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In Ideal Code, Real World, Brad Hooker proposes an account of the relation between his
rule-consequentialism and virtue according to which the virtues (1) have intrinsic value
and (2) are identical with the dispositions that are ‘essential parts of accepting the rules’
of the ideal code. While it is not clear whether Hooker actually intends to endorse this
account or only intends to moot it for discussion, I argue that for him to adopt it would
be a mistake. Not only would this mean that his moral theory was no longer properly a
consequentialist view at all, but it would commit him to inconsistent views about how
normative theories – in particular theories of morality in the deontic sense and theories
of virtue – are justified.

I. INTRODUCTION

Brad Hooker’s Ideal Code, Real World defends a rule-consequentialist
moral theory according to which ‘An act is wrong if and only if
it is forbidden by the code of rules whose internalization by the
overwhelming majority of everyone everywhere in each new generation
has maximum expected value in terms of well-being (with some
priority for the worst off).’1 In the course of developing his rule-
consequentialism, Hooker considers whether virtue has intrinsic value.
He approaches this question by way of a ‘test case’ adapted from W.
D. Ross that invites us to compare two worlds with the same levels of
aggregate well-being, a resource-poor one in which everyone is virtuous
and a resource-rich one in which everyone is vicious. Because he is
inclined to think that the first world is better than the second, Hooker
‘tentatively’ concludes that virtue has intrinsic value.2 This conclusion
is consistent with his rule-consequentialism, he asserts, because ‘to
think virtue . . . intrinsically valuable is not to supply a criterion for
what constitutes virtue’.3

Hooker then outlines an account of the connection between rule-
consequentialism and virtue that does supply a criterion for what
constitutes virtue. According to Hooker,

1 Brad Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World: A Rule-Consequentialist Theory of Morality
(Oxford, 2000), p. 32.

2 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, pp. 34–6.
3 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 36.
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[R]ule-consequentialism might hold:

(a) that apart from virtue, well-being and perhaps some property of its
distribution are the only other intrinsically valuable things;

(b) that prospective moral codes should be evaluated in terms of the effects
their widespread internalization would have on aggregate well-being,
and perhaps some property of its distribution;

(c) that what makes some dispositions virtues is that these dispositions
are essential parts of accepting the rules prescribed by the code with
the greatest expected value;

(d) and that people’s having these prescribed dispositions is not only
instrumentally but intrinsically valuable.4

I shall refer to this account of the relation between rule-
consequentialism and virtue as ‘Hooker’s proposed account’ (HPA).

One might question how much support Hooker’s Rossian thought
experiment lends to HPA. After all, when one initially compares the two
worlds one will presumably have one’s own conception of virtue in mind.
Even if one agrees then that the first of these worlds is superior, one
is not committed to continuing to agree that virtue has intrinsic value
after a different conception of virtue has been introduced, especially a
rather unusual conception like that contained in HPA. I suspect that
most people will find it difficult to muster even a tentative intuition
about whether a world in which everyone has the dispositions that
are essential parts of internalizing the moral code whose widespread
internalization would be optimal so far as its effects on aggregate well-
being are concerned is any better than any other world with the same
distribution of well-being.

In what follows, however, I will grant for the sake of argument that
this test case does offer some prima facie support to HPA. Nevertheless,
I will contend that Hooker and other rule-consequentialists should
reject this account. First, I will show that if Hooker were to incorporate
this account into his moral theory then the theory would no longer
qualify as a consequentialist view at all. Next, I will demonstrate that
embracing this account would commit Hooker to inconsistent views
about the justification of normative theories. (Because Hooker prefaces
his presentation of HPA by describing it as something that rule-
consequentialists ‘might hold’ and makes no further comment on the
relation between rule-consequentialism and virtue after he presents it,
it is unclear whether he actually means to endorse it. I will proceed
on the assumption that he offers HPA in the spirit of a ‘trial balloon’,
without intending to commit himself to it.)

