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The Incurable Problem of Integrity for Utilitarianism						
Bernard Williams (2000) famously argues that act-utilitarianism is a threat to an agent’s integrity because its requirements for impartiality and negative responsibility demand too much of an agent to make it a plausible moral theory. Elizabeth Ashford (2000) agrees with Williams that utilitarianism does pose a conflict between agents’ integrity and moral obligations but disagrees that this undermines the cogency of the theory. She argues that it is a strength of utilitarianism because it is right for there to be strong obligations to help in a world with extreme poverty. Further, she argues that a world free from poverty is one in which the moral obligations posed by utilitarianism would not clash with an agent’s integrity (Ashford 2000, p. 436). I agree with both Williams and Ashford that utilitarianism does entail a fundamental conflict between our moral obligations and our integrity. Against Ashford, I will argue that this conflict is in fact a problem for utilitarianism because even in a world free from poverty, there are circumstances in which the threat to personal integrity still exists. 
In the first section, I will outline Williams’s integrity objection to utilitarianism, and in the second section I will elaborate on Ashford’s critique of Williams. I will argue that while Ashford’s critique defends utilitarianism well in cases where there is a fundamental moral principle at stake, it does not fit in circumstances in which there is disagreement over the moral principles involved. Therefore, utilitarianism is still a problematic moral theory even in the ideal world that Ashford proposes, and in the third section I will illustrate this conclusion using the example of the debate over illicit drugs. 
Section 1
Act-utilitarianism says that the morally correct action to take is the one that will produce the greatest amount of happiness, regardless of whose happiness it is (Ashford 2000, p. 421). In this essay I often refer to act-utilitarianism as just ‘utilitarianism.’ Williams (2000, p. 224-228) argues that utilitarianism can threaten agents’ integrity by alienating them from their personal moral feelings and actions. Williams notes that happiness is not just about the pursuit of happiness for its own sake, but that agents are made happy by commitments to various projects such as careers, other people, and causes. These commitments are an important part of agents’ identities and also inform their actions. Williams’s (2000, p. 219) central argument is that utilitarianism threatens agents’ integrity because it rests on the doctrine of negative responsibility, meaning that agents are just as morally culpable for events they allow or fail to stop from happening, rather than what they personally cause. This stems from the impartiality of utilitarianism, which means that it does not matter who receives benefits as long as happiness is maximized. 
Williams (2000, p. 220) presents two different cases that show how utilitarianism may conflict with integrity. In one story, he asks the reader whether George, who has a PhD in Chemistry, should take the only job available to him working on chemical warfare in order to support his family, even though he is morally opposed to chemical warfare. If he does not, a candidate who is very excited about chemical warfare will fill the position. In the second case, Jim is told by an armed military captain that if Jim shoots one of the villagers lined up in front of him, the captain will let the rest go free. If he does not, the captain will shoot all of the villagers. Utilitarianism requires that George take the job and Jim shoot one villager because this maximizes overall well-being, but Williams does not think the answers are as straightforward if you consider personal moral commitments. Utilitarianism does not consider the fact that individuals have a special responsibility for their own actions (Williams 2000, p. 221). Utilitarianism’s impartiality also means that when making decisions, an agent must consider others’ projects in ways that may require him to abandon his own, and this is an attack on his integrity (Williams 2000, p. 226). 
There are different types of moral conflicts, and some will have underlying moral principles that the vast majority of people agree upon, while others do not. In the Jim story, it is clearly morally wrong for the captain to shoot the villagers. There is a basic agreement in society that murder is wrong. However, the George case is less clear cut. Free from the demands of utility, there is no fundamental moral agreement that George must take the job. George’s moral feelings against working in chemical warfare may outweigh the consequences of letting the overzealous individual take the job instead. The concern that will be discussed in this paper is that there are plenty of similar cases in which there is no universal moral principle at stake, and an agent’s integrity is threatened by these if utilitarianism is accepted as a legitimate moral theory. 
Section 2
	Ashford (2000) offers a few interpretations of Williams’s integrity objection based on what she calls objective integrity. Ashford (2000, p. 424) argues that in order to be effective, Williams’s integrity objection must be based on objective integrity, which includes moral obligations outside the agents’ own projects and moral self-conceptions. The ‘current world’ interpretation of Williams states that agents’ objective integrity is threatened in the current world. Ashford (2000, p. 425) concedes that in the current world, agents’ objective integrity does clash with the moral demands of utilitarianism because others are constantly suffering and in a state of emergency but argues that it is entirely appropriate for relatively affluent agents to feel morally compromised between their own projects and the obligation to help. The ‘any world’ interpretation Ashford (2000, p. 435) introduces says not only does the emergency state of the world jeopardize agents’ integrity, but the theory of utilitarianism itself does not work. Ashford responds by arguing that in a world free from poverty and physical suffering, the demands imposed by a practical version of utilitarianism would not be too demanding and would not seriously impinge on agents’ personal commitments, relationships, and projects. In the following paragraphs, I take issue with Ashford’s response to the ‘any world’ interpretation. 
