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Abstract

In traditional economics the decision-maggiprocess for individuals has effectively

no role for ethics as individuals are silferested. The key concepts in economics
which determine the role of ethics ithe decision-making process are ultility,
rationality and methodologitandividualism and hencéow these can be and are
formulated and combined determines different roles for ethics in economics. Amitai
Etzioni, Amartya Sen and John Broome useedéht definitions of these concepts and
hence find different problems and posstlé for a greater role for ethics in
economics. This paper integrates the défeé approaches of these authors and
suggests a general mono-utility framewdok incorporating ethics into economics
whereby the concept ofility requires adaptation.
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| INTRODUCTION

In traditional economics individuals are as®d to be self-interested, and hence the
decision-making process for individuals cuthgnhas effectively no role for ethics.
Hausman and McPherson (1993), in their rerexvsurvey of the literature regarding
economics and ethics, ask the prominent tuesTo be a good peos, one must take
ethics seriously. But can the same be séidut being a good economist? Does morality
matter to economic analysis?” (1993: 671).sd empiricism suggests that ethical
considerations impact on decision making, hence arguably morality does matter to
economic analysis. By adapting the self-interestedho economicus to be other-
regarding as well as self-interested, this waflable a greater rolor ethics within

economics.

Standard economic theory models bebaviusing constraie maximisation, where
individuals are rational and have well defined utility functions that represent their
preferences, and choose thaation by maximising their utilitgubject to appropriately
defined constraints. Behaxiral relationships are obteid by observing how choices
change when the conditions the individual taeee altered. This approach to decision-
making ignores ethical considerations, aewkhe individual assses the consequences
of choosing each bundle in order to decide Whaconsume, only the consequences that
the individual faces are considered, and kethe consequences faced by others are not
considered. Therefore, the individual msotivated only by self-interest and is not
motivated by ethical considerations, suckalasiism, sympathy or feness. Although this
individual may be classed as being selfishlij-is¢erested, they are only so because the
analysis does not allow them to be otherwiBee individual is therefore self-interested
rather than selfish, as theyould only be selfish if thegonsidered the consequences
faced by others and subsequently decittedgnore them. Furthermore, although the
choice the individual makes may bige choice that is the rabethical, this occurs by
chance not through intent. Therefore, althoughcti@ce may be ethical, the individual is
not ethical as they act only in their saifarest and are unawaoé how their decisions

impact upon others.



A self-interested individual cabe ethical, yet isiot ethical in the standard framework.
To clarify, in this paper ethical behaviour separated into twoypes; first-order and
second-ordet First-order ethical behaviour may besdebed as doing ¢hright course of
action simply because it is right, and no benefit needs to be, or indeed is, derived by the
individual as a result of performing tlaetion. Second-order etal behaviour may be
described as doing the right course of actimrt,that action will in some way benefit the
individual, and hence thiadividual performs theight course of actiomn part because
they derive utility from i The behaviour in each casdllweach the same ethical
outcome and both can involve ethical coesadions, as the difference lies in the
principle of action that causes this behaviour, noe tfinal outcome. The principle of
action that causes the ethical behaviour tmayhought of as inveing two factors; the
first factor involves the underting of a commitment to leical considerations, and the
second factor entails that a utility gain igided from ethical actions. First-order ethical
behaviour occurs when the principle of actiovolves the first factor alone, and second-

order ethical behaviounvolves both factors.

The separation of two types of ethical bébar, although not the terms used, is in
accordance with the discussion of Sen (19%Who argues that ethical behaviour can
either demonstrate sympathy or commitmemhere the notions of commitment and
sympathy accord with first-order and sedeorder ethical behaviour respectively.
Sympathy reflects the notion that your welfegelirectly affected by a concern for other
individuals, whereas commitment reflect® thotion that although your welfare is not
affected by a given situation, you are prepdcethke action abouhe situation as you do
not believe that the situation is ethicallycaptable. Sympathy can therefore be classed as
an extension of a self-interested preferennd is a form of an externality, whereas
commitment cannot be classad a self-interested prefeoen Therefore, second-order
ethical behaviour is an extsion of the self-interestefdamework where the individual
can derive utility from acting ethically, whesas a first-order ettal act is undertaken
simply because it is right, not because the individual derives utility from it, and hence it is
inappropriate to think of the individual demyg utility from first-oder ethical behaviour.



For example, the behaviour of an adult jungpin a river to sae an unknown drowning
child although they themselves face the o§kirowning is first-oder ethical, because the
principle of action requires only that the &tight, not that thendividual also derives
positive utility from doing the act. Howevaef,the drowning child was not unknown but
was instead their daughter, the principle of action is in part self-interested as they will
derive utility from the survival of the childf only from the continued survival of their
genes, and hence the behaviour is secoddroethical. In standard economic theory
homo economicus is neither first-order nor secondder ethical, they are self-interested,

as any ethical outcome does not occur througgntnas the individuas unaware of how
their decisions impact upon others. We arga section VI that the mono-utility
framework cannot facilitate first-order ethical behaviour, but that it can facilitate second-

order ethical behaviour, and hence thithis approach taken in section VII.

In order to incorporate ethics into agomics, the assumption of self-interested
individuals must be adapted in order to enabtividuals to have ethical considerations
and social awareness. Therefore, in ortterincorporate ethics into economics, the
concepts which require and reinforce theswuamption of the self-interested individual
must be examined in order to determineetiier it is indeed possible to adapt these
concepts in order to enable an ethicallyd socially aware individual who has other-
regarding preferences. Arguably, the key cote@peconomics which determine the role
of ethics in the decision-making proseshrough their current requirements and
reinforcements of the self-interested indival are utility, rationi&ty and methodological

individualism. Therefore, the ways iwhich utility, rationality and methodological

individualism can be and are formulateddacombined determine different roles for
ethics in economics. Amitai Etzioni, Aartya Sen and John Broome use different
definitions of these concepts and hencal fdifferent problems and possibilities for a

greater role for ethics in economics.

Sections I, Il and IV outline the argumsnof respectively Amitai Etzioni, Amartya
Sen, and John Broome, focussing upon the kencepts of utilityand rationality. The
discussion focuses upon their perceptions otthreent concepts of utility and rationality



used in economics, not on what they believeast productive or desirable. In section V
methodological individualism will be discusseahd in section VI the views of Etzioni,
Sen and Broome will be contrasteand considered alongside methodological
individualism, and mono-utility and multiplatility frameworks will be discussed. In
section VII a general framework will be dissed drawing on the insights from Etzioni,
Sen and Broome. This approach is chosen because the conceptions of utility and
rationality when combined with methodologl individualism forma foundation for the
final framework of choice. Therefore, wheihe conceptions ofitility, rationality and
methodological individualism are combineceyhdetermine behaviour and the role of
ethics in the final choice framework, and berthey determine the role for ethics in the
decision-making process. This framework is explicitly used in tl literature, yet the
focus and reasoning behind the choice of &ark is consistent with the existing
literature. This paper is not a surveytbé literature, it is a survey focussing on three
important differing approaches in order tdegrate the different approaches of these

authors and to suggest a general framev@rincorporating ethics into economics.