4 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, pp. 36–7.
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II. WHEN IS A RULE-CONSEQUENTIALIST NOT A
CONSEQUENTIALIST?

We can define a method of evaluation as consequentialist if it involves
appraising evaluands based on how well they promote the good, that
is, how good their consequences would be. A theory for the evaluation
of actions that appraises each individual action based exclusively on
how well it would promote the good can be described as directly
consequentialist. A theory for the evaluation of actions that appraises
actions by reference to some other standard, where that other standard
is in turn determined via consequentialist evaluation, can then be
described as indirectly consequentialist.

In the consequentialism literature, ‘the good’ typically refers to the
totality of those things with (agent-neutral) intrinsic value; something
promotes the good to the extent that it brings more of these things into
existence.5 And this is the source of the problem. Hooker’s moral theory
is obviously not directly consequentialist, but at first glance it would
appear to be indirectly consequentialist, in virtue of determining the
moral standing of actions by reference to the code of moral rules whose
widespread internalization would have the best consequences. His
‘theory of the good’ would appear to be a mildly prioritarian welfarism.

If Hooker were to adopt HPA, however, then these appearances
would turn out to be deceiving. His theory of the good would then
include the virtues, but his moral theory would take no account of how
much the widespread internalization of different moral codes would
contribute (or be expected to contribute) to people’s acquisition of the
virtues when evaluating moral codes. It would consider only expected
effects on aggregate well-being. Hence it would evaluate moral codes
based on how well they promoted part of the good but not the good
per se, i.e. to what extent they brought into being some but not all of
the things with intrinsic value. Thus it would not be consequentialist,
indirectly or otherwise. While it is possible in principle that the code
whose widespread internalization would have the best consequences
with respect to well-being could be the same code whose widespread
internalization would have the best consequences all things considered,
this would be entirely coincidental.

Why would it matter if Hooker’s theory turned out not to be
consequentialist? One reason that it might matter is that the
principle that we are obligated to obey, ‘the code whose collective
internalization has the best consequences’, as Hooker summarizes

5 See for example David O. Brink, Moral Realism and the Foundations of Ethics
(Cambridge, 1989), p. 215, and Shelly Kagan, Normative Ethics (Boulder, 1998),
pp. 28–9, 59–69.
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his rule-consequentialism,6 is itself an attractive general idea about
morality. If it turns out that Hooker’s moral theory does not really
embody this idea then this may detract from its plausibility. I will
call this the ‘loss of support’ problem. Another reason is that there is
no readily apparent justification for HPA’s taking the intrinsic value
of well-being (and possibly of some property of its distribution) into
account when evaluating moral codes but not the intrinsic value of
virtue. To consider the value of the one but not the value of the other
appears arbitrary. If there is an underlying principle of selection at
work here then Hooker does not make it explicit, let alone present a
rationale for it. I will call this the ‘arbitrariness’ problem.

It may appear that Hooker could address both of these problems by
making a comparatively minor amendment to part (b) of HPA, merely
revising it to say that prospective moral codes are to be evaluated on
the basis of how well they promote the good as a whole, including
the cultivation of the virtues. This would indeed remove the worry
about Hooker’s moral theory not being consequentialist if he adopted
HPA. However, revising HPA in this way could lead to rules’ being
‘bootstrapped’ into the ideal code. When calculating how good the
consequences of a code’s widespread internalization would be, we would
need to assume that the dispositions essential to accepting it are
virtues. But if the virtues are intrinsically valuable and adding rules
to a code increases the number of dispositions that are essential to
accepting it, then the widespread internalization of lengthier codes
would better promote the good, ceteris paribus, since a world in which
most people had internalized these codes would contain more virtues.
Rules not useful enough to have made it into the ideal code on the
original formulation of (b) would now make the cut simply because
adding them would make the code longer. (Of course, Hooker cannot
cite the fact that taking the virtues’ value into account when settling
on the ideal code leads to this bootstrapping problem as his only reason
for not taking it into account; that would be ad hoc.)

