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ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines B. A. O. Williams' recent
attack on utilitarianism. It beglns by 'making it clear
just what sort of ethical theory utilitarianism is. Dis-
tlngu1sh1ng between descriptive, normative, and meta-ethical
theories, it identifies utilitarianism as a normative ethical
theory. Distinguishing teleological from deontologlcal
normative ethical theories, it locates utilitarianism in the;
teleclogical category. It then proceeds to define utilita-
rianism accordingly. In so doing, it provides a clear
:contemporagy formulatios.of the wutility principle and .
considers §bmggfggdf%;§§21‘and modern defenses of utilita-
rianism which hawe a direct bearing on Williams' attack.,
With the aid of the precedlng clarifications and defenses
it then goes on to examine, and in every case find wanting,
‘Williams' objections to utilitarianism. Williams places =
*hese objections under the following  five headings: con- \d

e

irrational feelings, and integrity. The examination also’
reveals numerous 1nadequa01es in Williams" own position.
Among the more specific issues. included in. the ‘examination
are the following: Williams' modified denial, of conse- «
quentialism, his claim that it makes no difference for
consequentlallsts who proauces a state of affairs, the

way in which his odd definition of "utilitarianism" leads

- to much more than a verbal dispute, a contradiction in his
conception of the part happlness plays in utilitarianism,
his.claim that an sagent is specially responsible for what.
he does rather than for' what other’ people do, and. his

. belief that it is misleading to think that one person's
.refusal ‘to do something makes another person do something.
Flnally, it 'is shown that Wil Williams begs the question both
in regard to the part which he maintains that "1rrat10nal
feellﬁgs“ ough;-tQ play in utility calculations and in
regard to lis position that utility requlrements ought
never to violate what he calls a person's "integrity®.

t . .‘- . e

Co = o TS -
- James “Patrick Leger o o
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: _ - -A Critique of Bernard Williams'
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Preface

Bernard Williams' recent challenge to utilitarianism

- - o ) - N
-which contains some new attacks and.some interesting reformu-

-1ationg of older attacks warrants close consideration to see
. g\ a ) - P . ]

if it actual oes pertain to utilitarianism as a normative

' _ethical“fheory, and if so, whether these attacks require that
: Y 4 qu. .

"the theory-be abandoned or mo@ified;l The purﬁose of this

dissertation is to see in what ways, if anmy, utilitarianism

is unable to meet these attacks. As a first Stép toward -
&,'

achieving our aims, we shall take care to make it reasonably
clear'what wefmeanAby-"utilitiarianism". For as-Williams
himself points out:

...in this subject ‘it is probably more mislead- .
ihg mot to announce-one's terminoclogy, since - S
many different technical terms, and different

: - uses _of ‘the same terms to mark different dis-
tinctions, have been applied to it, and any
term one uses will probably tufnh out to have
been used by some other writer in a different
sense. ' R

We shall employ a definition of "utilitarianism" which

derives_la%geIY'from‘Paul'W: Taylor's text, Pringiples of

Ethics: An Introduction.? 'This. definition captures much of

.. 1 . - N
what has- been understood both past and present under the =
. . ‘ . . R 2
title "utilitarianism" and as well it provides a reasonably
X C . . o
clear working base. Moreover, this definition will be of

. gpecial use later'in-the‘disserfétiqn when we come to -criti-
cize Williams' definition of "utilitarianism".
Normative' ethi¢s is concerned with both proposals and

-

kY

defenses. Therefore, some defenses of utilitarianism will be -

A B KA A I A S a5
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included directly after we have given the principle which

.‘? « * (3 ! i * * :
utilitarianism proposes as a normative ethical theory. As we

shall see, some of these defenses are appllcable to ‘certain

‘aspects of Williams' position. @: B

- . ’ Y

After having presented contemporary utilitarianism as a,

normative ethlcal theory and seen its defenses this disser-.

4 _—

'tatlon will con31der in detall a- recent challenge tO-utlll—

/

tarlanlsm set forth by Bernard Wllllams in his" now famous
debate w1th J J C Smart That challenge»arises:from the i

moral 1mp11cations %hlch appear to follow from the notions of

consequentlalism utllltarianlsm negatlve responSLblllty, ir-

~rat10nal'fee11ngs‘ and 1ntegr1ty as-defined by Wllllams.