	I agree with Ashford’s response to the ‘current world’ interpretation, which is that the irresolvable conflict between agents’ moral obligations and integrity posed by utilitarianism is appropriate given the suffering in the current world. This is because there is a fundamental moral agreement in society that poverty is an unethical life circumstance which should be worked against. Ashford (2000, p. 427) offers an example from Roger Crisp that demonstrates the integrity conflict well, in which Anna is given the choice between a few lives. In one life she does nothing for the less fortunate. In another she has a well-balanced life of work, leisure, and helping the less fortunate, and in the final she only does charity work at the expense of sacrificing all her personal projects and relationships. Although utilitarianism would claim the last life is the correct one to adhere to, Ashford agrees that most people intuitively believe that this sacrifice is far too great and would undercut Anna’s integrity. However, even in choosing the second life Ashford (2000, p. 435) is correct in saying that it is appropriate for Anna to experience moral compromise. Extreme poverty is a condition that most people agree is wrong and ought to be eradicated, and therefore a normative moral theory that demands sacrifice in order to do so makes sense. In sum, Ashford’s defense of utilitarianism works well in situations where there are fundamental moral principles at stake. 
	However, I suggest that Ashford’s response to the ‘practical world’ interpretation seems too simplistic. I argue that even if poverty were eliminated, the impartial obligations imposed by utilitarianism to consider others’ interests would still threaten agents’ integrity in certain situations. Contrary to Ashford, the demandingness of utilitarianism goes beyond extreme suffering or easily calculable issues where the moral obligation to maximize happiness is clear. The moral conflicts that must still be addressed are those in which there is no underlying moral agreement. This means that even in an ideal world where there may not be emergency moral demands, the problem of integrity is still a serious issue for utilitarianism. 
Section 3
	An example of a moral conflict that does not directly involve extreme suffering and does not have a fundamental moral agreement but may threaten an agent’s integrity is the debate about the legalization of drugs. Many people have very strong and differing moral feelings about whether or not it is okay for people to consume drugs. There are those who believe there is something fundamentally wrong with altering the state of the human brain, and who are dedicated to fighting drug use. There are others who devote their lives to studying the potentially positive effects of certain drugs, such as psilocybin and marijuana, and advocate for their legalization. Moreover, some people think freedom of choice is much more important than the health risks of illicit drug consumption, which are minimal if drugs are taken moderately (Husak 2006). These various groups disagree on the fundamental moral principles at stake. This sort of moral conflict is not just about making people happy or unhappy, as is clear in the case of poverty. The drug debate goes deeper into personal beliefs about health and autonomy. In cases that do not have agreed-upon moral principles, utilitarianism ignores personal moral feelings that may be fundamental to someone individually. 
Additionally, individuals may identify deeply with these moral feelings about drugs, and so having these feelings set aside in the name of utility constitutes an attack on their integrity. As Williams (2000) notes, agents’ moral relation to the world is informed by these moral feelings, and we cannot view moral feelings “merely as objects of utilitarian value” (p. 224). Impartial utilitarian calculation inherently cannot lend any extra consideration to the individual moral feelings of an agent, or the individual values of health and autonomy. In moral conflicts that have no fundamental agreement, agents’ personal moral feelings and actions should hold more weight because acting in line with personal integrity is in an important part of being human. It is both how we form identity and morally relate to the world. Utilitarianism can correctly give us overriding moral obligations in cases such as poverty where society agrees on what should or should not be done, but it cannot do the same in debates like this where integrity has an important role to play. 
Conclusion
	Both Williams (2000) and Ashford (2000) correctly argue that utilitarianism creates an irresolvable conflict between moral obligations and an agents’ integrity, and I agree with Ashford that this is appropriate in cases where there are fundamental moral principles at stake. I argue that integrity actually poses a problem for utilitarianism as a general theory, even in a world where agents are not under continuous moral obligation to help those whose vital interests are threatened. This is because there are many moral conflicts in which there is disagreement over what the fundamental moral principles should be. One example I offered is the debate over drug use in which there are differing moral feelings that utilitarian calculation cannot address. 
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