Admittedly, even with the addition of HPA Hooker’s moral theory
would still identify the ideal code with the code whose widespread
internalization would have the consequences that were best in a
particular respect. Some might argue that his theory would still
deserve to be called consequentialist and that my definition of
‘consequentialism’ is therefore too restrictive.7 However, the loss of
support and arbitrariness problems really both stem from the fact that
if HPA were to be incorporated into Hooker’s moral theory then the

6 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 2.
7 A reviewer for this journal noted that my definition might be open to this objection.
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theory would no longer evaluate moral codes based on how well they
promote the good in its entirety, i.e. how good the consequences of
their widespread internalization would be all things considered. Saying
that the theory would no longer be consequentialist is no more than a
pithier way of saying this. I could restate my argument in this section
without using the term ‘consequentialist’ at all, so even if my definition
of ‘consequentialism’ is too narrow, the arguments would still stand.

III. HOOKER’S USE OF REFLECTIVE EQUILIBRIUM

As it happens, however, it is not clear that either the loss of
support problem or the arbitrariness problem gives Hooker himself
a decisive reason not to adopt HPA, even though they might do so
for other rule-consequentialists. To understand why, it is necessary
to know something about Hooker’s strategy for arguing for rule-
consequentialism.

Hooker ‘endorses a reflective equilibrium account of theory selection
in ethics’.8 He acknowledges that he is aptly described as an intuitionist
in so far as he is looking for a moral theory ‘that matches and makes
sense of our moral convictions (or “intuitions” in some metaphysically
and epistemologically neutral sense of the term)’.9 As this passage
suggests, Hooker’s case for his rule-consequentialism consists mainly
of arguments for why it fits our widely shared pre-theoretical moral
convictions, i.e. our initial ‘considered moral judgements’, more closely
than do competing theories. The one exception to this rule concerns the
theory that Hooker calls ‘Ross-style pluralism’, which says that there
are a plurality of moral principles that generate prima facie duties.
Hooker acknowledges that Ross-style pluralism fits our considered
moral judgements as closely as his rule-consequentialism does, but
in this instance he contends that his theory is superior on formal
grounds, e.g. it offers a unifying explanation for why we have the
obligations that we do and it gives us moral guidance on a wider
range of issues, including ones on which we have no widely shared
considered moral judgements.10 In defending his theory, in short,
Hooker restricts himself to arguing that it does the best job of
‘economically systematizing’ our pre-theoretical moral convictions.11

There are two versions of the method of reflective equilibrium: the
‘narrow’ and the ‘wide’. Both direct us to choose between theories

8 Brad Hooker, ‘Ross-Style Pluralism versus Rule-Consequentialism’, Mind 105
(1996), pp. 531–52, at 531.

9 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 104.
10 Hooker, ‘Ross-Style Pluralism versus Rule-consequentialism’, pp. 531–52; Hooker,

Ideal Code, Real World, pp. 19–23.
11 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 4.
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of morality based on how closely they cohere with other of our
commitments and on the extent to which they possess formal virtues
like unity and robustness. Both also tell us that we should sometimes be
willing to revise some of our other commitments when this would allow
us to settle on an otherwise superior moral theory. But when following
the narrow method we are only concerned with how closely our moral
theory coheres with our considered moral judgements, and this makes
the method conservative with respect to these judgements. We may
make limited revisions to our initial considered moral judgements or
pre-theoretical moral convictions when we are following this method in
order to arrive at a moral theory that is more attractive from a formal
standpoint, but these judgements will remain largely intact. When
we follow the wide method, in contrast, we aim to arrive at a moral
theory that coheres with both our considered moral judgements and
our ‘background theories’, which include any philosophical or empirical
theories that might bear on the selection of a moral theory. This method
presupposes that background theories ought to offer positive support
for the moral theory (and perhaps vice versa). In the process of settling
on a moral theory we may make selective revisions to both our initial
considered moral judgements and our initial background theories. The
greater our confidence in our background theories, the more willing
we will be to revise our pre-theoretical moral convictions. The wide
method can therefore be expected to require more extensive revisions
to our initial considered moral judgements than the narrow method.12

The foregoing description of Hooker’s arguments may make it sound
as if he favours the method of narrow reflective equilibrium, but in
response to criticism on this point he has clarified that in principle
his allegiance is to the wide method.13 He denies that there is any
difference between these methods in practice, however, at least in terms
of which moral theory we will settle on if we follow them. Terming
what I have been calling background theories ‘background conditions’,
Hooker claims that in practice these two methods come to the same
thing.