Flnally, in our. conclusron we shall conslder in what ways

Cif any,_utllltarlanlsm 1s unable to méet Wllllams challenge.-

And.1f~ut111tar1anism requlres modlflcat10n~in order to meet

thlS challenge we shall suggest ways of S0 modlfylng ut111-

- .
2 - t . - . v
» . .

tar:Lanl sm .

ve
[}

o
°



Part I. Utilitarianism as a Normative Ethical Theory

1. Ethics: Descriptive, Meta-, and Normative

1

ﬁi"

édnce this dlssertatlon is concerned w1th utilitarianism
.SOlely as a normative ethical theory, it must be clearly dis-
tlngU1shed from two other sorts of ethical theories, namely,

. those of descrlptlve ethics and meta ethlcs e

Descrlptlve ethics con31sts in the scientific descrlptlon
and explanation of actual-morallty. It descrlbes how we do
think,ahout moral conduct and, therefore, it can be studied
‘emplrlcally : Emplrlcal knowledge of ectual morallty is sought
and pbtalned through sc1ent1f1c 1nvest1gat10n by anthropol—“
OngtS, soclologlsts, hlstorlans,.and social psychologists,
etlal.' Actual -moral judgmentS'are here described end their
causes and_effects‘are investigated. ' B

ﬁeta-ethicsthas two basic tasks.: One task is semantical
" and the other'isflogicalb‘ Thg'semantical3task is concerned
Vfwith the conceptual analysis of the words and sentences -used
in ﬁoral dlscourse, whlle the logical task 1sﬂcbncerned w1th
the ana1y31s of the 1ogic of moral reasonlng - The 1ogical
task studles whether there are methods by which ‘moral judg-
ments can be established as true or false and 1f so, what:

they are. If no:-such methods are found to exlst it t;kes.up

»

the questlon whether there are other ways whereby moral judg=
S~—

-ments-mlght be‘"establlshed". In order togacgomplish its task

P 8
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io uses the data of normative ethics,. both phllosophlcal and
pre- phllosophlcal for its reflection.

In distinction from the’ essentlally-descriptive cha;acter‘
of both descripﬁive eohics and meta-ethics, normative ethics
_is essen#ially prescriptive. It is concerned with the ration-

al construction of a consistent .set of moral norms' for all
mankind, and it inquires iﬁtoAthe‘rational grounds for justi-
fyiﬁg a system of such norms. Nofmative ethics proposes or
recomﬁends how we ought to—tﬁé%i,about morel eqndpct. The aim
is not to desorioe or eiplain what moral beiiefe people ac-
tually have, But to see whether there is a set of .standards ot
rules which any fationql person would’be justified in adooting

ay, guides to his'lifei, Normative ethics, therefore, consists

n making and defending~p£oposals. It proposes fundapental -
ethical principles on which-othe} ethicallprinoioles can be’
based an&.;;ldefends these'pr0posals in two basic ways. First;v
reasons are presented for accepting a propoéal,:and then, ob-
jections to the<proposa1 are aﬁswefed. 'As a‘normatve‘ethical
enterprlse utllltarlanlsm proposes and defends the principle
of utility. This pr1nc1ple w1ll be defined later (see Sectlon

-4.a.).

It is 1mportant to bear caéefully ih mind’ the dlstlnctlon
-between normative and descriptive ethics and to note that
obJectlons to .an ethlcal enterprlse as descriptlve ethlcs do
not necesearlly constltute objections to that enterprise.as

: ﬁormafive_ethics. _Thusoobjeotions to utilifarianism as a

™
. 8
descriptive ethics dq not necessarily comstitute objections

7
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to what is being ?ropdsed in this digsertation since this

dissertation is.concerned with ﬁfilita?ianism as a normative
‘ethical enterprise. Thus, for éxample, the objection that

o

utilitarianism conflicts with "common moral consciousness" in

Ny

dpes not, or vice-vefsa,\is an objection against it»aé a
;descriétive enterprise and not as a normative énterprise.
.Utilitafianism’s failure'as a &éscriptive eﬁterpfisé can even

be seen as a source of its interest as a possible normat;ve'

_ o & y

o : . .7 R .
enterprise: the acceptance of it ‘as a normative enterprise

would have left moét'men's conduct unchanged if it had been

correct as a descriptive enterprise. . : , -
\ )
- NS
: A
1 . . . 2

the sense that it prescribes what 'common moral consciousness' ..
- N .. 2

a
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' . 2. Teleology and Deontology -~ . \<:/
AP - Normative ethical theories are ‘commonly divided into two

