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truth of that necessary condition. I shall argue that we should not

even give the "ethical egoist" that much Lebensraum, for we have
good grounds for believing that it is false that a person acts ra-

tionally only if he acts in such a way so as to maximize his own
expectable utility. This is so, I shall argue, even if we accept

Brandt's distinctive characterizations of "rationality," "rational desire," and "expectable utility." To establish this I shall develop

and then inspect, with Brandt's thesis in mind, two rather different
counterexamples. (In this abstract I shall give only one of them.)

Suppose I am staying for a day or so in a strange town in a foreign country and, upon arriving at a cinema, which is playing a
film I very much want to see, I note a long line waiting to get in.
The situation is such that if I am willing in this circumstance to

cast fairness to the winds, I can readily sneak in ahead and be able
to see the film, but, if I keep in line, it is nearly certain that I will

not get in. Unless I have a particularly prickly conscience, it is
very likely that my self-interest and maximal expectable utility
will be best served by my sneaking into line. I will, if I am at all
normal, feel badly about doing it, but I will also know that my

acting in this manner, if undetected (as it very likely will be), will
not upset the moral order of things. I will not cause extensive discomfiture. Soon I will be taken up in the film and very likely in-

tensely enjoy it, and, though I will regret that I may well have
kept someone out, I also know, since it is not after all a matter of
great moment, that soon I shall forget about it. Moreover, I will
have reasonable grounds for believing that some others are likely
to behave in the same way and that I am likely simply to lose out
if I do not sneak in myself.

If, these considerations of self-interest notwithstanding, I keep
my place in line because I believe that to do otherwise would be
unfair and neglectful of the legitimate expectations of others, I

have reasons for my action, just as I would have reasons for allow-

ing my conduct to be guided solely by considerations of self-interest. Moreover, there is no justification (or at least none has been

given) for thinking that in keeping my place in line I have acted
less rationally than I would have acted if I had snuck into it. But
on Brandt's account this could not be so, if indeed my self-interest
would best be served by sneaking into the line.
It will not do to respond that a rational man will have so high

a regard for fairness that it really will not be in his interest to run
rough-shod over what he acknowledges to be fair and indeed to be
the morally required behavior in such a situation. It is not correct to
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claim that a rational man will necessarily have such an image of
himself that he will feel more misery than pleasure if he overrides
such elementary considerations of fairness.
A rational man, whatever his attitudes toward morality, will in-

deed be concerned with having in the society in which he lives
people committed to principled and fair behavior. He is perfectly

aware that his life would be much less pleasant if this condition did

not obtain. In that way he will have a regard for fairness. But if
we mean by 'a rational man', 'a fully informed man', as Brandt
does, then it will not follow that a rational man will necessarily be
concerned to be fair in all situations, though he will not wish to

be seen to be unfair. It is quite possible that he will be "a freeloader" in his society and that he would sneak in line and not be
any the less rational for all that. We cannot simply assume that a
rational man will be a principled man, though a rational man will
see the value of principled behavior in society. Given Brandt's
morally neutral characterization of 'rational', there can be no

guarantee built into the very conception of a rational man that he
will be a man of moral principle committed to what is at least conventionally regarded as the moral point of view.
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THE JUSTIFICATION OF GOVERNMENTAL AUTHORITY *
A UTHORITY is now widely held in contempt, probably none
more than that of law and government.' Some would say
that, provided the proper limits of governmental authority

are dearly set out and provided governments adhere to these limits,
governments can justifiably claim authority over their subjects and
may use coercive sanctions against those who refuse to obey. Others
find this the most objectionable approach. They might be willing

to put up with the tyranny of the majority or even the brutality of

the police as long as governments do not attempt to cover up their
bloody business with the wig and gown of justice and authority.

Recently, two interesting arguments have been advanced (I shall
call them, somewhat arbitrarily, the arguments from freedom and
* To be presented in an APA symposium on Authority and Autonomy, December 29, 1972. Commentators will be Carl Cohen and Gerald Dworkin; see this

JOURNAL, this issue, pp. 716 and 716-718, respectively.
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