[R]ule-consequentialism should be consistent with the other things we believe
(or ought to believe), including the background conditions. But it is. And so are
its main rivals. Hence, thinking about the background conditions will not be

12 For a more detailed description of reflective equilibrium, see John Rawls, A
Theory of Justice, 2nd ed. (Cambridge Mass., 1999), pp. 18–19, 42–5; John Rawls, ‘The
Independence of Moral Theory’, John Rawls: Collected Papers, ed. Samuel Freeman
(Cambridge Mass., 1999), pp. 286–302; Norman Daniels, ‘Wide Reflective Equilibrium
and Theory Acceptance in Ethics’, The Journal of Philosophy 76 (1979), pp. 256–82.

13 For this criticism see Dale E. Miller, ‘Hooker’s Use and Abuse of Reflective
Equilibrium’, Morality, Rules, and Consequences: A Critical Reader, ed. Brad Hooker,
Elinor Mason and Dale E. Miller (Edinburgh, 2000), pp. 156–78.
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much help when we are trying to decide which of the best versions of the main
moral theories is the best theory.14

This claim is much stronger than it may initially appear. Hooker
is not asserting only that the subject areas that the background
theories address are at least as controversial as morality and that
every plausible moral theory coheres closely with some set of plausible
background theories. Rather, he is claiming that every plausible moral
theory coheres equally well with every plausible background theory.15

This is a bold claim, given that most of the history of moral philosophy
consists of attempts to show that particular background theories favour
or disfavour particular moral theories. (It is telling that in the last
passage I quoted Hooker equates the coherence that the wide method
requires between our background theories and our moral theory with
mere consistency.16 No doubt the leading moral theories are all logically
consistent with all of the plausible background theories, since their
subject matters are different, but coherence is a stronger relation than
consistency.17 Someone who fails to notice Hooker’s conflation of these
notions might fail to be struck by just how strong his claim is.18)

In the previous section I argued that if Hooker were to adopt
HPA then strictly speaking his moral theory would no longer be a
consequentialist one. I suggested that this could present him with the
loss of support problem and the arbitrariness problem. I also showed
that attempting to address these problems by modifying part (b) of
HPA so that it would take the value of the virtues into account when
evaluating moral codes could lead to rules’ being bootstrapped into the
ideal code.

HPA’s claim in part (d) that virtue has intrinsic value is the root
of these problems. This claim is too central to HPA for dropping it
to be considered a mere amendment; rejecting the claim would be
tantamount to rejecting the account. Still, in so far as Hooker argues
for rule-consequentialism strictly on the grounds that it does the best
job of economically systematizing our considered moral judgements, it

14 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 16; see also Brad Hooker, ‘Reflective Equilibrium
and Rule Consequentialism’, Morality, Rules, and Consequences: A Critical Reader, ed.
Brad Hooker, Elinor Mason and Dale E. Miller (Edinburgh, 2000), pp. 222–38, at 230.