Il ETZIONI

Etzioni (1988) states thatemeoclassical concept of @ial utility maximisation has two
factors, where firstly the most efficient maaare chosen to achietlee individual’s goal,
and secondly the goal of an individual’s actiotoisnaximise their utility, where utility is
only concerned with self-interest. Etzioni finttgs definition unsuitale, as the second
factor requires that individuals who arehet-regarding will be deemed irrational.
Therefore, Etzioni believes that rationalgfould focus upon the means of reaching a
decision, rather than the value judgementh& goal that should be achieved. Etzioni
argues that the neoclassical défon of rationality requires self-interest due to its focus
upon utility, where utility is oryl concerned with skinterest, yet thiss undesirable. The
neoclassical concept of rationality suffédrem the problem that either all individual
behaviour is assumed to be rational, or ratliy is defined such that practically all
behaviour must be rationadnd hence the concept may be regarded as a tautology.
Etzioni suggests that the most productivefinigon of rationality is instrumental



rationality, where decision-making is baseddatiberation, where #hindividual collects
and uses information to reach a demisiusing sound reasoning. Therefore it is the

process of making the decision, not the consecgsof the decision, that are important.

Etzioni (1986, 1988) outlines three different tgpaf utility that are currently used in
economics: pleasure-utility, imdependent-utility ad X-utility. Pleasure-utility is where
utility represents happiness, satisfactiand pleasure, as ddeped from Jeremy
Bentham. Interdependent-utilifg where utility is interdegndent in thesense that an
individual can gain satisfaction from anothedividual's pleasure. Tk type of utility
therefore assumes that utility represents happiness, satisfaction and pleasure, but
furthermore the individual’s happiness, sat$ifan and pleasure can also be affected by
the happiness, satisfaction and pleasurenotheer individual. Etzionis concerned that
this may lead to a tautology where the undiual can gain happiness, satisfaction and
pleasure from anything and everything, nanmalyobserved actions can be explained by
some motivation and hence all actions aresaltef maximising satisfaction. X-utility is
the formal measure of utility where utility & measure which is ed to represent other
values, such as in formal economic modelemghutility represents the ordinal values of
the satisfaction of preferences. This d#ion of utility is reliant upon preference
rankings, and the preferences themselvesnateclearly defined, adifferent rankings
may be given depending upon whether thefgrences are regarding, for example,

consumption or ethical value.

Therefore, pleasure-utility geiires self-interest and doe®t enable other-regarding
motivation. Interdependent-utility does allow self-interested and other-regarding
motivation, yet suffers from the problem thtatnay encompass everything as all actions
are a result of maximising satisfaction. Mhtyt is dependent upon preferences, and
hence will require self-interest only if the pregnces require self-interest. Etzioni argues
that none of the three types of utility can adequately represent satisfaction and
affirmation. Satisfaction is obtained by satisfying self-grested preferences and hence is
obtained by doing actions thatetindividual likes.enjoys and finds pleasurable, whereas
affirmation is obtained by satisfying ethical other-regarding preferences and hence



need not be likable, enjoyable or pleasuratdeexample, refraining from premarital sex
or religious fasting involves a sense of gatison that may not be best described as
being enjoyable or pleasurable. An ethieak, which achieves affirmation, may not
necessarily be the act which gives the indigidihe most satisfaction. The three types of
utility as described above adequately esgnt satisfaction, but fail to adequately
represent affirmation, and hence are suitdteepresenting self-interested preferences

but not for representing otheegarding preferences.

The above discussion of ratiortgliand utility suggests thditzioni views rationality as
not necessarily requiring the mmisation of self-interest, yebelieves that the current
conception of mono-utility is unable to adetplg represent other-garding preferences,
and hence requires self-interested preferencenerefore, the current concepts of
rationality and utility combined togethédorm a model of behaviour based upon the
maximisation of self-interest, yet in ord® move toward a model enabling non-self-

interested preferencesly the concept oftility requires adaptation.

I SEN

Sen (1987) suggests that twdfelient definitions of ratioality are used in economics,
which are internal consistency of choicedamaximisation of self-interest. Internal
consistency of choice may be necessary foomatity, yet internal consistency of choice
alone does not seem sufficieforr rationality, as we coula@onsistently always act to
achieve exactly the opposite of what we wemachieve. Sen (1987) therefore suggests
that rationality should require that you actasoto ensure that you achieve what you want
to achieve. Rationality as tmeaximisation of self-interest geires that the choices of the
individual are concerned solely with theaximisation of their own self-regarding
preferences. Sen questions whether it igecb to classify self-interest as thualy
motivation, rather than one of many motieais. Sen suggests that neither the definition
of rationality as internal consistency of ct®inor as the maximisation of self-interest are

ideal, yet Sen uses the definition of ratiotya#is the maximisation of self-interest.



Sen states that “ utility is, at best, a eeflon of a person’s webleing” (1987: 40). The
definition of well-being that Sen uses is cruiciget he never appears to explicitly define
well-being. Sen seems to use well-being @sagenting whether an individual feels good,
well and happy in their mental state and body hyg&arguments also seem to suggest that
well-being is affected only by self-interest,lesdoes not seem to believe that well-being

is dependent upon or even affected by the well-being of others. dteerekll-being is a
reflection of rationality as the maximisation of self-interest, as well-being is determined
by the maximisation of self-interest, anchbe represents personal advantage alone. Sen
argues that the concept of utility as a noeasient of well-being is too narrow, and the
argument can be divided into three mainng®i These points argue, using interrelated
reasons, that the concept of utility as a measure of well-being causes utility to have a
limited scope as the concept is restrictinel aomewhat unrealistidhe argument is not

that the current concept of utility should tegected, but that economics would benefit if

the concept of utility was widened to incorpte additional factors, such that these
additional factors and well-being can determind affect utility, rather than utility being
determined by well-being alone. Confusion maigeain the discussion of this issue, as

the current conceptions of both utility and well-being are problematic, as each represents
the other. Therefore, to clayifunder our interpretation either utility needs to be altered

in order to include aspects other than well-being where well-being is identified by
personal advantage alone, or utility can remanaltered but then Webeing needs to be

altered in order to include aspecither than personal advantage.

