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I Introduction 

Often institutions or individuals are faced with decisions where not all claims can be 

satisfied. Sometimes, these claims will be of differing strength. In such cases, we must 

decide whether or not weaker claims can be aggregated in order to collectively defeat 

stronger claims. Some deny that such aggregation is ever permissible (Taurek, 1977; 

Munoz-Dardé, 2005; Thomas, 2012; Doggett, 2013). Call this Anti-Aggregation. However, 

this position seems unduly restrictive when claims are close in strength. For example, 

consider: 

 

Case 1. You can save one person from death, or some larger number of people, 

N1, from paraplegia. 

 

According to Anti-Aggregation, no matter how large N1 gets, we should save one person 

from death. But imagine N1 were one hundred, or one thousand, or one million people. 

It seems implausible that we should allow so many people to suffer paraplegia in order 

to save a single life. This may push us toward what we can call Pure Aggregation, a view 

under which there is no restriction on aggregating claims, no matter how weak they are. 

However, this kind of position is vulnerable to two famous kinds of examples, the most 

well-known and oft-discussed of which are T.M. Scanlon’s ‘World Cup Case’ and F.M. 

Kamm’s ‘Sore Throat Case’: 

 

Case 2. Scanlon’s World Cup Case: Suppose that Jones has suffered an 

accident in the transmitter room of a television station. Electrical equipment 

has fallen on his arm, and we cannot rescue him without turning off the 

transmitter for fifteen minutes. A World Cup match is in progress, watched 

by many people, and it will not be over for an hour. Jones’s injury will not get 
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any worse if we wait, but his hand has been mashed and he is receiving 

extremely painful electrical shocks. Should we rescue him now or wait until 

the match is over? Does the right thing to do depend on how many people 

are watching—whether it is one million or five million or a hundred million? 

(Scanlon, 1998: 235). 

 

Case 3. Kamm’s Sore Throat Case: Suppose … that we have a choice between 

saving A’s life and saving B’s, and alongside B is C who has a sore throat. Our 

drug that can save B’s life can also in addition cure C’s sore throat. (Kamm, 

1998: 101). 

 

Here is what Pure Aggregation would say about these cases. In Scanlon’s case, provided 

the number of viewers were large enough, it would have us allow Jones to suffer the 

agonizing shocks in order to allow the many viewers to enjoy the football. In Kamm’s 

case it would have us save B and C over A, since C’s claim against a sore throat added to 

B’s claim against death would outweigh A’s claim against death. Both of these are 

entailments that many find counter-intuitive. 

 

These two cases offer two different challenges to Pure Aggregation. Scanlon’s case is an 

example of what we can call a one vs. many case – one strong claim (Jones’s) is pitted 

against many weak claims (those of the viewers). Kamm’s case is an example of what we 

can call a tie break case – a seemingly trivial claim is all that separates two otherwise 

equally matched groups of much stronger claims. 

 

Many people are not attracted to either extreme view – Case 1 speaks against Anti-

Aggregation, while Cases 2 and 3 speak against Pure Aggregation. Therefore, they seek 

a middle way, which we can call Limited Aggregation. The best-known version of 

Limited Aggregation, versions of which both Scanlon and Kamm endorse, is a view 

known as the Relevance View. The idea of the Relevance View is that weaker claims can 

be aggregated against stronger claims when they are sufficiently close in strength to be 

‘relevant’ to the stronger claim, but not when they are ‘irrelevant’ to the stronger claim. 

So, for example, claims against paralysis can be aggregated against a claim against death, 
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but claims to watch the World Cup, or to avoid a sore throat, are ‘irrelevant’ and thus 

should not be counted. 

The clearest articulation of this Relevance View is Alex Voorhoeve’s ‘Aggregate Relevant 

Claims’ (ARC), which states: 

 

1. Each individual whose well-being is at stake has a claim on you to be 

helped. (An individual for whom nothing is at stake does not have a 

claim). 

2. Individuals’ claims compete just in case they cannot be jointly satisfied. 

3. An individual’s claim is stronger: 

a. the more her well-being would be increased by being aided; and 

b. the lower the level of well-being from which this increase would take 

place 

4. A claim is relevant if and only if it is sufficiently strong relative to the 

strongest competing claim. 

5. You should choose an alternative that satisfies the greatest sum of 

strength-weighted, relevant claims. (Voorhoeve, 2014: 66–67). 

 

The Relevance View provides judgments in line with common intuitions across Cases 1, 

2, and 3: provided N1 were large enough, it would require saving the many against 

paraplegia in Case 1, but it would require saving Jones in Case 2, and would allow for 

either A or B and C to be saved in Case 3 (Kamm advocates tossing a coin).1 

 

Although the Relevance View vindicates our intuitions in these three cases, the 

Relevance View has always attracted criticism, often for the way it handles more 

complex cases (see, for example, Halstead, 2016). These complaints have been 

extensively discussed, and replied to  (for example, Voorhoeve, 2014: 75–86). However, 

the Relevance View has recently come under renewed attack. In ‘On Limited 

Aggregation’ (hereafter OLA2), one of us (Tomlin, 2017) shows that when we consider 

complex cases involving groups of claims of diverse strength, the Relevance View suffers 

from an important ambiguity and seemingly fatal counter-intuitive entailments (OLA: 

232–260). 
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In response to these problems, Victor Tadros has articulated a new version of the 

Relevance View, which he calls Local Relevance (Tadros, 2019). We will explain this view 

in depth in the next section. The key idea is that ‘relevance’ is not all-or-nothing: a claim 

is not relevant or irrelevant to some decision simpliciter. Rather, a claim can be relevant 

to some competing claims but not others, and therefore even if it is irrelevant to the 

strongest claims within a situation, it can still affect the decision as to which group to 

save in a limited way. The view is promising, and, as we will show, seems to get around 

the cases that OLA presents as objections to the original Relevance View, as articulated 

by ARC. However, the general idea of Local Relevance is vague – it isn’t clear exactly 

how to apply it to decisions about who to save. 

 

In this paper, we want to explore and examine this view more closely. We will, first, 

introduce a more tightly-specified version of the Local Relevance view, called Sequential 

Claims-Matching. We will then show how Sequential Claims-Matching is able to meet 

the challenges presented in OLA. However, Sequential Claims-Matching faces 

difficulties and ambiguities of its own. In particular, we show that whilst it can deliver 

intuitive results in the OLA cases and Scanlon’s World Cup Case and other one vs. many 

cases, it struggles to capture the intuition that Kamm’s Sore Throat Case is designed to 

elicit and cannot necessarily rule out allowing tie-breaks in such cases. We will also 

show how there are two important ambiguities within the view that any would-be 

advocates will need to address. Finally, we briefly present an alternative version of Local 

Relevance, Strongest Decides. 

 

One vs. many cases and tie break cases are important objections to Pure Aggregation, 

and the Relevance View allows us to vindicate both objections on the same grounds, 

giving a unified anti-aggregative rationale, whilst still allowing us to reject full Anti-

Aggregation. However, in our view, the most promising account of Limited 

Aggregation, namely Local Relevance, will only justify Scanlon’s judgment in the World 

Cup Case, and not Kamm’s judgment in the Sore Throat Case. Therefore, we seek to pull 

apart the two most famous objections to purely aggregative views. It may be that our 
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intuitions about tie-break cases can be vindicated via some other route, but, we will 

argue, this cannot be based upon the best understanding of when claims are relevant.3 

Before we begin our examination of Local Relevance and Sequential Claims-Matching, 

a word on method. In exploring Local Relevance, we will focus largely on whether it is 

able to vindicate core Limited Aggregation intuitions. Obviously, any full theory of 

Local Relevance will need to do more than this: for example, it will need an account of 

the deeper justification or rationale for the view, and to take a stand on how to 

distinguish which claims are relevant to which.4 While these are important tasks, it is 

clear from the wider literature that the search for a plausible position on aggregation 

which treads the middle ground between Anti-Aggregation and Pure Aggregation is 

driven by our intuitive responses to cases. Therefore, any defensible Limited 

Aggregation theory must both match our intuitions and have a firm theoretical 

grounding.  

