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Check that you can answer the following questions—
1. (a) What is the Person-Affecting Principle?  (p.12) 

(b) Why is this rejected by biocentric consequentialism? (p.12) 
2. What is the Non-Identity Problem? (pp. 12-13)
3. What is the Total View of consequentialism (discussed by Parfit)? (p.13)
4. What is the Repugnant Conclusion? (p.13)
5. Attfield states that the Total View, despite urging the maximisation of worthwhile life, does not mandate overpopulation. What reasons does he give for saying this? (p.14)
6. (a) What, for Attfield, does a worthwhile human life minimally involve? (pp. 14-15)

(b) Why, according to Attfield, is the Repugnant Conclusion ‘not recognisably repugnant’ in the light of his account of what a worthwhile life minimally involves? (p.15)

7. Attfield suggests that biocentric consequentialism need not in practice imply that we maximise the number of people with developed capacities. What reasons does he give for suggesting this? (pp. 16-17)

8. What does Attfield’s capacities-based consequentialism imply with respect to resources? (pp. 18-19)

9. Summarise the second paragraph on p.19 up to and including the last paragraph on p.20.