Firstly, although utility can reflect well-beinghis may be insufficient, and furthermore
well-being may be better described as sitiing other than uiily. Secondly, Sen (1985,

1987) argues that an individuahs both an ‘agency aspeand a ‘well-being aspect’,

and each is relevant and important for the assessment of outcomes and actions in the
decision-making process. The well-being aspaeimines achievements in the context of

their personal advantage alone, whereas the agency aspect examines achievements in
terms of objectives and values other thmersonal advantage, such as autonomy and
personal liberty. Failing to recognise the ageaspect of individuals means that ethical
actions arise as a response to circumstancdsecause the ethical outcome coincides



with the maximisation of self-interest, raththan through ethical motivations which are
recognised by the agency aspect. Therefdesy (1985) argues that although well-being
is of intrinsic value and ifundamentally important, this deeaot lead to the conclusion

that it is the only source thatantrinsic value and importance.

Thirdly, Sen (1985, 1987) argues that an vidlials’ freedom may be seen as being
valuable in addition to their achievementstlzes freedom that an individual has may be
seen as being valuable regardless of what individual achieve as a result of the
freedom. For example, choosirgvheny is available may be seen as being different to
choosingx wheny is not available. Therefore, irddition to individualutilities, rights

and liberties are also seenhawing intrinsic value for an ettal evaluation of outcomes.

The above discussion of ratiditya and utility suggests #t Sen views rationality as
requiring the maximisation of self-interestdabelieves that the current conception of
utility is inadequate as it measures onlgll-being, and well-being values achievements

in terms of personal advantage alone. Therefore, the concept of rationality and utility
combined together form a model of beioair based upon the maximisation of self-
interest. The separation of the agency anti-lmeng aspects of an individual do not and
will not occur in a framework of self-interested behaviour, and vice versa, as in a
framework focusing upon utility as well-bgina separation of behaviour from the
maximisation of self-interest does not and wiidit occur. Thereforean order to expand
rational behaviour beyond the maximisationseff-interest and to expand the definition

of utility beyond well-being so as to enalderole for ethics in the decision-making

process, the concepts of rationality amitity need to be simultaneously widened.

IV BROOME

Broome’s view regarding rationality is nhaxplicit, as alough he assumes that
rationality holds he never clearly explainsatitne believes rationality is. However, it is
clear from Broome’s discussion that he bad® that a rational individual optimises, but
he does not believe that ratioityarequires that the individuas self-interested, which is



consistent with the definition used by Harsanyi (1982). Broome seems to believe that any
assumption that an individual is self-intereisie derived from the definition of what the
individual is maximising, and consequentlyatever the individual is maximising does

not have to be based solely upon self-interest.

Broome (1991(a)) suggests that there is great confusion over the term utility, where
although utility is given many different meags, the two main definitions of ‘good’ and
‘that which represents andividuals preferences’ are cosfng and misleading if used
interchangeably, and hence the definition whsbbuld be and is mainly adopted is utility

as that which represents an individugbseferences. Modern axiomatic utility theory
assumes that provided an individual’s preferes conform to some axioms they can be
represented using a utility fumman, where greater utility is gén to the preferred option,

and hence utility is the value of a function thgtresents an indidual’s preferences, and
hence is defined as “that which represenperson’s preferences” (1991(a): 3).

Broome outlines a problem caused by having two separate and frequently used
definitions of utility, because the option which an individual prefers may not necessarily
be the option which is be$sbr them, and hence which gives them the most ‘good’. If
utility represents preferees, and utility also repsents good, there may be a
contradiction, as it seems fedsilto suggest that an inddaal may not always prefer the
option which is best for them. For example, way prefer chocolat® apples, yet apples

may be better for us as they will do us the most ‘good’.

Broome concludes that the meaning oflitytiin economics is that which represents
preferences, and utility should not be usech&an ‘good’ as this leads to confusion, and
hence the term ‘good’ should hesed to mean good. If utilitis that which represents
preferences, and rationality requires that pefees satisfy the axioms of expected utility
theory, this suggests that proed our preferences satisfyrta@n axioms, our preferences
do not have to be self-interested, and hethege is a role for ethics in the decision-
making process. Therefore, Broome suggdbtt it may be the case that modern
axiomatic utility theory is ansistent with ethical considdions. The conventional view



states that instrumental rationality takd® objectives as given, and then involves
calculating how to best meet those objes, which is usdly the objective of
maximising utility (Hargreaves-Heap, 1994). Tlsisggests that the objectives are not
specified by instrumental rationality baite taken as being exogenous, and hence it may
be possible that the objective does noquree that individuals are self-interested.
However, some objectives will not satigfye axioms, and it may be the case that only
objectives requiring the maximisation ofelf-interest can satisfy the axioms.
Furthermore, although the maximisation of getérest is not exitly assumed it may

be an implicit assumption in modern axiomatic theory, indeed it may be an implicit
assumption that the objective must involve itieximisation of self-interest. However, if
the maximisation of self-interest is an implicit rather than an explicit assumption this
suggests that it may be possible to havelgactive other than the maximisation of self-
interest that is able to be used in modexiomatic utility theory provided that the axioms
are satisfied. That is, it may not be inastent to pursue aobjective that involves

ethical considerations rather than the maximisation of self-interest alone.

V METHODOLOGICAL INDIVIDUALISM

Economics, and more specifically welfazeonomics, focuses upon individuals through
its commitment to methodological individualisamd hence this appears to remain as one
barrier to increasing the assakon of economics with etts. Hodgson (1994) states that
methodological individualism can be definad a doctrine whereladocial phenomena
are explained only in terms of individuals, swhin terms of theiproperties, goals and
beliefs. Methodological individualism emmdises the primary importance of the
individual, and the virtues afelf-reliance and personaldependence. Therefore, the
individual is focussed upon, and this indivitis independent and self-interested and
does not consider other individuals. To ilhase, welfare economics states that the well-
being of individuals is determined by themnsumption bundles alone, yet this neglects
the issue of relationshipsvith others and social feraction, and hence ethical
considerations cannot enterettdecision-making process. i$hraises the issue that
Hodgson’s definition may actually be refegito two separable parts of methodological

-10-



individualism, which are mbhbdological individualism as aanalytical method or as a
principle of action.