 

In this paper we seek to make progress on the first half of this coin – the search for an 

approach to aggregation that can make sense of common intuitions. This should help 

inform the search for a deeper justification: once we have a sense of which view looks 

intuitively plausible, we will have a better sense of what kind of deeper justification can 

be offered for it. Obviously, this must be an ongoing process of reflective equilibrium, 

but we cannot try to ‘do it all’ in this paper. 

As a result, this paper deals with many hypothetical cases designed to show particular 

results, and they are quite complex. In order to be as clear as possible about what each 

case shows, we will both walk the reader through how a given view will handle the case 

and provide a brief summary of what we think the important upshot of the case is. For 

those happy to trust us, they can read the brief summary and ignore the detailed 

description of how and why we end up there. 

 

II Local Relevance 

In this section we will briefly outline the ambiguity which OLA identifies in the 

Relevance View, and the principles which OLA shows different versions of the 

Relevance View to violate. (We will use these principles to test Local Relevance and the 
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particular version of it that we will focus on, Sequential Claims-Matching, throughout 

the paper.) We will also introduce in greater detail Tadros’ Local Relevance idea. 

 

For the Relevance View to get off the ground, it needs to distinguish between those 

claims that are relevant within a choice situation and those that are not. For a claim to 

be relevant, it needs to be sufficiently strong in comparison with some other claim. Let 

us call this latter claim the ‘anchoring claim’. In standard cases in the literature, it is 

always clear what the ‘anchoring claim’ is. For example, in Case 2, the ‘anchoring claim’ 

is clearly Jones’s claim against suffering agonizing shocks, whilst in Cases 1 and 3 the 

‘anchoring claim’ is the claim against death. OLA exposes an ambiguity in the Relevance 

View. There are two different anchoring rules we might endorse. In simple cases, like 

Cases 1, 2, and 3, these two anchoring rules identify the same anchoring claim. But when 

we consider more complex cases, these two rules suggest different answers to the 

question of which claim is the anchoring claim. These two anchoring rules are: 

 

Anchor by Strength: in order to be relevant, a claim must be sufficiently 

strong relative to the strongest overall claim in the competition. 

 

Anchor by Competition: in order to be relevant, a claim must be sufficiently 

strong relative to the strongest claim with which it competes. 

 

OLA shows that these anchoring rules violate the following compelling principles. 

Anchor by Competition violates: 

 

Equal Consideration for Equal Claims: all claims of equal strength ought to 

be given equal weight in determining which group to save.  

 

Anchor by Strength violates: 

 

The Principle of Addition: merely adding a claim to a group of claims cannot 

lessen that group’s choice-worthiness, compared with a fixed alternative. 
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In addition, Anchor by Strength violates a similar though importantly different 

principle that OLA does not discuss: 

 

The Principle of Strengthening: merely strengthening a claim within a group 

of claims cannot lessen that group’s choice-worthiness, compared with a 

fixed alternative. 

 

In his ‘Localized Restricted Aggregation’, Victor Tadros introduces an important 

distinction between ‘Global Relevance’ and ‘Local Relevance’ (Tadros, 2019). Under 

Global Relevance, claims that are judged to be irrelevant to an anchoring claim are 

irrelevant to the overall decision concerning which group to save. By contrast, under 

Local Relevance, if a weaker claim is judged irrelevant in comparison with an anchoring 

claim, while the weaker claim cannot counter-balance or outweigh the anchoring claim, 

it can counter-balance or outweigh other, weaker, claims with which it competes and 

thus remain part of the overall decision about which group to save. In sum, according 

to Global Relevance claims are either relevant or irrelevant simpliciter to a decision. 

According to Local Relevance, claims can be relevant to some competing claims but not 

others. Both Anchor by Competition and Anchor by Strength are Global Relevance 

views. 

 

The core idea of Local Relevance is interesting, but it admits of many potential 

interpretations.5 We know that claims are not relevant or irrelevant simpliciter, but this 

does not tell us how to decide between two groups of claims in messy cases where the 

groups are made up of claims of diverse strength. It is clear from Tadros’ paper that we 

must ‘match up’ claims, allowing them to counter-balance, or neutralize, claims to 

which they are relevant. However, there are many ways that we might go about doing 

this ‘matching’. In the next section, we will introduce a more precise version of Local 

Relevance, which specifies how to match claims, before testing it against the OLA 

principles.6 

 

III Sequential Claims-Matching 
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The central insight of Local Relevance is that claims are not to be judged relevant or 

irrelevant simpliciter. This insight is captured by this more precise view, Sequential 

Claims-Matching, suggested to us by Garrett Cullity.7 Sequential Claims-Matching 

provides a procedure through which we can decide which of two competing groups to 

save. Furthermore, this way of proceeding, in which we start with the strongest claim 

in the competition, as if it has a pro tanto claim to be saved which must be matched or 

defeated by claims relevant to it, seems like a natural extension of the Limited 

Aggregation approach. Limited Aggregation seeks to walk the middle ground between 

Anti-Aggregation and Pure Aggregation, and to combine personal and impersonal 

perspectives.8 According the strongest claim a pro tanto claim to be saved seems to do 

justice to the personal, Anti-Aggregative, perspective. 

 
 Sequential Claims-Matching 

I. Identify the strongest claim-type T1. Does one group contain more 

individuals with claims of type T1 than the other? 

a. If not, eliminate all T1-claims from consideration. 

II. If so, match each T1-claim from the group with fewer T1-claims to a 

T1-claim from the group with more T-1 claims, and remove the 

matched claims from consideration. 

III. Now consider the remaining T1-claims. Does the other group contain 

claims of types that are relevant (i.e., sufficiently strong relative to) 

claim-type T1? 

a. If not, you should decide in favor of the group with the remaining 

T1 claims. 

IV. If so, do the relevant competing claims outweigh the T1-claims? 

a. If not, you should decide in favor of the group with the remaining 

T1 claims. 

V. If so, match the set of remaining T1 claims to a set of relevant 

competing claims with comparable weight, and remove the matched 

claims from consideration. 

VI. Now consider the remaining unmatched claims. Of these, identify 

the strongest claim-type T2. Repeat the above procedure. 
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VII. Continue until either: 

a. one group contains unmatched claims, in which case you should 

decide in favour of that group; or 

b. neither group contains unmatched claims. Then it is not the case 

that you should decide in favour of one group over the other 

(though you must save one).9 

 

Sequential Claims-Matching is, as you can see, complicated.10 Nevertheless, the key idea 

is fairly simple: can the anchoring claim be matched by claims relevant to it? If not, we 

should meet the anchoring claim. If so, the anchoring claim is ‘matched’ to claims 

relevant to it, and all those claims are then set aside, since they counter-balance one 

another.11 We now identify the strongest remaining claim, that becomes the new 

anchoring claim, and the process begins again. 

 

Before we proceed to testing Sequential Claims-Matching against the OLA principles 

identified above, it may be helpful to show how it works in a simple case. This will also 

allow us to introduce our way of presenting cases. In the following table, on the left-hand 

side is the strength level of the claim, Level 1 being the strongest. Under headings Group 

A and Group B are the numbers of claims at each level within each group, each claim 

being held by a distinct individual. For shorthand, we will refer t0 claims at Level 3 in 

Group B as B3 claims. 

 

Suppose that relevance extends two levels up. That is, Level 3 claims are relevant to Level 

1 claims, but Level 4 or Level 5 claims are not relevant to Level 1 claims. Furthermore, 

imagine that two claims at Level x precisely match one claim at the level above. So, for 

example, one claim at Level 1 will be precisely matched by two claims at Level 2, and 

those will be precisely matched by four claims at Level 3. Unless we state otherwise, these 

stipulations also apply to all cases hereafter. 