15 Hooker, ‘Reflective Equilibrium and Rule Consequentialism’, p. 230.
16 Hooker, ‘Reflective Equilibrium and Rule Consequentialism’, p. 230.
17 See, e.g. Laurence Bonjour, ‘The Coherence Theory of Empirical Knowledge’,

Philosophical Studies 30 (1976), pp. 281–312, at 288–9.
18 Hooker maintains that we should require only a weak internal coherence from moral

theories, one that amounts to little more than internal consistency, since requiring more
would rule out ‘deeply pluralist’ theories (Ideal Code, Real World, p. 10). Yet this is no
argument against requiring true coherence between our background theories and our
moral theory.
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is possible that neither of these problems gives him a decisive reason
to reject the claim that virtue has intrinsic value. This is especially
clear where the arbitrariness problem is concerned. If a moral code
whose widespread internalization would produce the best consequences
relative to a part but not the whole of the good is the one that best fits
our considered moral judgements, then from Hooker’s perspective it
is not arbitrary to regard that code as the code by which the moral
standing of our actions is to be judged.

Things are slightly more complicated where the loss of support
problem is concerned. Hooker notes that his moral theory ‘invokes
the familiar idea that we should try to live by the moral code
whose communal acceptance would, as far as we can tell, have the
best consequences, impartially considered’, and he does adduce the
attractiveness of this idea as a factor that counts in the theory’s
favour.19 All of the leading moral theories, he observes, ‘invoke’ or
‘develop’ similarly familiar and attractive general ideas about morality,
and if two theories were tied in terms of how well they satisfied all other
desiderata for moral theories, ‘but only one of these theories offered an
account that starts with familiar and attractive ideas about morality,
this theory would seem markedly superior’.20 Hooker is not entirely
explicit about how familiar and attractive general ideas about morality
factor into his use of reflective equilibrium, but he seems to regard
such ideas not as background theories but rather as a special sort
of considered moral judgement. If Hooker were to adopt HPA, then
his moral theory would not invoke or develop the same familiar and
attractive idea, since the ideal code will not necessarily be the code
whose widespread internalization would have the best consequences.
Thus the theory would lose whatever support this factor lends it. Still,
Hooker might say that since his moral theory is superior to its rivals in
other respects, i.e. in terms of its degree of fit with our considered moral
judgements and the extent to which it possesses the formal virtues of
moral theories, it does not need to start from any especially attractive
general ideas about morality in order to emerge as the best-justified
theory. He might also, of course, appeal to some other familiar and
attractive general idea about morality that the theory still could be
said to develop or invoke.

So the argument in the prior section may give rule-consequentialists
who offer more traditional philosophical arguments for the theory
decisive reasons to repudiate HPA without giving such reasons to
Hooker himself. Of course, if he committed himself to this account

19 ‘Reflective Equilibrium and Rule Consequentialism’, p. 226. See also Ideal Code,
Real World, p. 4.

20 Ideal Code, Real World, p. 4.
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then it would be inappropriate for him to continue to describe his
theory as an example of rule-consequentialism, at least on one common
definition of ‘consequentialism’. And his doing so would mean that he
would owe us an argument for the claim that the moral code whose
collective internalization would in fact produce the best consequences
so far as its effects on well-being are concerned would in fact better
systematize our considered moral judgements than the one whose
collective internalization has the best consequences when the intrinsic
value of the virtues is also taken into account, for he never makes this
comparison in Ideal Code, Real World. But these might be prices that
he is willing to pay.

IV. INCONSISTENT INTUITIONISM

There is another consideration, however, that I do take to provide
Hooker himself with a decisive reason to reject HPA. This is that
embracing it would commit him to inconsistent views about the
justification of ethical theories, a term that I will use to encompass both
deontic theories of morality (i.e. theories of right and wrong action) and
theories of virtue. Hooker’s distinctive use of the method of reflective
equilibrium does not allow him to avoid the force of this argument; on
the contrary, this is precisely what gives the argument its force. Given
his approach to the justification of moral theories, we might expect
Hooker to say that the best theory of virtue is the one that does the
best job of economically systematizing our pre-theoretical convictions
about virtue. Yet HPA gives our ‘considered aretaic judgements’ no
role whatsoever in justifying a theory of virtue. According to this
account the best theory of the virtue is derived from Hooker’s rule-
consequentialism, and he settles on rule-consequentialism because
it best systematizes our considered moral judgements. So according
to HPA our considered moral judgements drive even aretaic theory
selection.