Arguably methodological individlism may be consistent witbthical considerations, if
methodological individualism can have twdfidgions; minimal and maximal. Minimal
methodological individualism refers to amalytical method where individuals are
focussed upon and used to explain abgbhenomena. Maximal methodological
individualism refers not oglto a method where individisaare focussed upon, but also
to a principle of action, whetée well-being of an individual is unaffected by the actions
of others. This assumes that the principleaction of the individual is not a necessary
part of methodological indivicalism, and hence no speciiicinciple of action for the
individual is necessarily required for all soglenomena to be able to be explained only
in terms of individuals. For example, mse aspects of game theory use minimal
methodological individualism as individuadse focussed upon, but the well-being of an
individual is affected by the actio$ others (for example Young, 1998).

Minimal methodological individualism refers tm individualistic aalytical method but
allows a holistic principle of action, wheas maximal methodological individualism
refers to an individualistianalytical method and individuain as a principle of action.
Methodological holism can aldme separated into a minimal and maximal form, where
minimal methodological holism refers to alistic analytical method but allows an
individualistic princple of action, whereas maximal thedological holism refers to a
holistic analytical method and holism agp@anciple of action. Figure 1 illustrates the
difference between minimal and maximalthwdological individuasm and minimal and

maximal methodological holism.
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Principle of action

Individualistic Holistic
Maximal Minimal
methodological methodological
- _ individualism S ;
Individualistic e.g. standard utility e |ngc|)\g1deuglslsm f
L .g. pects ¢
maximising game theory
individual
M ethod
Minimal Maximal
L methodological :
Holistic holism metz‘c’)ﬁ:ﬁg'ca'
e.g. some (particularly e.g. Veblen
functional) sociology =

Figure 1 Minimal and maximal methodologies

Therefore, although maximal methodologicaddividualism is currently used in
economics, which is the definition frolodgson (1994) as dirted above, minimal
methodological individualism may be sufficit, and hence it may be possible to
incorporate ethics into this framework by assuming minimal methodological
individualism, where indiduals are focussed upon btitere are no requirements
regarding the principlef action of the individual, andence in welfare economics well-
being and utility may be determined by factors other than the individual’s consumption,
and relationships between individuals mag considered important. Therefore if
methodological individual® can be separated into minimal and maximal
methodological individualism, the increasedsociation of ecomoics with ethical
considerations is e@s and achievable using minimalethodological individualism, and

an approach using methodological holismn® required and hence individuals may
remain the focus of the analysis.

VI ETHICS IN ECONOMICS

In this section, initially some linkages be&t@n the views of Etani, Sen and Broome are

discussed, and following this possible probleand possibilities fomcorporating ethics
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and morality into economics are consideweth reference to the relationship between
utility, rationality and mehodological individualisni. The initial discussion is structured
around three key components, based on eatigmussion, which are the conception of
rationality, the conception of utility and consequently the decision-making framework.
The assertions of these key components collggtdefine the linkges between the three
writers considered above.

1. Conception of rationality:

Sen uses a definition of rationality suclattihationality requires the maximisation of
self-interest and hence imtiluals must be self-intested. Etzioni believes that
rationality focuses more upon the pess of making # decision, not the
consequences of the decision. Broome kebethat rationality only requires that
individuals optimise and have preferencest thatisfy the axioms of utility theory.
Hence according to Etzioni and Broome, aadlity as it is currently used does not

necessarily require that indduals are self-interested.

2. Conception of utility:

Sen believes that the definition of utiliég well-being, where vilebeing is measured
in terms of personal advantage alone, mehatindividuals musbe self-interested.
Etzioni recognises that thet@mdependent-utility definition of utility allows for non-
self-interested preferences, yet is concértiat this may lead to a tautology where
all observed actions can be explained byaanotivation and hence all actions are a
result of maximising satisfaction. Theoe#, Etzioni believes that the current
conception of utility requires self-interested preferené&@®ome does not use a
definition of utility that requires thaindividuals are self-interested, as Broome
defines utility as that which represents preferences, and hetite pieferences do
not have to be self-interested, utility will not be either.

3. Decision making framework:

Combining the conceptions of rationality and utility to determine the decision-making
framework, Broome believes that tdeminant decision-making methodology does
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not necessarily require setfterested motivation, where&szioni and Sen believe
that it does.

Therefore, in summary, Sen argues that badityuand rationality aghey are currently
conceived require that individuals are selierested, and hence batlust be adapted in
order to increase the role of ethics in texision-making procesktzioni believes that
rationality as it is currently conceived camable non-self-interested motivation but
utility as it is currently used requires thesamption that individualare self-interested,
and hence utility must be aded in order to increase thelewf ethics in the decision-
making process. Broome believes that wtiland rationality as they are currently
conceived can enable non-self-interestedivaton, but both rely on the assumption that
the individual optimises according to theirefarences, and hence it is the preferences
which currently assure that the individuakmf-interested, not the conceptions of utility
and rationality. Therefore the current useatility and rationality together combine to
form a model of self-interested behaviouithwmo role for ethical considerations under
the conceptions of Etzioni and Sen, andhfermore under the conceptions of Broaiine
we assume that preferences as they areemilyrused require deinterest. Figure two
demonstrates whether Etzioni, Sen and Brotmkeve that the current conceptions of
utility and rationality necessarily require that individuals are self-interested.

Rationality
] Does not
Requires self- ;
) require self-
interest :
interest
Requires self- Sen Etzioni
interest
Utility
Does not
require self- Broome
interest

Figure 2 Viewpoints regarding the necessity of the assumption of self-interest for utility
and rationality as they are currently used and conceived

-14-



Figure 2 illustrates two separaliekages. Firstly, the rowsf figure 2 illustrate that
Etzioni and Sen have commonognd, as utility and ration&} as they are currently
conceived will together form a model which requires self-interest. Broome, however, is
somewhat different. Utility and rationality are dependent upon the individual's
preferences, and henoely if preferences are assumed to regjgelf-interest will utility

and rationality require self-interest, the assumption of self-interest relies upon
preferences, not upon the concepts of utidibd rationality. Secondly, the columns of
figure 2 illustrate thatEtzioni and Broome have gomon ground whereas Sen is
somewhat different. Etzioni and Broom#oat the common positiondhrationality does

not necessarily imply self-interested behavjaunereas Sen maintains that it does. With
regard to figure 2, it is inteséing to recognise the emptyllde which rationality requires
self-interest but utility does not. This cell cha interpreted as a plea for the recognition
of non-self interested behaviour, but the unded analytical method does not allow this,
and hence without any reconstruction of theidarinciples of eamomics this is an

empty rhetoric.