 

Here is our initial case: 
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Case 4. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

3  5 

5 3  

 

Here is how Sequential Claims-Matching would handle this case. 

 

First, it would identify A1 as the initial anchoring claim. There are no B1 claims to match 

A1 with, so we see whether there are weaker but relevant claims in Group B. There are – 

the five B3 claims. Four of these B3 claims will precisely match the A1 claims, so we take 

these four B3 claims and the A1 claim which are then set aside, as they counter-balance 

one another. The one remaining B3 claim then becomes the new anchoring claim. There 

are no A3 claims with which to match the remaining B3 claim, and so we look to see if 

there are weaker but relevant claims in Group A. There are – the three A5 claims. 

However, three A5 claims do not match one B3 claim (since four Level 5 claims precisely 

match one Level 3 claim), and so we would save Group B in this case. 

 

Sequential Claims-Matching has attractive implications in key cases that OLA uses to 

undermine Anchor by Competition and Anchor by Strength. Against Anchor by 

Competition, OLA (240–241) shows that adding equal numbers of equally strong claims 

to two groups will force us to switch groups. Even stranger, when one additional claim is 

added to one group (Group A), and a billion equally strong claims are added to another 

(Group B), Anchor by Competition may require us to switch from saving Group B to 

saving Group A (OLA: 242). Both of these counter-intuitive entailments result because 

Anchor by Competition violates Equal Consideration for Equal Claims: it allows that 

claims in one group will be relevant, while claims of equal strength in another will not, 

as they compete with different ‘anchoring claims.’ 
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Sequential Claims-Matching does not have these odd implications in the cases that OLA 

considers. This is because it allows that as soon as claims of strength X in one group are 

relevant, all such claims are relevant. 

 

OLA (244–247) shows that Anchor by Strength has even odder implications: adding a 

very strong claim (such a claim against death) to a group of weaker claims would force us 

to switch away from saving that group, even if the competing group is not altered at all. 

This violates the Principle of Addition. Again, Sequential Claims-Matching would avoid 

this implication. Since relevance is determined by whether or not a claim is relevant to 

claims it competes with, adding a single claim could not suddenly rule as irrelevant 

claims within its own group. 

 

Thus far we see that Sequential Claims-Matching is a better-specified version of Tadros’ 

Local Relevance view, and that it is preferable to both Anchor by Competition and 

Anchor by Strength in that it provides more intuitively attractive judgments in the key 

cases presented in OLA. In the rest of the paper, however, we will show that Sequential 

Claims-Matching faces difficulties and ambiguities of its own. 

 

IV Sequential Claims-Matching and Sore Throats 

Recall that there are two famous objections to Pure Aggregation. The first, exemplified 

by Scanlon’s World Cup Case, is the one vs. many case. As well as handling the more 

complex cases introduced in OLA and Section IV of the present paper, Sequential 

Claims-Matching would have no problem with such cases. The strongest claim (the ‘one’) 

would be the initial anchoring claim, and it would not be matched by any relevant claims 

(the ‘many’ being irrelevant) and so we would meet the strongest claim (e.g., we would 

save Jones in Case 2). 

 

The second objection, exemplified by Kamm’s Sore Throat Case, is the tie-break case. 

Here, however, we will show that Sequential Claims-Matching as we have defined it thus 

far would not be able to vindicate Kamm’s intuition and would allow the sore throat to 

break the tie. We will then consider four possible amendments to Sequential Claims-
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Matching which will allow us to vindicate the intuition, but which are found wanting in 

other, more serious, ways. Therefore, we recommend rejecting the Sore Throat intuition, 

as the lowest caliber bullet of those on offer. 

 

Case 3 Upshot: Sequential Claims-Matching will recommend saving B and C 

(a life and a sore throat) over A (a life). 

 

Consider how Sequential Claims-Matching would handle Case 3 (Kamm’s Sore Throat 

Case). Step I of Sequential Claims-Matching requires that we identify the strongest 

claims, and Step I.a requires that where there are equal numbers of such claims, they are 

matched to each other and set aside. So, we would put aside A’s claim against death, and 

B’s claim against death. Step VI of Sequential Claims-Matching states that we should 

then identify the next strongest claim, and that becomes the new anchoring claim. In 

Case 3, this would be C’s claim against a sore throat. That claim is unmatched and so we 

would save B and C over A according to Step VII.a.  

 

Therefore, as it stands, Sequential Claims-Matching only meets one of the two 

prominent objections to Pure Aggregation that in turn motivate the desire to find a 

plausible version of Limited Aggregation. The original Relevance View, which relied on 

Global Relevance, ruled out considering small claims such as sore throats, when much 

more serious claims were on the table. However, as a Local Relevance view, Sequential 

Claims-Matching never takes claims fully off the table. It therefore allows C’s sore throat 

to act as a tie break in Case 3.12 

 

Could Sequential Claims-Matching be altered so that it can vindicate common intuitions 

in the Sore Throat case? We will now consider four ways to alter or supplement Sequential 

Claims-Matching so that it can avoid having this counter-intuitive implication in the Sore 

Throat case. 

 

Response 1 

The first, seemingly obvious, way that we could try to fix this problem would be to amend 

Step VI. The problem arises because the two claims against death counter-balance each 
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other out, leaving us with an unmatched claim against a sore throat, which becomes the 

new anchor. But sore throats are irrelevant to claims against death, and so it seems 

troubling, from a Limited Aggregation perspective, to allow a sore throat to determine 

who lives and who dies. Claims that have been ‘set aside’ should still be allowed to 

determine whether remaining claims are relevant. We could alter Sequential Claims-

Matching so that when it comes to considering ‘new anchoring claims’, we only consider 

those claims which are relevant to the weakest of those claims that have been previously 

matched and set aside. For example, in Case 3, A and B’s claims may have been set aside, 

but since C’s claim is relevant to neither of these, it should not be allowed to become a 

‘new anchor’. Consider this replacement for Step VI: 

 

Step VI*: Now consider the remaining unmatched claims. Are any of them 

relevant to the weakest claim that has previously been matched? 

a. If so, identify the strongest claim-type T2. Repeat the above 

procedure. 

b. If not, then it is not the case that you should decide in favour of 

one group over the other (though you must save one). 

 

In Case 3, Step VI* would not allow C’s sore throat to condemn A to death. However, while 

Step VI* can save the Sore Throat Case intuition, it comes at a price too high to pay: 

Sequential Claims-Matching using Step VI* would violate the Principle of Addition and 

the Principle of Strengthening. 

 

To see this, consider Case 5. Case 5 is a two-stage case. Initially we have a comparison 

between two groups. Then some additional claims are added to one or both groups. (See  

OLA and Horton, 2018 for use of this method). From here onward, numbers in brackets 

represent claims added at the second stage. 

 

Case 5. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  
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2  2 

3  (1) 

5 5  

 

Case 5 Upshot: Sequential Claims-Matching (incorporating Step VI*), would 

initially not require us to save one group over the other. By adding a claim to 

Group B, we would then be required to save Group A. 

 

According to Sequential Claims-Matching using Step VI*, we would handle this case in 

the following way. At Stage 1, A1 would be the initial anchoring claim. That would be 

precisely matched by the two B2 claims. So, the A1 claim and the B2 claims would be set 

aside. The remaining five A5 claims are not relevant to the B2 claims, and so we would 

end in a tie. 

 

At Stage 2, we add in the single B3 claim. This would fundamentally alter the structure of 

the case. For now, after having matched A1 to the B2 claims, we would have a new 

anchoring claim, namely the B3 claim. This would qualify as a new anchoring claim as it 

is relevant to the previously matched B2 claims. This B3 claim, however, would ‘activate’ 

the previously irrelevant A5 claims, which would not only match but outweigh the B3 

claim, so we would save Group A. Therefore, by adding a claim to Group B we would 

switch from a tie, and viewing both groups as equally choice-worthy, at Stage 1, to saving 

Group A at Stage 2. This would clearly violate the Principle of Addition, which, recall, 

states that: 

 

The Principle of Addition: merely adding a claim to a group of claims cannot 

lessen that group’s choice-worthiness, compared with a fixed alternative. 