What is more, while we do not know much about the theory of
virtue that HPA would yield, we know enough to say that it would
conflict rather sharply with some common pre-theoretical convictions
about virtue. Rule-consequentialists commonly understand what it is to
accept or internalize rules in terms of having one’s conscience ‘enforce’
those rules.21 A person who has internalized certain rules will feel
guilty about having violated them, and in so far as her conscience is
active while she is deliberating prior to acting she will have to break
through what Mill describes as ‘a mass of feeling’ in order to choose an

21 See e.g. Richard Brandt, Facts, Values, and Morality (Cambridge, 1996), esp.
pp. 145–55.
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action contrary to those rules.22 She may also blame others for violating
those rules and feel resentment towards them. This seems to be how
Hooker in particular understands the notion of internalizing rules,
at least; he writes, for example, that ‘The collective internalization of
a code amounts to the establishment of a shared conscience.’23 For
Hooker, therefore, being virtuous is having, or at least it is part of
having, an ideal conscience.24

Yet not only do philosophers who work in the field of ‘virtue ethics’
tend not to understand the virtues as dispositions that are necessary
for an ideal conscience, neither does this understanding typically fit
the aretaic convictions of people who are not already in the grip of
a philosophical theory of virtue. We can see this from the case of
Huckleberry Finn. Huck is widely esteemed for his virtue, but not
because his conscience was ideal. Indeed, it was so far from ideal
as to hinder his doing the morally right thing, although he did the
right thing nonetheless by dint of other elements of his character.25

We can also see it from the fact that when people do things that we
do consider morally obligatory, we sometimes judge them to be less
virtuous if their actions were motivated by conscience. One well-known
example of this comes from Michael Stocker’s paper ‘The Schizophrenia
of Modern Ethical Theories’, where a hospital patient is initially pleased
to receive a visitor but then learns with dismay that the visitor is
motivated exclusively by a feeling of obligation.26 Surely this ‘cold-
hearted benefactor’ is no paragon of virtue.27

So while Hooker rests moral theory selection almost entirely upon
closeness of fit with our pre-theoretical convictions about morality,
HPA gives our pre-theoretical convictions about virtue no role in
aretaic theory selection and even yields a theory of virtue certain to
be thoroughly at odds with some of these convictions. Thus if Hooker
were to adopt HPA there would be a considerable disparity between
what he takes to justify these two types of ethical theories, and in
the absence of some rationale for this disparity we would have to

22 John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism in Essays on Ethics, Religion and Society, Collected
Works of J. S. Mill, vol. 10, ed. J. M. Robson (Toronto), pp. 203–59, at 229.

23 Hooker, Ideal Code, Real World, p. 2 (see also p. 91).
24 Cf. Brad Hooker, ‘The Collapse of Virtue Ethics’, Utilitas 14 (2002), pp. 22–40, at

22, where he seems to suggest that the virtues include a broader set of dispositions but
never explains how these can all be essential parts of accepting the ideal code.

25 I owe this example to Ted Kinnaman.
26 Michael Stocker, ‘The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories’, Journal of

Philosophy 73 (1976), pp. 453–66, at 462.
27 Ben Eggleston called my attention to the relevance of this point. Karen Stohr

discusses in more detail what the cold-hearted benefactor is lacking in the virtue
department (‘Virtue Ethics and Kant’s Cold-Hearted Benefactor’, Journal of Value
Inquiry 36 (2002), pp. 187–204).
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regard it as an inconsistency. He offers no rationale for it, however.
And what rationale could he offer? There is no denying that we have
pre-theoretical convictions about virtue, and the same reasoning that
Hooker gives for the claim that their ability to economically systematize
our pre-theoretical convictions is the only consideration that can help us
choose between moral theories gives just as much support to the claim
that this same ability is the only consideration that can help us choose
between theories of virtue. Nor is it any help for Hooker to say that there
is another consideration that might help us choose between theories of
virtue, namely closeness of fit with the most strongly justified moral
theory. One could just as easily say that closeness of fit with the most
strongly justified theory of virtue is a further consideration that can be
used to help us choose between moral theories.