Figure 2 illustrates that Broome and Sen take views in opposing corners, as Sen believes
that the current conceptions of utility and ratibty necessarily require self-interest, and
Broome believes that they do not. If utilitydamationality when combined require self-
interested behaviour maximal methodologicalividualism is appropriate, as maximal
methodological individualism requires not prthat individualsare focussed upon and
used to explain social phenomena, but dlsat the well-being ofan individual is
unaffected by the actions of others and leetie individual is selinterested, whereas
minimal methodological individualism only reigess that individuals are focussed upon
and used to explain social phenomena. U$e of maximal methodological individualism
leads to the assumption of selterest where the individual i®t ethical, as they act only
in their self-interest and arunaware of how their deasis impact upon others. Once an
individual recognises ethicabnsiderations and has a so@alareness they are aware of

how their decisions impact upon others, andceetheir principle of action is no longer
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individualistic but is holistic, and hence rirmal methodological individualism cannot be
used as it requires an inddualistic principle of action.

Therefore, maximal methodological indivalism is inconsistent with uses and
definitions of utility and rationality which enable other-regarding behaviour because
maximal methodological individuaim cannot allow the well-beg of an indvidual to be
affected by the actions of others as this melaasthe principle of action is holistic rather
than individualistic, and hence a framewarhich enables self-interested and other-
regarding behaviour must use minimal thzelological individualism. Methodological
individualism in its maximal form providea barrier for the inaporation of ethical
considerations in the deasi-making process, yet thisarrier can be removed by
adopting minimal methodologicahdividualism, which facitates non-self-interested
behaviour yet does not require a holistireethodological approac These differing
conceptions of individualism, itth the implications that follow from them, are more than
just a logical matter. If we are to dewpla dialogue within economics on the importance
of ethics, a minimal common ground is reqdirgVithout this common ground all that is
feasibly possible is the ddepment of isolated positionand hence the dominance of
current thinking, that among othiaings marginalises ethics.

Although each of the outlined viewpoints regagdutility and rationality have their own
internal merits, we believe dh rationality does not necesbarequire self-interest, and
hence do not believe dhthe current concépf rationality provdes a problem for the
incorporation of ethical considaions in the decision-makingocess. In this aspect we
distance ourselves from Sen. Blu¢ current usage of utility [groblematic, as we believe

that utility as it is currently used does raquself-interest. Consequently we distance
ourselves from Broome on this matter. Therefore, the problem lies only with the current
conception of utility. We believe that utility moth a measure of well-being, as stated by
Sen, and a representation of preferences, as stated by Broome, which are very similar to
the pleasure-utility and fomal-utility definitions oulined by Etzioni. Therefore,
adaptation is required both for the conceptbnvell-being and preferences, yet as they
are interrelated the adaptation should be interrelated.
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The question remains how utility can be adapted in order to facilitate non-self-interested
or other-regarding motivation. Using figurtwo, two possibilities emerge where an
adaptation of the viewpoints of Etzioni and Sen from the first row potentially suggest a
multiple utility approach, and an adaptatiohthe viewpoint from the bottom row of
Broome potentially suggests a mono-utildapproach. Etzioni believes that the mono-
utility framework and the concept of a singitlity cannot facilitatenon-self-interested

or other-regarding preferences, Sen (19tgpssts that the mongiity framework may

not be the most suitable framework for asalg self-interested and non-self-interested
preferences, whereas Broome believes that mono-utility framework can facilitate
ethical considerations. Etzioni endorsemaltiple utility framework where individuals

are not solely concerned with single wilimaximisation, but & also motivated by
factors such as morality, altruism and saHpas he argues that one single concept of
utility, however defined, will be unable txequately represent both self-interested and
other-regarding preferences, as it cannot adcfaurboth satisfaction and affirmation as

there are qualitative differences between-sd#rested and otheegarding preferences.

The multiple utility framework does not hawesingle grand maximand, which is where
there is a single object to be maximised, Ardce there is not a single utility function
including, for example, self-interested aother-regarding preferences, and hence self-
interested and other-regarding expenditure cehadraded off against each other. There
are at least two maximands for each individaall hence this is not in accordance with
the standard rational choice framework. Thetivation for two maximands (e.g. private

and social) is that the different types oéfjgrences are qualitatiyetifferent and hence
cannot be traded-off against each other. @foge there is not one single concept of
utility, but two or more utilities which repsent the satisfaction afifferent types of
preferences. These utilities are not reducible to a single value due to their qualitative
differences, and if they were this would demono-utility rather than a multiple utility
framework. The motivation behind the mulép utility framework is extremely
persuasive, as two different types of utility can be used to represent the satisfaction of
self-interested and ethical preferences,ceemeaning that an individual can perform an
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ethical act simply because it is right, nochese it increases their utility in the usual
sense, as some value which is derived ffmemforming an ethical act may be nothing
more than a ‘warm sensatioffom knowing that they di the right action at great
detriment to themselves, such as risking their life to save a drowning child. Therefore, in
this framework an individual can be firsteer ethical rather than simply second-order
ethical as earlier defined in section l,aasaction may be performed due to commitment
rather than sympathy, and the sensation deriram satisfying ethical and self-interested

preferences can be separated affomation and satisfaction.

The multiple utility framework has the advage over a mono-utility framework that an
individual can be first-order leical rather than second-ordehietl, as earlier defined. In
the mono-utility framework if other-regardj and ethical considerations enter the
individual’s utility function the individual mees the ethical choice not only because it is
the ethical choice, but in pdrecause they derive utilitydm it. Therefore, in the mono-
utility framework the individual can be second-order ethical butfingttorder ethical.
The mono-utility framework can therefore only bged as an extension of self-interest,
and all non-self-interested preferences nhestbased upon a self-interested foundation,
whereas the multiple utility framework can ifdaate pure non-self-interested preferences.
This means that the mono-utility fr@mork can only accommodate psychological
egoism, where all actions are ultimately mated by self-interest, whereas the multiple
utility framework can accommodate psychologiakruism, where at least some actions

are motivated by factorstogr than self-interest.