 

A similar case (call it Case 5*) shows that Sequential Claims-Matching would also violate 

the Principle of Strengthening. Imagine that instead of adding the B3 claim, it was 

initially a much weaker claim (for example, a Level 15 claim) that became much more 

serious at Stage 2. If it becomes a B3 claim at Stage 2, the same process described above 

would go through, and so the claim moving from B15 to B3 would force us to switch 
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from viewing both groups as equally choice-worthy to choosing Group A, in violation of 

the Principle of Strengthening.13 

 

Given that this way of vindicating the Sore Throat intuition comes at such a high price, 

we are back to allowing sore throats to break ties between equally-matched claims 

against death. 

 

Response 2 

Here is a second way in which Sequential Claims-Matching might be amended to avoid 

it having to allow the sore throat to make the difference in Case 3, without violating the 

Principles of Addition and Strengthening.14 This amendment retains and builds upon the 

amendment examined in Response 1 (i.e., Step VI* is retained). Return to Case 5. What 

goes wrong there, for Sequential Claims-Matching (amended to incorporate Step VI*), is 

that the addition of the B3 claim ‘activates’ the five A5 claims, which not only match the 

B3 claim, but outweigh it. This means that we go from a situation in which both groups 

were regarded as equally choice-worthy to a situation in which Group A is favored, even 

though a claim was added to Group B. 

 

This could be avoided if we refuse to allow the A5 claims to outweigh the B3 claim, but 

rather only allow them to ‘match’ or ‘disable’ the B3 claim. If the role of the A5 claims is 

restricted in this way, then all they can do is counter-balance the B3 claim, preventing it 

from tipping things in Group B’s favor, and so the addition of the B3 claim would leave 

us where we were after Stage 1, namely in a tie. 

 

In his original formulation of the idea of Local Relevance Tadros states that while a claim 

may lack force against a stronger claim to which it is not relevant, it can still ‘retain such 

force for other aspects of the overall decision [about which group to save]. For example, 

it may counterbalance other [claims].’ (Tadros, 2019). Tadros leaves it open here what 

kind of roles weaker claims might play but gives the example of counter-balancing. The 

amendment to Sequential Claims-Matching we are considering here would restrict 

weaker claims to only counter-balancing stronger claims, therefore not allowing them to 
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outweigh them. So, in Case 5, at Stage 2 all the A5 claims can do is match the added B3 

claim (even though there is enough of them to outweigh the B3 claim in a ‘straight fight’). 

 

Note that the claim here cannot be that weaker claims are always restricted to counter-

balancing rather than outweighing stronger claims to which they are relevant. If that 

were the case, Sequential Claims-Matching would deliver the implausible 

recommendation in Case 1 that no matter how large the number of people facing paralysis 

got, we would only ever consider them to have matched the claim against death. So, we 

need a more precise and complex articulation of this limited role for weaker claims. We 

propose this: 

 

Restricted Role: Claims can only counter-balance, but not outweigh, claims to 

which they are relevant if they are also competing with claims with which they 

are not relevant. 

 

This may sound confusing, but again a simple example will illustrate the point of 

Restricted Role. Restricted Role would allow the claims against paralysis to outweigh the 

claim against death in Case 1, but would only allow the A5 claims to match, but not 

outweigh, the B3 claim in Case 5, because the A5 claims also are in competition with the 

B2 claims. This makes sense within the Local Relevance view, because while the A5 claims 

are relevant to the B3 claim, they are not relevant to the competition between the A1 claim 

and B2 claims, and so, we might think, should only be able to neutralize the B3 claim, 

without affecting the competition between the stronger claims. 

 

However, we have concerns about this view. Consider, first, the following case: 

 

Case 6. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

3  5 

5 (10) (10) 
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Case 6 Upshot: At Stage 1, Sequential Claims-Matching with Restricted Role 

would instruct us to Save Group B. We then add equal numbers of equally 

strong claims to both groups. This leads to a tie at Stage 2. 

 

At Stage 1, the five B3 claims are relevant to, and outweigh, the single A1 claim. We then 

add, at Stage 2, ten Level 5 claims to each side. We would expect adding equal claims like 

this to leave everything else the same. Indeed, it is precisely this intuition on which 

Tadros relies in order to show how Local Relevance performs better than Global 

Relevance (in a case he calls ‘Adding People’ (Tadros, 2019: section III)). However, on the 

version of Sequential Claims-Matching we are considering here, adding these equal 

claims would result in a tie. 

 

The A1 claim is the initial anchoring claim. This is matched by four B3 claims, leaving 

one B3 claim as the new anchoring claim. This is matched by four A5 claims, leaving six 

A5 claims as the new anchoring claims. These are matched by six of the ten B5 claims, 

leaving four B5 claims unmatched. Under Sequential Claims-Matching as we originally 

considered it, these four B5 claims would carry the day in favor of Group B.  

 

However, under the current proposal, they are irrelevant, and will not be counted. Since 

B5 claims compete with an A1 claim to which they are irrelevant, they can only disable or 

match claims to which they are relevant, and so beyond the six B5 claims required to 

match the A5 claims, B5 claims can make no difference. Thus, we would have a tie, in 

violation of the key intuition that has been used to show why some version of Local 

Relevance is necessary, that adding equally strong claims of equal numbers to the groups 

should not alter which group is to be saved.15 

 

In addition, this violates Equal Consideration for Equal Claims. All of the A5 claims 

matter – the more A5 claims we have, the more that speaks in favor of saving Group A. 

A5 claims can not only match but outweigh the B3 claims. B5 claims, h0wever, matter 

only insofar as they match A5 claims, and so six of them are not counted. 
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Some have declared themselves happy to let go of Equal Consideration for Equal Claims. 

It is surely a far weaker bullet to bite than, say, the Principle of Addition. But it isn’t just 

the principle that should cause us to reject Response 2. The counter-intuitive cases, 

independently, weigh heavily against it. As we have already noted, Case 6 is a variant of 

the kind of case that was used as a rationale for Local Relevance. Further, imagine, at 

Stage 2, that we added five A5 claims and one million B5 claims (call this Case 6*). The 

five B5 claims would be treated equally to the five A5 claims, since it would match it. But 

the 999,995 other B5 claims would be superfluous. We would go from saving Group B to 

a tie, even though we had added equally strong claims to both sides, but with numbers 

heavily in favor of Group B. This is counter-intuitive. 

 

This view would also leave us with a lot of ties: in going down the chain of matching 

claims to claims, as soon as we got past the point at which the claims were relevant to the 

strongest claim, we would be in ‘matching only’ territory. Complex, real-world, cases, 

would therefore almost always end in a tie. 

 

Response 3 

A third way of amending Sequential Claims-Matching so as to capture the Sore Throat 

intuition, is suggested by the way that Tadros attempts to escape this conclusion. Tadros 

tries to use the fair procedure of tossing a coin between A and B to exclude or outweigh 

C’s claim. It is plausible that the value of a fair procedure would explain our intuitions 

in the Sore Throat case. After all, for many, the intuition is not merely that you are not 

required to save B and C over A, it is that you are required to toss a coin.16 

 

Tadros tries to bring in this kind of consideration via two routes. The first is to claim 

that A has an interest in a chance of being saved, and C’s claim is irrelevant to A’s 

interest in having that chance. The second route is to claim that tossing a coin is a fair 

procedure that has independent value, and that C’s claim is not sufficiently strong to 

outweigh that value.  

