantian theory of value, we arrive at a version 
of consequentialism—namely, Kantsequentialism— that has several advantages over the side- constraint 
approach. What's more, I’ll show that this version of consequentialism avoids the disadvantages that crit-ics 
of consequentializing have presumed that such a theory must have.” 

2  “Consequentialists say we may always promote the good. Deontologists object: not if that means killing one 
to save five. “Consequentializers” reply: this act is wrong, but it is not for the best, since killing is worse than 
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letting die. I argue that this reply undercuts the “compellingness” of consequentialism, which comes from 
an outcome-based view of action that collapses the distinction between killing and letting die.” 

3  “To consequentialize a deontological moral theory is to give a theory which issues the same moral verdicts, 
but explains those verdicts in terms of maximizing or satisficing value. There are many motivations for 
consequentializing: to reconcile plausible ideas behind deontology with plausible ideas behind 
consequentialism, to help us better understand deontological theories, or to extend deontological theories 
beyond what intuitions alone tell us. It has proven difficult to consequentialize theories that allow for moral 
dilemmas or that deny that “ought” implies “can.” This article argues that the problem is best solved by 
allowing impossible actions as inputs into consequentializations. It shows that all other approaches that 
have been advocated are inadequate. It also argues that progress in con-sequentialization, and in formal 
ethics more generally, requires thinking about more than just wrongness and permissibility; we should think 
about contrary-to-duty obligations and degrees of wrongness as well.” 

4  “The paper explores a new interpretation of the consequentializing project. Three prominent interpre-
tations are criticized for neglecting the explanatory dimension of moral theories. Instead, it is argued that 
consequentializing leads to a phenomenon that is structurally analogous to one in science—the under-
determination of theory by evidence. This provides important insights into the consequentializing debate, 
and advances our general understanding of the moral domain.” 

5  “Consequentializers suggest that for all non-consequentialist moral theories, one can come up with a 
consequentialist counterpart that generates exactly the same deontic output as the original theory. Thus, 
all moral theories can be “consequentialized.” This paper argues that this procedure, though technically 
feasible, deprives consequentialism of its potential for normative justification. By allowing purported 
counterexamples to any given consequentialist moral theory to be accommodated within that theory’s 
account of value, consequentializers achieve a hollow victory. The resulting deontically equivalent 
consequentalist counterpart that results from absorbing originally non-consequentialist moral intuitions can 
now no longer explain, in a theoretically illuminating way, why certain actions are wrong and others right. 
The paper explains why traditional consequentialist theories did not embrace the procedure, and sketches 
how consequentialism can consequentialize without incurring the same cost.” 
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6  “Recently, a number of philosophers have argued that we can and should “consequentialize” non-

consequentialist moral theories, putting them into a consequentialist framework. I argue that these 
philosophers, usually treated as a group, in fact offer three separate arguments, two of which are 
incompatible. I show that none represent significant threats to a committed non-consequentialist, and that 
the literature has suffered due to a failure to distinguish these arguments. I conclude by showing that the 
failure of the consequentializers’ arguments has implications for disciplines, such as economics, logic, 
decision theory, and linguistics, which sometimes use a consequentialist structure to represent non-
consequentialist ethical theories.” 

http://ndpr.nd.edu/news/32021-commonsense-consequentialism


2011 [24] Brown, Campbell (2011): Consequentialize This, Ethics 121, S. 749–71. 

2011 [25] Dreier, James (2011): In Defense of Consequentializing, in Oxford Studies in 
Normative Ethics 1, hrsg. von Mark Timmons, Oxford, S. 97–119. 

2011 [26] Portmore, Douglas W. (2011): Commonsense Consequentialism. Wherein Moral-
ity Meets Rationality, Oxford. 

2011 [27] Portmore, Douglas W. (2011): Consequentializing and Moral Rationalism, in Ox-
ford Studies in Normative Ethics 1, hrsg. von Mark Timmons, Oxford, S. 
120–42. 

2010 [28] Emet, Stephen F. (2010): Agent-Relative Restrictions and Agent-Relative Value, 
Journal of Ethics and Social Philosophy 4, S. 1–13. 

2010 [29] Peterson, Martin (2010): A Royal Road to Consequentialism?, Ethical Theory and 
Moral Practice 13, S. 153–69. 

2010 [30] Sachs, Benjamin (2010): Consequentialism’s Double-Edged Sword, Utilitas 22, S. 
258–71. 

2009 [31] Portmore, Douglas W. (2009): Consequentializing, Philosophy Compass 4, S. 
329–47. 

2009 [32] Smith, Michael (2009): Two Kinds of Consequentialism, Philosophical Issues 19, 
Metaethics, S. 257–72. 

2009 [33] Suikkanen, Jussi (2009): Consequentialism, Constraints and The Good-Relative-
To. A Reply to Mark Schroeder, Journal of Ethics and Social Philosophy 
March 2009, S. 1–8, www.jsp.org. – Zu Schroeder 2007. 

2008 [34] Portmore, Douglas W. (2008): Dual-ranking Act-consequentialism, Philosophical 
Studies 138, S. 409–27.7 

2007 [35] Portmore, Douglas W. (2007): Consequentializing Moral Theories, Pacific Philo-

 
7  “Dual-ranking act-consequentialism (DRAC) is a rather peculiar version of act-consequentialism. Unlike 

more traditional forms of act-consequentialism, DRAC doesn’t take the deontic status of an action to be a 
function of some evaluative ranking of outcomes. Rather, it takes the deontic status of an action to be a 
function of some non-evaluative ranking that is in turn a function of two auxiliary rankings that are evalu-
ative. I argue that DRAC is promising in that it can accommodate certain features of commonsense morality 
that no single-ranking version of act-consequentialism can: supererogation, agent-centered options, and 
the self-other asymmetry. I also defend DRAC against three objections: (1) that its dual-ranking structure is 
ad hoc, (2) that it denies (putatively implausibly) that it is always permissible to make self-sacrifices that 
don’t make things worse for others, and (3) that it violates certain axioms of expected utility theory, viz., 
transitivity and independence.” 
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8  “To consequentialize a non-consequentialist theory, take whatever considerations that the non-conse-

quentialist theory holds to be relevant to determining the deontic statuses of actions and insist that those 
considerations are relevant to determining the proper ranking of outcomes. In this way, the conse-
quentialist can produce an ordering of outcomes that when combined with her criterion of rightness yields 
the same set of deontic verdicts that the non-consequentialist theory yields. In this paper, I argue that any 
plausible non-consequentialist theory can be consequentialized. I explain the motivation for the conse-
quentializing project and defend it against recent criticisms by Mark Schroeder and others.” 
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