However, the multiple utility framework #ers from the problem that a formal
specification is difficult due to the requirement of multiple maximands. It is not the
intention to provide a full critique of the hiple utility framework here, this is done
elsewhere (for example see Brennan (1989, 099@t it is our bkef that the mono-
utility framework is more suitable for thimcorporation of etltal preferences, and
furthermore this approacts used by other authorsoff example see Arrow (1972),
Becker (1981, 1991), Bouldind973) and Collard (1978)Y.he mono-utility framework

is more appropriate for the incorporationathical preferences because it can overcome
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three major problems faced byetmultiple utility frameworkFirstly, the multiple utility
framework fails to recognise opportunity cost or trade-offs between conflicting
preferences due its strong separabilitguieement of self-irdrested and non-self-
interested preferences such that the diffeqgreferences must be placed in different
separable spheres. Arguablpdividuals choose whetheto follow self-interested
preferences or other-regarding preferencasguisade-offs and opportunity cost, as they
will use all information and preferences to make decisions, and the individual may, for
example, decide to act moethically in some circumstancélan if they were solely
motivated by self-interest, as although theyuld yield utility fromacting less ethically
from a self-interested viewpoint they would yield a counteracting disutility from acting
immorally, and this is fadilated in the mono-utility fraework, as discussed by Brennan
(1989).

Secondly the multiple utility framework fails to unambiguously and unanimously specify
how conflicting preferences are resolved idesrto make a decision, and this is further
aggravated by the problem that there ne trade-off between these conflicting
preferences.The determination of criteria for wiigpreferences should take priority is
problematic, as discussed by Brennan (1989%tlaisal or higher order preferences may
actually not be ethical, espally if the preferences thought be ethicalre so purely
due to greater reflection, gsu can have premeditl murder for example, and racist or
sexist preferences may reflect the will of stgiyet they should natecessarily be given
priority over a self-interested preferenceenfuality. Furthermore, choices may not be
consistent with higher order or non-seifarested preferences, and hence may not
actually be the choice thadividual actually wants. Theroblem of how to resolve
conflicting preferences does rarise in the mono-utility franveork as there is only one

set of preferences and one type of utility.

Thirdly, the multiple utility framework fails to account for the strategic, or socio-
political, interaction of indivduals, as each individual is cahared in isolation without
considering the effects that an individuadgcisions, and even tihgireferences, have on
other individuals, and vice versa. The interdependency and interactimtivafiuals is an
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important aspect of ethical and sociah&eiour and decision-rkang, and this can be
incorporated into the mono-utility framewousing one set of prefences and one type

of utility that may be affected by non-self-interested factors.

The mono-utility framework carfacilitate ethical considetians, where the individual
has a holistic principle of action as theynsider how their decisions impact upon others,
yet the individual is second-ondethical rather than first-der ethical, as they still
undertake the ethical action in part becatisy gain utility from doing so. The mono-
utility framework may be unable to accommodate for the qualitatively different
sensations of affirmation and satisfactionoaflined by Etzioni which are obtained from
satisfying ethical or self-interested prefeces, as doing so would require multiple
utilities rather than a single utility. $tead, the mono-utility framework enables the
satisfaction of both ethical arslf-interested preferenceslie measured using a single
umbrella measurement of ‘utility’, whicltherefore enables the usage of a formal
framework where decisions can be made uaiognsideration of all types of preferences.
In this extension of the standard frameworkjtytas it is currentlyconceived requires a
minor adaptation, as although utilistill representshe satisfaction opreferences, these
preferences are not concerned with self-interemibne, rather these preferences also
involve and are concerned witetthical considerations andcsal awareness. Therefore,
utility is not a representation of well-beimghere well-being reflects personal advantage
alone, rather utility reflects well-being wte well-being reflects personal advantage
objectives and values othghan personal advantage,chuas morality, altruism,
autonomy and personal liberty, thatsiome way benefit the individu®l.

It is not claimed that using one single measugnt of the umbrella term of utility for the
satisfaction of different preferences is wwigematic, yet when combined with the
standard mono-utility framework it will enEEbmorality to enter the decision-making
framework, where an individual may be ethical, but in part will be ethical because it is in
their self-interest to do so, and hence thismore in accordance with economic discourse
than ethical discourse. Usingrano-utility framework means #éh an ethical principle of
action is still built upon aself-interested foundation, arftence the sensation derived
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from the satisfaction of all preferences aasommon underlying property that it benefits
the individual in some way. The sensatifvtom satisfying these preferences will be
gualitatively different, just as the sensation of eating a chilli is very different that that of
eating ice cream, yet both have many similasjtiand these similarities are arguably

more important than the differences.

VII POSSIBILITIES

Therefore ethics may be incorporated iab@nomics using a decision-making framework
that uses minimal rather than maxinmaéthodological individualism and although the
current role of rationality may remain, ethcurrent conception of utility requires
adaptation as discussed above, whilstintaining a mono-utility approach. One
possibility is to amend the single utility furen such that non-self-interested factors can
affect utility, and hence the individual has other-regarding preferences as well as self-
regarding preferences. Thispapach is not unicgi(for example seBecker (1981, 1991),
Boulding (1973) and Collard (1978)), and wallercome the first two problems faced by

the multiple utility framework as outlined above, as firsitglividuals may choose
whether to follow self-interested preferencgsother-regarding preferences using trade-
offs and opportunity cost as they willaigll information and preferences to make
decisions, and secondly the problem of howesolve conflicting pferences does not
arise in the mono-utilitframework as there is only one & preferences and one type of
utility. However, an extra step must be take order to combat the third problem faced

by the multiple utility framework, where it ifa to account for the strategic, or socio-
political, interaction of indivduals. This extra step must be consistent with the current
conception of rationality and mimal methodological individualism, where
individualism is used as the analyticalethod but not as the principle of action.
Therefore we suggest that an amended mono-utility function may be used to calculate the
payoffs for an ethical strategic game, in ortieanalyse the strajie ethical interaction

between two individuals.
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A simple utility function can be writtetd = E* whereU is utility, E is expenditure on
goods and services, aral is the common parameter, atids functional form may be
used to develop a simple economic analgéisorality. Assuming a community with a
population ofn individuals, two players are ch@s at random from the community.
Assume a two player game, where each gflagan behave ethically or non-ethically.
Income for each player iyi(i :12), and this income differs from expendituie,

because each player may donate some income to the other P|ayard may receive a

donation of income in return:

E, =Y,-D,+D, 1)
E,=Y,-D,+D, (2)

D, represents a donation from player 1 to pfag. Utility is derved from expenditure,

and furthermoréf a player behaves ethically they donate some income to the other player
and there is a positive utilityerived from making the donatiolf.a player behaves non-
ethically no donation is made and no positive utility can be derived from donating

resources to the other player:

U, =m(Y, =D, +D,)"D/* + (1-m,)Y, + D,)"* wherea,,s,,7, >0 (3)

U, =my(Y, -D, +D,)? D% +(1-m, XY, + D,)” wherea,,f,,7, >0 (4)

m is an indicator function which reflects thenciple of action of playeri, where:

m = 1, if playei has an ethical principle of action, heriog> 0, (5)
0, if playerhas a non-ethical princplof action, henc®, =0.