 

These two routes look importantly different. The first incorporates interests in chances 

to be saved within the Sequential Claims-Matching framework: A’s interest in having a 
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chance at survival is strong enough to deem C’s claim irrelevant.17 The second claims 

that fair procedure is an independent value, and the difference between the groups (i.e., 

C’s claim) is not sufficient to warrant abandoning that value. This does not rely on C’s 

claim being irrelevant. 

 

Incorporating a concern for chances within the Sequential Claims-Matching procedure 

is undermotivated and leads to counter-intuitive results. Meanwhile, relying on fair 

procedure, or the distribution of chances, as an independent value is not so much an 

amendment of Sequential Claims-Matching as downgrading it to only pro-tanto 

guidance, in competition with other considerations.  

 

If this is right, then our intuitions in tie-break cases can only be explained by entirely 

different considerations from those that explain our intuitions in one vs. many cases. 

Scanlon’s World Cup viewers have irrelevant claims; whilst Kamm’s sore throat victims 

have relevant claims, but those claims (or the difference between the two groups) are 

outweighed by some alternative value. Recall that the original Relevance View appeared 

to explain both intuitions. Sequential Claims-Matching is only able to vindicate the one 

vs. many intuitions – something else, on this third response, must take care of the tie-

break cases. 

 

So, only Tadros’ first route is an amendment to Sequential Claims-Matching that could 

see it vindicate the Sore Throat intuition from the inside, by ruling C’s claim to be 

irrelevant. There seem to be two ways to understand A’s claim to holding a lottery – via 

A’s interest in the chance of being saved, or via A’s moral claim to a fair procedure.  

 

If A’s claim to a chance to be saved is based on the cost of going from a 50% chance to 

be saved to a 0% chance of being saved, this would surely be counter-balanced by B’s 

interest in going from a 50% chance to be saved to a 100% chance to be saved. B has an 

equally strong interest in avoiding the lottery as A has in holding the lottery. This would 

still leave C as a tie-breaker. 
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 If A’s claim to a 50% chance of being saved is based on that being fair, then it must be 

that fairness declares that a fair coin is the correct procedure prior to C’s claim being 

dismissed as irrelevant. But this is far from uncontroversial. In addition, once we 

moralize claims, allowing them to depend on fairness for example, we have moved a 

long way from the Relevance View and the account of claims with which we began. 

 

Even if A’s interest in a 50% chance can be explained, however, this amendment has 

counter-intuitive implications: 

 

Case 7. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1 1 

2   

3  (1) 

4 3  

 

Case 7 Upshot: At Stage 1, the groups are equally choice-worthy. We then add 

a claim to Group B, and this addition requires us to save Group A. 

 

At Stage 1, A1 and B1 have equal claims. According to Tadros, the A4 claims are irrelevant 

to B1’s claim and (let us stipulate), B1’s claim to a fair procedure. So, we would view both 

groups as equally choice-worthy and hold a lottery. However, at Stage 2, within the 

Sequential Claims-Matching framework, the addition of the B3 claim changes things. It 

is relevant to A1’s claims, and so, absent other considerations, would act as a tie-breaker. 

However, it would also ‘activate’ the A4 claims, as they are relevant to it, and we would 

then move to the usual ‘back and forth’ of Sequential Claims-Matching. The A4 claims 

would not only be relevant but would outweigh the B3 claim, and so we would save Group 

A. So, adding a claim to Group B at Stage 2 would move us from a lottery to saving Group 

A. This violates the Principle of Addition. 
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Response 4 

An alternative way to save Kamm’s Sore Throat intuition within Sequential Claims-

Matching would be to endorse the idea of ‘rough equality’ (see Hirose 2015: 35). That is 

the idea that the scales of justice should not be finely tuned. As we go down the 

Sequential Claims-Matching process, so long as the groups are held to be ‘roughly equal’, 

then it is not the case that we must save one group over the other. If we consider Case 3, 

we can see that the claims of A and B are precisely matched, and so the addition of C’s 

sore throat doesn’t take us out of the zone of ‘rough equality’, and so it is not true that we 

must save B and C over A. 

 

We have several concerns about this line of thinking. One problem that advocates of 

‘rough equality’ will surely come up against is that in specifying this view they will need 

to decide whether what counts as ‘rough equality’ is a constant or contextual matter. To 

explain: in Case 3, if the ‘rough equality’ view is to save the Sore Throat intuition, one 

sore throat cannot tip the scales. But is this because of the broader context (where two 

lives are also at stake) or because sore throats never tip scales? On the latter view, under 

which sore throats cannot be difference-makers, we would end up viewing two sore 

throats as ‘roughly equal’ to one. This seems implausible. But on the other view, under 

which what counts as ‘rough equality’ is contextual, or proportional, to what is at stake, 

then we will end up viewing 1001 lives as ‘roughly equal’ 1000. We find this counter-

intuitive, though some have endorsed this claim  (Kamm, 1998: 103 though see Kamm, 

2007: 33). 

 

Our second response to ‘rough equality’ is to wonder why (other than it vindicating the 

tie-break intuition) we should prefer ‘scales of justice’ that ignore seemingly morally-

relevant information. When pressed on this, advocates of the view seem to rely on the 

following kind of case. Imagine you could save the life of a twenty-year-old or a twenty-

one-year-old. Both have the same life expectancy. Therefore, one is deprived of one more 

year of life than the other.18 If this translates into a stronger claim for the twenty-year-

old, then, without rough equality, we should save the twenty-year-old over the twenty-

one-year-old. Many find this counter-intuitive. 
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While we agree with the intuition that we are not required to save the twenty-year-old in 

this case, we do not think this case provides much backing for the idea of ‘rough equality’ 

in cases of multiple claims. In essence, the issue is that the two cases raise two 

importantly different questions. Case 3 raises the question of how we should balance 

different people’s claims of different strengths against one another. The question raised 

when choosing between two people of roughly similar ages, however, raises the question 

of how to establish the strength of a claim. All those who reject Pure Aggregation will 

endorse the idea that the ‘separateness of persons’ matters in some way, and so we should 

be careful in reading straight across from a case in which what is at stake is how strong a 

claim is to a case in which what is at stake is whether, or to what extent, a claim counts. 

For example, we don’t think the choice between saving a twenty-year-old or a twenty-

year-old is the same as the choice between saving a twenty-year-old or a twenty-year-old 

and a person with one year of quality of life left (if they are saved). 

 

However, even if we accept ‘rough equality’, problems remain. One, which we will 

describe in detail below as ‘A Further Problem’, is that ‘rough equality’ will still 

sometimes allow one headache to determine who lives and who dies. Another is that even 

if ‘rough equality’ explains why we shouldn’t let the headache break the tie in Case 3, 

then the rationale for tossing a coin in Case 3 is entirely distinct from the rationale for 

saving Jones in Case 2. In other words, even if Sequential Claims-Matching combined 

with a commitment to ‘rough equality’ saves the anti-aggregative intuitions in Cases 2 

and 3, there is no single underlying rationale that explains both.  

 

The original Relevance View, if accepted, would explain both intuitions. But ‘rough 

equality’ and Sequential Claims-Matching are wholly distinct. One can accept Sequential 

Claims-Matching without accepting ‘rough equality’, and one can accept ‘rough equality’ 

without accepting Sequential Claims-Matching, or indeed any Limited Aggregation view 

– ‘rough equality’ could be attached to Pure Aggregation, for example. Indeed, not only 

are Sequential Claims-Matching and ‘rough equality’ distinct positions, one might even 

say that they are somewhat in tension with one another. Sequential Claims-Matching 

seems to offer us a precise method for determining which group to save. To throw the 

vague idea of ‘rough equality’ over the top of that procedure may undermine its merits. 
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A Further Problem 

Thus far in this section we have been considering whether Sequential Claims-Matching 

can accommodate the intuition that a sore throat cannot decide who lives and who dies 

in a tie break case. We have considered four ways of doing so, and there are, at the least, 

concerns with each. However, even if Sequential Claims-Matching can be modified or 

supplemented such that we can avoid this entailment in tie break cases, no version of 

Sequential Claims-Matching can escape the entailment that a single sore throat will 

sometimes decide who lives and who dies. Consider, for example, Case 8. 