A relatively minor modification to HPA, weakening part (c) to say that
the virtues include the dispositions that are essential parts of internal-
izing the ideal code, as opposed to being identical with those disposi-
tions, would go some distance towards resolving the outright conflicts
that I noted between Hooker’s theory of virtue and widely shared pre-
theoretical convictions about virtue, since these conflicts stem from the
fact that the conception of virtue that Hooker advances in Ideal Code,
Real World is so straitened. This move will not satisfy someone who
maintains that dispositions that are essential parts of internalizing a
moral code can never count as virtues, i.e. that to call such a disposition
a virtue is always a category error, but it should be enough to satisfy
someone who holds only that some of the virtues are something other
than dispositions involved in internalizing a moral code.

Making this move would leave Hooker in need of some way to deter-
mine what the other virtues are. The solution to this problem, though,
is near to hand. While weakening (c) in the way that I described above
would render Hooker’s account more consistent with our pre-theoretical
considered aretaic judgements, the only way for him to eliminate the in-
consistency between his approach to the justification of aretaic theories
and his approach to the justification of moral theories is to relent and
assign our pre-theoretical convictions about the virtues some weight in
aretaic theory selection. Again, this runs so counter to the spirit of HPA
that it cannot be considered a mere revision to that account; making this
move is tantamount to rejecting the account. It would, though, solve two
problems at once. First, it would eliminate the current inconsistency
in Hooker’s approaches to justifying different types of ethical theories.
Second, he could use coherence with these convictions as a basis for
generating a more comprehensive list of the virtues, one that goes
beyond the dispositions involved in internalizing a moral code.

Notice that Hooker’s taking this step might necessitate a major
shift in his methodology. If we have grounds for favouring one theory
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of virtue over another that are independent of their degree of fit
with a moral theory, such as their degree of fit with our considered
aretaic judgements, then we would have to include the theory of virtue
that we take to be most strongly justified on these grounds among
our background theories when using the wide method of reflective
equilibrium in moral theory selection. In that case, even Hooker would
have to concede that there is a practical difference between the narrow
and wide methods of reflective equilibrium, since a given theory of
virtue would almost certainly cohere more closely with some moral
theories than others.

V. CONCLUSION

So, to take stock: HPA tells us that virtue has intrinsic value, but it
does not take this value into account when evaluating moral codes.
If Hooker were to incorporate this account into his moral theory it
would mean that this theory was no longer a consequentialist one,
according to at least one common way of defining ‘consequentialism’.
More substantively, it would mean that Hooker’s theory could no longer
draw support from the fact that it developed the attractive general
idea about morality that we should try to live by the moral code
whose communal acceptance would, as far as we can tell, have the best
consequences and that the theory might make an arbitrary distinction
between the value of well-being and that of virtue. But the threat of
these problems does not necessarily force Hooker to reject HPA; he may
be able to address them adequately by drawing on his distinctive way
of employing the method of reflective equilibrium. However, his very
way of using this method leads to another problem, which is that there
is a marked inconsistency between his approaches to justifying moral
and aretaic theories. Rejecting HPA in favour of a criterion of what
constitutes virtue that takes account of our pre-theoretical convictions
about virtue is the only way for Hooker to avoid this inconsistency.

Hooker is no doubt right to think that his moral theory ought to
cohere with the best theory of virtue, but in raising this issue he may
have complicated the task he faces in justifying that moral theory
immensely. Will the theory of virtue that best systematizes our pre-
theoretical convictions about virtue happen to include the dispositions
essential to internalizing the ideal code? If not, then this may weaken
the case for Hooker’s moral theory.28
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28 I gratefully acknowledge the valuable comments of Ben Eggleston and a reviewer
for this journal.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0953820812000416 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0953820812000416