Utility is derived from expenditure, whemegative utility is derived from a loss of
income and positive utility is derived from a gain in income, and furthermore utility is

derived from donating income to the other player, where this donation will increase the
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income and consumption opportunities anddeeatility of the othe player. Therefore,
the donation has both a positive and a negative impact on utility, and hence for player 1

the size of the donatowill be affected by the parameters and g,. Although the

satisfaction or sensation dezd either from expenditurer from a donation will be
significantly different, they are still measuradder the umbrella ten of utility, where
utility represents the satisfaction of extetdself-interested preferences, where these

preferences can encompass ethacal altruistic preferences.

Ethical behaviour involves undaking some activity that uolves a cost to the player
undertaking the activity but involgea direct benefit to the twr player in the game. In
generic terms this activity is called herel@nation that is costly to the donor but has
direct income advantages to the recipidgach donor has the ity to choose the
amount of the donation but is unable to éxefluence over the consumption choices
undertaken by the other playwith their donation. Furthermey neither player can exert
influence over whether the other individlumakes a reciprocalonation. A donation is
not undertaken for any instrumental individ@alvantage, and albugh this action will
be second-order ethical, this action will ri# first-order ethical as earlier described,
because the individual makes the donation in part because they derive utility from it.
Therefore, utility represents the satisfactodrextended self-interésd preferences rather

than non-self-interested preéeices. The indicator functionn, is a step towards

recognising the first factor of a principlef action as defined in section I, where a

commitment to ethical consideratioissundertaken through the existencemt

Non-ethical behaviour involvegaining no utility from a donain, and thus implies that

no donation will be made. If a player does behave ethically itloes not follow that

they are behaving immorally. The specification of the utility function means that players
do not consider the effects experienced byother player and subgeently ignore those
effects to the detriment of the other playamich would be thecase if they were
behaving immorally. Rather, the effects experienced by the other player are never
considered and hence the player is sdkfested and hence nethical rather than

selfishly self-interested as discussed in section .
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An example of this scenarise two people living in a lagshared house together, where
each individual donates some money to theeotin part becausthey realise it will
increase the utility of their housemathie to their increased income and hence
consumption opportunities, but in part becatisgy get utility from doing so. Another
example is two people amongst many new acd@aaces on an evening out, where they
take it in turns to buy a round of drinksr both individuals, assuming autonomous
independent individuals where neither individual exerts influence over what the other
individual chooses ta@onsume. These scenarios niag more persuasive and more
interesting if we assume asymmetric incoargd an analysis of #hrelationships between
these individuals would enabdegreater ethical discussiontylee model we propose is a
simple one. Although these sceinarwould rarely warrant mial discourse, these are a
simplified analysis of altruism occurring gtandard economic discourse. A multi-player
model would enable advantageous analysishgee it is decided to remove multiplayer
complications and hence to focus upon a pMyer model, as done elsewhere (Minkler
(2004)).

Assuming a one-shot game, finding the utilbaximising level of donations for each
individual is problematic. Neither individualas an intimate relationship with the other
individual, and hence cannot accurately predict how the other individual will behave.
Neither individual has complete information ander to know the jmciple of action of

the other individual, as the principle of action is an internal motivation rather than an
externally observable characteristic. For eaxhividual their utility maximising level of
donations could be found, yet this suffers frm problem that the utility maximising
level of donations would be dependent upon Whethe other individual also chose to
donate, yet in a one-shot game of thidurea each player does not have complete
information and cannot know the amii of the individual in advandelt is therefore
assumed that the individual will choose #hee of their donatiothrough consideration

of their preferences and hence of the parameteind £, , furthermore as the individual

is a member of a community it is also ecigel that their level of donations may be

influenced by appealing to previously ohsat levels of donationsiade by individuals
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within their community, as th indicates socigt acceptable levels of donations.
However, whilst observing average donation leube individual will also observe the
probability that community members act etlly and hence make donations. This does
not pose a major problem for the model, lustrates the role of acculturation and the
reinforcement of community values, and th&sgors may indeed influence the principle

of action of the individual which is reflected by, and hence influence whether the

individual decides to act ltally, as our ethical values are affected by our social
surroundings. However, social and societatérs will not be the only factor affecting
our principle of actionas this is an inteat motivation which willbe affected by many

internalised values and objectives.

We can now define a game in which either player can behavellgtioicaon-ethically.

For player 1, we can specify the utility payoffs as follows:

Player 2
Ethical Non-ethical
behaviour behaviour

Ethical iy b, b, (- D,)*Df

Player 1

Non-ethical

behaviour (Yl+ DZ) ' Y

Figure 3 Ethical game showinggetlutility payoffs for player 1

Condition 1: If player 2 behaves athily, player 1 behaves ethically’if:
(Y, =D, + D, )" Df* > (Y, + D, )" (6)

Condition 2: If player 2 behaves non-etily player 1 behaves ethically if:
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(Y,=D,)"Df* > Y, (7)

Equivalent conditions can be derived foay#r 2. This demonstrates that the model
demonstrates extended self-interest, as itidividual decides wdther to be ethical
depending upon whether they will get a highsility from being ethical, and hence

whether it is in their selfaterest to be ethical. i, =a,, f,=4,, 7, =7, andY, =Y,,

three possible solutions exist, such that

1. If both conditions are satisfied there asdominance of ethical behaviour and

hencem =1 i=12;

2. If neither condition is satisfied thereasdominance of non-ethical behaviour and

hencem =0, i=12;and

3. If condition 1 is satisfied butondition 2 is not satig#d we have a coordination
game with two Nash equilibria involvirgthical or non-ethical behaviour as there

is no dominant strateggnd hence the value of. is affected by the action of the

other player.

If both or neither conditins are satisfied, then:

m =1 if(Y,-D,+D,)*D{ >(Y,+D,)* whereD,>0
0, if (Y,-D,+D,)"D/* <(Y,+D,)* whereD, >0

(8)
The outcomes of the game are dependent upon the values gf,z,, wherei =12,

and hence the model can be specified suahttie player will always have preferences
such that either ethical behaviour or nohiedl behaviour will always be dominant, and
this is due to the fact that the preferences are defined by the parameters of the utility

functions. The outcome will also be affected by the sizeDpfand D, when the

individual chooses to act ethically. Thistbfore suggests that preferences and observed
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previous behaviour within the community walffect the outcomes reached in this model,
as they determine the size of donation andtiver the individual chooses to act ethically.