 

Case 8. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

2  3 

3 3  

4  3 

5 3  

… … … 

99 3  

100  2 (+1) 

 

Case 8 Upshot: At Stage 1, we have a tie. At Stage 2, through the addition of 

another B100 claim (a very weak claim), the tie is broken and we save Group 

B. As such one very weak claim determines whether the strongest claim in the 

competition, A1, is met. 

 

Imagine in between Level 5 and Level 100, the pattern of three claims in Group A at each 

odd-numbered level, and three claims in Group B at each even-numbered level 

continues. Sequential Claims-Matching (as originally conceived) would then handle this 

case as follows. The A1 claim would be the initial anchoring claim. Two B2 claims would 

match it, leaving one B2 claim as the new anchoring claim. That would be matched by 
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two A3 claims, leaving one A3 claim as the new anchoring claim. This process would 

continue all the way down, until one A99 claim was left as the anchoring claim. This 

would be matched by the two B100 claims, leaving us with a tie. However, at Stage 2, if 

we add another B100 claim – an extremely weak claim – this would tip things in favor of 

Group B, meaning that that extremely weak claim is decisive. Therefore, whether or not 

that additional B100 claim is present could decide whether A1 lives or dies. 

 

This entailment could be avoided if we endorse the Restricted Role for weaker claims, 

considered in Response 2, since then the additional B100 claim added at Stage 2 could 

only counter-balance the A99 claims, which were already counter-balanced. However, 

consider a modified version of the case (Case 8*), in which we start with only one B100 

claim. This single B100 claim would fail to counterbalance the A99 anchoring claim, and 

so we would save Group A at Stage 1. Adding in a second B100 claim at Stage 2 would 

counter-balance the A99 claim, and so take us to a tie. So, even if we accept Restricted 

Role, the single B100 claim would again be decisive, even though it is extremely weak in 

comparison with the strongest claims in play. 

 

Of course, ‘rough equality’ would still rule out a single headache making the difference 

in Case 8, but all ‘rough equality’ can do is to kick this can further down the road. If we 

keep adding headaches to Group B, at some point we will emerge out of the zone of ‘rough 

equality’ and find ourselves in the zone of inequality. Therefore, while it may be difficult 

to find the exact place where it occurs, a single headache will still take us from a tie to 

saving Group B. 

 

Summary of Section V 

In this section we have shown how Sequential Claims-Matching as we originally 

formulated it cannot capture Limited Aggregation intuitions in tie break cases. We then 

considered four ways in which Sequential Claims-Matching could be amended in order 

to get around this problem, but each seemed to generate further difficulties for the view, 

causing us to violate the very principles which OLA had shown the Relevance View to 

violate. In addition, in non-tie-break cases such as Case 8, we still wouldn’t be able to 

avoid a single very small claim making all the difference. Our sense here, is that the 
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advocate of Limited Aggregation should reject the tie break intuition, though we accept 

that not all advocates of Limited Aggregation will feel able to do so. 

 

Even if Sequential Claims-Matching is accepted as we originally formulated it, or some 

alternative version is put forward, however, two key ambiguities about the view remain, 

which we will now describe. 

 

VI Ambiguity 1: How Should We Match Claims in Sequential Claims-Matching? 

We have noted how Tadros’ explanation of Local Relevance view seems to require us to 

‘match up’ claims with one another, so that they can counter-balance other claims to 

which they are relevant. Sequential Claims-Matching is a clear advance on the loosely-

specified Local Relevance view because it clearly outlines a process by which we should 

match up claims. Nevertheless, it still contains an ambiguity concerning how to ‘match 

up’ claims. The relevant steps within the Sequential Claims-Matching view are as follows: 

 

III. Now consider the remaining T1-claims. Does the other group contain 

claims of types that are relevant (i.e., sufficiently strong relative to) claim-

type T1? 

a. If not, you should decide in favor of the group with the remaining 

T1 claims. 

IV. If so, do the relevant competing claims outweigh the T1-claims? 

 

These steps show how anchoring claims must be compared with claims that are relevant 

to them. However, more than one kind of claim can be relevant to a single anchor, and in 

such a case we need a procedure to decide which of the weaker claims to compare with 

the anchor. Consider this case: 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 26 

Case 9. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

2  3 

3 2  

4 4  

5   

6  20 

 

Case 9 Upshot: A B2 claim can be matched with either A3 or A4 claims. 

Whether the B2 claim is matched with A3 or A4 claims determines which 

group is saved. Sequential Claims-Matching provides no guidance as to which 

is preferable. 

 

The A1 claim would be the initial anchoring claim. This claim is matched by two B2 

claims, leaving the remaining B2 claim as the new anchoring claim. Here is where the 

ambiguity concerning how to match up claims comes in. Both the A3 and A4 claims are 

relevant to the B2 claim. Either the two A3 claims or the four A4 claims would exactly 

counterbalance the one remaining B2 claim. However, whether we match the B2 claim 

either with the two A2 claims or the four A4 claims will decide which group we will save.  

 

Suppose, first, that we match the B2 claim with the two A3 claims. These are all the A3 

claims there are, and so we move one level down in order to identify the next anchoring 

claim. The A4 claims become the new anchoring claims. What is crucial here is that the 

twenty B6 claims are relevant to the A4 claims and outweigh them. So, matching in this 

way means that we would save Group B. 

 

But now let’s suppose that when we have the remaining B2 claim as the anchoring claim 

that we match it with the four A4 claims. That would mean that the only claims that are 

left in the competition are two A3 claims and twenty B6 claims. But B6 claims are not 

relevant to A3 claims. There could be any number of B6 claims but they could never 
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outweigh a single A3 claim. So, the two A3 claims are unmatched. Therefore, were we to 

match claims in this way, we would save Group A. 

 

This case shows that there is an ambiguity in how we match claims on Sequential Claims-

Matching that could be decisive in deciding which group to save. What Sequential 

Claims-Matching requires, therefore, is a principled way in which to determine how we 

match claims in this kind of case. We have been able to conceive of three rival 

possibilities, all of which have some plausibility, but which would give conflicting advice 

in Case 9. 

 

The first possibility is the following: 

 

Match to the Strongest Competing Claim: Anchoring claims should be 

matched with the strongest unmatched claims with which they compete. 

 

This rule has some plausibility. Sequential Claims-Matching in general has a structure 

which encourages us to look at the ‘next level down’ – that is, after all, the next claim in 

the sequence. It also seems a non-arbitrary and clear way to decide how to match up the 

claims. In Case 9, Match to the Strongest Competing Claim would have us match the B2 

claim to the A3 claims, leaving the A4 claims to be outweighed by the B6 claims. 

Therefore, we would save Group B. 

 

The second possibility is the following: 

 

Match in the Interest of the Overall Strongest Claimant: Anchoring Claims 

should be matched in whatever way is in the interest of strongest overall 

claimant. 

 

Limited Aggregation generally has, of course, much in common with Anti-Aggregation. 

Anti-Aggregation is concerned, above all else, with the person who possesses the 

strongest claim. Limited Aggregation doesn’t hold this concern above all else – it would 

allow the weaker claims to outweigh the strongest claim in Case 1 – but it is plausible to 
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think that it would inherit this general priority to the worst off. Match in the Interest of 

the Overall Strongest Claimant says that when there is a plurality of ways of matching up 

claims within the confines of Sequential Claims-Matching, and where different ways of 

matching would produce different outcomes (as in Case 9) we should, in essence, allow 

the person possessing the overall strongest claim in the competition to choose how we 

should match up the claims. In Case 9, A1 is the strongest claim. If we match the B2 claim 

with the A4 claims, this leaves the A3 claims unmatched, since they are ‘out of reach’ of 

the B6 claims. And so, Group A would win, which is, of course, what A1 would want. 

 

The third possibility is as follows: 

  

One or the Other: when there is an ambiguity over how to match up claims, 

and different ways of doing so would require saving different groups, then it 

is not the case that you should decide in favour of one group over the other 

(though you must save one). 

 

This view takes the ambiguity we have noted in this section not as something to be 

rectified, but rather as to reveal that we are not required to save one group over the 

other. Since the Sequential Claims-Matching process can be used to justify saving either 

group, we cannot say that we are required to save one group over the other. In such 

circumstances, it may be that we are permitted to choose, or are required to toss a coin.   

  

Advocates of Local Relevance owe us an account of how to match up claims with one 

another. Sequential Claims-Matching provides such an account. However, there remains 

an ambiguity in that even within the strictures of that more precise theory, there can be 

more than one way to match up claims. So, advocates of Sequential Claims-Matching will 

need to further specify the view. 

 

VII Ambiguity 2: Partial Leftovers 

Thus far we have been considering cases in which two claims at one level precisely match 

one claim at the level above. However, it is unlikely that things will always be quite so 

neat, especially given how small the differences between claims can be. For example, even 
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if one accepts that two claims at Level 2 will precisely match one claim at Level 1, imagine 

if one of the Level 2 claims becomes ever so slightly stronger (for example, if it is a claim 

against partial paralysis, the loss of use of one more finger). Does this remain a Level 2 

claim with no additional weight? Surely not. But equally implausible is that it would 

become a Level 1 claim, and double in weight.  

 

To put things more concretely, many health systems use Quality Adjusted Life Years 

(QALYs) or Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs) to measure the strength of claims. 

Imagine a case in which a single person facing the loss of 50 QALYs faces three people 

facing the loss of 20 QALYs each. The single strongest claim outweighs two of the weaker 

claims and is defeated by three of the weaker claims. 2.5 of the weaker claims precisely 

match the stronger claim.19 

 

If whole numbers of weaker claims do not precisely match stronger claims, we need to 

decide how to handle the ‘partial claims’ that are left over once the matching has taken 

place. To make things clearer, consider this case. In this case 2.5 claims at Level x precisely 

match one claim at the level above. 

 

Case 10. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

2  3 

3   

4   

5 20  

 

Case 10 Upshot: Following Sequential Claims-Matching, 0.5 of a B2 claim is 

left over from the first round of ‘matching’ and becomes the new anchor. But 

it is ambiguous in Sequential Claims-Matching whether the twenty A5 claims 

need to be relevant to that 0.5 of a B2 claim or to a full B2 claim. Which route 
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we take, determines whether the twenty A5 claims are relevant and so which 

group we save. 

 

A1 is the initial anchoring claim. It is matched by 2.5 B2 claims, seemingly leaving half a 

B2 claim as the new anchoring claim. There is an ambiguity about what kinds of claims 

should be considered relevant to this partial B2 claim. The key question is whether the 

twenty A5 claims are relevant to the half B2 claim. If it were a full B2 claim, then there 

would be no ambiguity, since Level 5 claims are not relevant to Level 2 claims. However, 

in this case, there is half a Level 2 claim remaining. In order to be relevant, should we 

demand that the A5 claims are relevant to a full B2 claim or a half B2 claim? This suggests 

two possible principles. 

 

Full Claim Relevance: To be relevant, a claim must be relevant to the claim 

with which it competes. (For example, the full B2 claim.) 

 

Partial Claim Relevance: To be relevant, a claim must be relevant to the 

proportion of the claim with which it is in competition. (For example, the half 

B2 claim.) 

 

On the one hand, we could imagine one of the B2 claimants objecting to small A5 claims 

being considered relevant to her far weightier claim. On the other hand, it seems unfair 

to expect A5 claims to have to be relevant to a full B2 claim when they are only in 

competition with half a B2 claim. 

 

In our view, Partial Claim Relevance seems the right view. However, this again raises the 

issue of sore throats. Imagine a case in which there is a partial leftover of 1/1000 of a very 

serious claim. Very weak claims, which would only need to be relevant to (and not 

necessarily equal to) the leftover, could then tip the balance. This adds to the case for 

advocates of Limited Aggregation letting go of the tie-break intuition. 
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VIII An Alternative Version of Local Relevance 

We began by highlighting how Tadros’ Local Relevance was promising. We sought to 

provide a more concrete version through Sequential Claims-Matching and have 

discussed at length the merits and problems of this view. One ambiguity we highlighted 

(in Section VI) concerns how to match up claims with one another. One suggestion we 

offered was to Match in the Interest of the Overall Strongest Claimant. However, we have 

only considered this within the confines of Sequential Claims-Matching. But why not 

match in the interest of the overall strongest claimant more generally? So, whenever we 

face cases with groups of claims of diverse strength, if there is any way to match the claims 

such that the strongest claimant would have her claim met, then we should allow this. 

The basic idea here is that we take from Anti-Aggregation the priority for the worst off 

and we allow that to dictate the way in which claims are matched. Call this view Strongest 

Decides. Here is an example where this view would deliver a different verdict from 

Sequential Claims-Matching:20 

 

Case 11. 

Level Group A Group B 

1 1  

3 3 3 

5  10 

 

Case 11 Upshot: Sequential Claims-Matching would tell us to save Group B. 

Strongest Decides, by contrast, would tell us to save Group A.    

 

Sequential Claims-Matching would first match two B3 claims with the A1 claim, leaving 

one B3 claim as the new anchoring claim. That would be matched by one A3 claim, 

leaving two A3 claims. Finally, these two A3 claims would be outweighed by the ten B5 

claims. So, we would save Group B. 

 

Strongest Decides, by contrast, would have the A1 claimant decide how we match claims 

in this case. It is in A1’s interest to have the three A3 claims be matched with the three B3 
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claims, as such taking all these claims out of consideration. This would leave A1’s own 

claim and ten B5 claims. Level 5 claims are not relevant to a Level 1 claim, and so we would 

save Group A. 

 

Here is a potential problem with Strongest Decides: it may violate Equal Consideration 

for Equal Claims.21 It is clear that, in some cases, there will be more than one way of 

‘matching up’ claims, and the way that would be favored by the person with the strongest 

claim may be one in which some, say, Level 5 claims are matched with claims to which 

they are relevant, while other Level 5 claims are matched with claims to which they are 

not relevant. Therefore, in the ‘matching scheme’ the strongest claim would select, some 

Level 5 claims will be counted (as they’re relevant to the claims they’re matched with) 

and others will not (as they’re not relevant to the claims they’re matched with). 

 

While that much is clear, it is not clear whether this in fact violates Equal Consideration 

for Equal Claims. OLA (241) makes it clear that any plausible view will not advocate Equal 

Treatment for Equal Claims, for when we have two groups with equal claims on both 

sides, we will end up saving one group and not the other. What OLA objected to, and 

Equal Consideration for Equal Claims attempted to articulate, was that at the outset 

some views ruled that some claims of a certain strength mattered, and other claims, of 

the same strength, did not. Strongest Decides does not do this.  

 

Strongest Decides only really comes into play when there is a plurality of ways in which 

to ‘match up’ claims with one another. Since equal claims can always be matched to each 

other, claims of equal strength will never be ruled as irrelevant at the outset: there is 

always a potential ‘match up’ in claims in which all claims of the same strength are 

relevant. The strongest claim is able to dictate which ‘match up’ is chosen as a tie breaker. 

This may involve choosing a ‘match up’ in which some Level 5 claims are relevant and 

others are not. Is this like accepting that we will save some Level 5 claims and not others, 

which is surely acceptable? Or is it like ruling out some Level 5 claims but not others at 

the outset? Or, is it like neither? Equal Consideration for Equal Claims may need to be 

further refined. Or perhaps it must be abandoned. Perhaps it didn’t properly articulate 
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what Anchor by Competition was getting wrong. At any rate, this is an issue that 

Strongest Decides must confront. 