The game where there is a coordination problehere each player is better off choosing
the same option as the other player, butahieome where both plays act ethically is
the Pareto optimal outcome is of great inderdn this situation if both players can
coordinate their actions they will achiewhe Pareto optimal outcome, and this
coordination of actions cabe achieved using communiaati bargaining or with the
assistance of an external body. For examplggioa may ensure thdioth players reach
the Pareto optimal outcome, and hence theepieEs of societal values and institutions to
promote these societal values may be of kaportance in ensuring that the Pareto
optimal outcome is achieved. More generally, the coordination game illustrates that
simple observation of non-etfal behaviour does not implthe irrelevance, or non-
viability, of ethical behaviour.

There is an implicit assumption in the abarelysis that unqualéd ethical behaviour
by one player occurs if the other playen@n-ethical. Arguably, more realistic behaviour

may be represented as involving simple terms, &rievance cost’,G, , to a player that

behaves ethically when the otlptayer does not. For player 1:
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Player 2

Ethical Non-ethical
behaviour behaviour

Ethical . .
behaviour(Yi — D1+ D2)* DA(Y, - D, ) (D, - G,
Player 1
Non-ethical . .
behaviour ~ (i+D2)" Y

Figure 4 Ethical game showing the utility péfigdor player 1 when player 1 experiences
a grievance cost when they behavsaztly but player 2 behaves non-ethiclly

Condition 2 may now be rewritten:

Condition 2": If player 2 now behaves noihieally player 1 behaves ethically if:

(Yl - D1 )al (Dl - Gl )ﬁl > erl (9)
Condition 2' is more restrictive than conditi2, and hence this gvi@nce cost increases
the importance of the coordination game solution.

The specification of the model suffers frone throblem that each individual may have an
ethical principle of action, yetheir adherence to thesshical principles does not
guarantee that the outcome of their behavioillrbe ethical. To clarify, the model is in
parts more deontological than consequentjadistassuming that acting ethically is not
the dominant strategy, the indivial acting ethically whilst #hother individual acts non-
ethically will have a lower utility than ifhey too acted non-ethically, although combined
utility will be greater. In this situation, does not seem an ethical outcome, however if
we return to the earlier examples, wdame housemate donates income to the other
housemate and receives none in return, @ drinker purchasing all drinks on an
evening out together, despite equal income in both cases. These outcomes only seem
ethical if other factors arekan into consideration, su@s the recipient housemate may
perform all household chores, or the recipiénnker may be struggling financially, and
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hence the model could be made richer throadéptation to incorporate factors such as
these.

VIII CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the decision-making process ifalividuals and soety currently has a
small role for ethics, as individuals ardfseterested. The key concepts in economics
which determine the role of ethics in ttecision-making processeautility, rationality,
and methodological individualisand hence how these amdamay be used and defined
will determine different roles for ethicen economics. The current conception of
rationality may be consistent with norlfsaterested behaviour, and methodological
individualism may also be congat with non-self-irgrested behaviour if is used in the
form of minimal methodologidaindividualism, yet the curré conception of utility
requires some adaptation in order to enableailibnsiderations to taa a greater role in

the decision-making process, and a mono-utiiynework is able to accommodate this.

The advantages of using a mono-utility franoekvare that it can facilitate trade-offs
between self-interested and neelf-interested preferencesdaallows for individuals to

be more or less self-interested along a sfjdscale, there is argjle utility function
which enables unambiguous crite for a single optimal oabme to be reached, and
furthermore it can enable strategic interactbetween individuals where the actions of
one individual will affect the actions of another individual. However, the multiple utility
framework has the advantage over the matildyuframework that in the multiple utility
framework an individual can perform an aghply because it is right and not because it
is in their self-interest to do so, whereas in the mono-utility framework if other-regarding
and ethical considerations enter the indiviguatility function, the individual makes the
ethical choice not only becausastright, but in part because they derive utility from it.
Therefore, in the mono-utility frameworkehndividual can be second-order ethical but
not first-order ethical, as the mono-utilitamework can only be used as an extension of
self-interest, as all non-self-interested prehces must be based upon a self-interested

foundation.

-29-



An extension of the standard frameworksisggested, where utility as it is currently
conceived requires a minor adaptation, as although utility still represents the satisfaction
of preferences, thegweferences are not concerned with seifterest alone, rather these
preferences also involve and are concerméth ethical considerations and social
awareness. Rationality and methodological irdiralism do not have to be sacrificed in
order to move toward this framework, amehce the current focus upon an individualistic
methodological approach to decision-making doesneed to be sacrificed. In the final
section a simple framework was demed based on minimal methodological
individualism in which the ntbod is individualistic but Heaviour need not be. This
framework illustrates the potential importarafecoordination issues to the development
of ethical behaviour. The recognition of thessues demonstrates that institutional and

socio-economic factors should be considenean analysis of ethical behaviour.
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ENDNOTES

! These concepts are not to be confusi fivst-order and secw-order preferences.
2 Deriving and defining the right course of action is beyond the scope of this paper.
% The debate between Sen and Broome regarding the exact definition of the term utility is illustrative of
their deep divide on this subject and the key importance of the term utility. Broome argues that Sen uses
utility to mean “that which utilitarians believe to congtitgood” (1991(a): 9), yet Sen (1991) denies this
and criticises Broome’s approach,daBroome (1991(b)) reinforces his original argument. This is not
discussed further as it does not add anything to this analysis of ethics in economics.
* As earlier emphasised, the discussion focuses uparpérceptions of the current concepts of utility and
rationality used in economics, not on what they believe is most productive or desirable.
® Although attempts have been made to unambiguously specify how conflicting preferencesshould
resolved, the application of this is not unanimous.
® Furthermore, utility is not used here as referrinthbio the satisfaction of preferences and ‘good’, as
discussed by Broome, as no moral weight or significance is attached to the concept of utility.
" Please note that it does not follow that the selfishly self-interested individual is immoral.
® For person 1 the utility maximising level &, can be found such tHat is differentiated with respect to

ou,

D=5 = —a,m(Y, -D, + D, )**D/* + g,m(Y, -D, + D, )* DA™ = 0.
1

oD oD

b (Y, +D,), where—~>0 and —*
o, + By oY, oD,
level of D, depends on the value @, , yet this cannot be known in advance.
? Please note thdD, may take different values on either side of the inequality.

9 The formulations used in this, and earlier, games are examples of more general Stone-Geary functions as
first developed by Geary (1950-1951) and Stone (1954).

ThereforeD, =m > 0. This suffers from the problem that the
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