 

X Concluding Remarks 

This paper is an exploration. Many of us would like to avoid biting the bullets of the 

extreme Anti-Aggregation and Pure Aggregation positions. Limited Aggregation 

therefore seems our best hope. But as OLA shows, the Relevance View (or what Tadros 

calls ‘Global Relevance’) is open to potentially devastating objections. Tadros’ version of 

Limited Aggregation, ‘Local Relevance’, is attractive, but can be fleshed out in a variety 

of ways. It is this idea that we have sought to precisify and explore. We have done this by, 

first, providing a clearer and more tightly-specified version of the idea, Sequential 

Claims-Matching, and, second, by subjecting that view to scrutiny. We have found that 

Sequential Claims-Matching stands up well against alternative versions of Limited 

Aggregation in terms of the OLA cases. But it suffers from problems and ambiguities of 

its own.  

 

First, it does not seem able to vindicate some of the key intuitions that have motivated 

the search for Limited Aggregation cases (those elicited from ‘tie break’ cases). We 

considered several possible refinements to Sequential Claims-Matching which might 

allow it to account for these intuitions, but each was found to either be wanting, or to rest 

the vindication of those intuitions on alternative values from outside the Sequential 

Claims-Matching procedure. This seems like a considerable cost when compared with 

Global Relevance Views, like ARC, which were able to explain our judgments about tie-

break and one vs. many cases in the same way. One option is for the advocate of Local 

Relevance to let go of the tie-break intuitions, and, on reflection, this is the route that we 

ourselves would recommend. What is distinctive about Local Relevance is that no claim 

is ever ‘ruled out’ altogether. This means that one tiny claim can always make the 

difference between who lives and who dies. This seems counter to some of the intuitions 

and commitments that drive the Relevance View but is, in our view, the smallest caliber 

bullet to bite having precisified the view. 
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Second, while it is clearer than Tadros’ view on how to match claims, there are two 

important ambiguities within Sequential Claims-Matching: an ambiguity about how to 

match up claims, and a further ambiguity about how to handle what we have called 

partial left-overs. Thus, we have shown that Sequential Claims-Matching, at best, needs 

to be further specified. In addition, we have articulated an alternative version of Local 

Relevance: Strongest Decides. This view tracks more closely to the Anti-Aggregation 

view, giving the strongest claim under consideration a defeasible right to be saved. 

However, this view potentially conflicts with the Equal Consideration for Equal Claims 

principle. We recommend further scrutiny of this view, and the principle it seems to 

violate. 

 

In conclusion, we offer an interim report on Local Relevance. The general idea admits of 

several possible interpretations. We need a clear sense of which versions appear to be the 

most plausible, both in terms of how they handle key cases, and the sort of deeper 

justifications which can be offered on their behalf. Even within these versions, there are 

ambiguities, for example, on how to handle partial leftovers. Second, while Local 

Relevance offers intuitively plausible responses to some cases, since it does not fully rule 

out any claims, no matter how weak, as completely irrelevant, it will struggle to handle 

cases, like tie-break cases, in which one small claim ‘tips the balance’.22 Our 

recommendation is to bite this bullet. The alternative seems to be to downgrade Local 

Revelance to only being a part of the aggregative story. Further work is needed to see 

whether these challenges can be met, or whether some alternative version of Limited 

Aggregation, abandoning altogether the focus on ‘relevance’ is the best hope for those 

who wish to tread the tightrope between the extremes of Anti-Aggregation and Pure 

Aggregation. 
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1 Although Voorhoeve’s view has this attractive implication in Kamm’s case, strictly speaking Voorhoeve 
(2014: 67) restricts his theory to cases in which each member of a group has the same strength of claim. 
2 We will refer to this paper as OLA throughout to save Tomlin from having to refer to himself in the 
third person. Or at least from having to do so again after this note. 
3 Alternative ways might involve appealing to a general form of pluralism (Ross, 2002); (Lang & Lawlor, 
2015), or specifically by balancing aggregate goodness of satisfied claims with the unfairness of unsatisfied 
claims Lawlor 2006: Hirose, 2015; Peterson 2009; Peterson 2010). 
4 Voorhoeve (2014: 79–82) proposes a test based on the personal prerogative. Kamm (2015) rejects this 
approach. 
5 In response to Horton (2018), Tadros (2019, Section IV) refined his own version somewhat. 
6 For an alternative OLA-inspired response to Tadros, see Horton (2018). 
7 OLA (252–257) suggested a similar ‘matching’ procedure for ‘quasi-competition’ cases (cases where some 
subset of one large group must be saved) but did not consider this kind of procedure for ‘competition 
cases’ (where we must save one group or the other). OLA argues that quasi-competition cases are actually 
more analogous to many policy decisions. 
8 For similar approaches in the literature that look to combine and/or balance personal and impersonal 
perspectives, see Kamm’s (five different versions of) “Sobjectivity” (1998: Chapters 8-10; 2007: 34–36, 39, 
50) and Thomas Nagel’s (1989; 1995) “View from Nowhere” vs. “View from Somewhere.” 
9 We leave it open here whether in such a situation an agent has a free choice, or whether they must 
choose via a fair procedure such as a coin toss. 
10 As formulated here, Sequential Claims-Matching only applies to two-group cases. It may become more 
complicated still for three-group cases. The following seems like the most plausible procedure for three- 
or more-group cases: first, eliminate all groups with no claims relevant to the strongest overall claim. 
Second, conduct a series of pairwise comparisons using Sequential Claims-Matching. If a single group 
emerges, save that group. If no single group emerges, then it isn’t the case that you must save one group 
over the others. We are grateful to Garrett Cullity for comments here. 
11 ‘Set aside’ here does not mean ‘cancelled’. If the claims were cancelled, then two equally strong claims 
would cancel each other and nobody would have a claim to be saved. We’re grateful to Mike Otsuka for 
useful comments here. 
12 We are grateful to an anonymous referee for helping us to describe the structural differences between 
Kamm’s Irrelevant Utilities view and Sequential Claims-Matching. 
13 We are grateful to Anna Mahtani and Alex Voorhoeve for useful discussion here. 
14 This has been proposed in discussed by both Victor Tadros and Alec Walen. 
15 In response to Horton (2018), Tadros accepts that sometimes adding claims of unequal numbers but 
equal strength should cause us to switch to saving the group to which fewer claims have been added. 
However, as we have stressed here, he accepts the intuition that this is unacceptable in cases such as Case 
6 and 6*. Tadros (2019, Sections III-IV). 
16 We are grateful for comments from an anonymous referee here. 
17 Kamm sometimes appears to adopt this reasoning – that the sore throat is too weak a claim compared 
with the claim to a chance of life. At other times she appears to claim that the sore throat is too weak 
compared to the claim against death. See Kamm (2005: 13), where both types of reasoning are on show. 
18 For competing accounts of the moral relevance of this, see McMahan (2003: 165–174); Broome (2004: 241–

253). 
19 For related discussion see Kamm (2005), section VII (15–18). Kamm’s discussion clearly indicates that 
lesser claims must compete with left-overs but is ambiguous between our Full Claim Relevance and 
Partial Relevance. 
20 We draw here on cases presented in Horton (2018), though we put them to different ends here. 
21 We are grateful to Bastian Steuwer for pressing this worry. 
22 There are further potential problems with Local Relevance. In particular Joe Horton (2018) has shown 
cases in which it appears to violate this principle: 

The Principle of Net Addition: Adding claims of equal strength but differential numbers 
cannot make the group to which more claims are added less choice-worthy compared with 
the group to which fewer claims are added. 

To be clear: this is our attempt (with help from Mike Otsuka) to articulate a principle which Horton’s 
cases show Local Relevance to violate. Horton doesn’t try to articulate such a principle. 