= . *

classes: namely, te;eologica; and*deontologicai*ethical

-

theories. Utilitariaiism is, as we. shall-See ,> a form of
teleological ethical theory However here agaln we f1nd

- that somewhat. dlfferent descrlptlons have been glven of these

sorts of theorles e.g., Narveson and Frankena.3 We shall

\

employ the descrlptlons presented by William Frankena in his

T R
% ey :

3
£
¥

book, Ethlcs,4 because they are reasonably clear and seém to

capture much of the common philosophic use of the terms in- L

N -

questlon.

- . -~ . - )

A teleologlcal ethical theory maintains that "th nasic

S or ultimate criterion or standardfpf what is morally r?ght
~ . L
SRR  wrong,, obllgatory, etc., is the nonmoral value that is . _ f
° s
nd

f brought 1nto belng The'rlght,,the~eb11gatory, and the

morally good are'thereby seen as dependent on the nonmoral

*

.good in such theories. Hence -one must first know what is

.s,
A T Y TR AT R DA YR TS S IR AN e A T
: .

good in the nonmoral sense and whether the act in questlon

*

promotes, or is intended to promote, what is good 1n,thls

t . gense 1n order to knbw whether somethlng is right, ought to - e

é o "~ be done' or is morally good Qne can therefore understand )

‘ . < why such theories are sometxmes called ‘consequentialist”.
[ ..

)

A

It 15 because the ri htness»or wron ess of the actiorm is
§ g

ultlmately determlned by the. goodness or badness of the

action's consequences R 4;4'“'

-

~What teleologlcal;theories affirm,'deontologiCal_theories;
‘ ' ) - " e

A
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dehy. ~Deontological theories deny that the morally good, the
obligatory, and the ri;ht are wholly, whether directiy or
indirectly, a function of what promotes the greatest balance
of nonmoral good over nonmoral ev11 They assert that besides
the goodness or badness of its consequences there are other
con31derat19ns.that may make an action or rule morally rlght E
or obligatory. Thus certain featﬁreg‘bf the act itself other
than the nonmoral vaiue it brings into existence may oLtim-»
-ately deterﬁine;its moral value.  Teleologists helieve.that“
'the comparative nbnmoral value of what 'is, probably will be,’
or is-inten&ed to be brought ihto being, - is the only ulti-
-mate right-making characteristic. Deontologists either
'insist that there‘are other ultimate'rightrmaking'cha;acter—

.

istics as well, or deny that this characteristic is right-
/f/&\;’deontologist contends that even if an

making at al
~action or rule of action does not promote the greatest pos-~
‘81h}e balance of nonmoral good over nonmoral evil, it is pos--
sible for it- to be the morally right or obllgatory one. It
may be right or obllgatory because of its own nature or .
simply’ because of some other fact about 1t. In a deonto-
" logical . eth1ca1 theory an actlon is wrong 1f it v1olates a.
'moral rule based on  an ultlmate principle of duty and it is
&~ right if:it accords with 9unh‘a'rh1e. _ _.‘ |

- - . . . - . - - LY - . B
- As we mentioned above, utllltarlanlsm is a kind of teleo-

" logical ethical theory Since we have now made 1t clear what

we understand by * 'a teleologlcal ethlcal theory" we must turn

our attention to ‘'what kind of teleologlcal ethical theory it

. TS ~ v i ) 1

7
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arises: who ére to be the beneflclarles of suci

is.
Teleological“ethical Eheories.direct us to perform ac-
tions Which ﬁro&hce»nonmbrally good'consequences and/ox

avoid nonmorally bad consequencee. But now th - question

actions?

The different respond3gs to this question constitute the

differeﬁt kinds of teleological ethical theory. The kind-of
teleological ethieal theory in which it isfonly‘the agent
himself, the performer of tﬁp ectioﬁ, who receives.the |
eenefits produced by the actions is called egoistic. A

teleological ethical theory -in which everyone buf the agent
- : - ‘& o <. X

receives the benefits produced by the actions is called

altruistic. <A téleologiglil ethical theory in which,only'~

a special greup of individuals receive.the benefits produced
by the actions is called élitist. The klnd of teleologlcal
ethical theory in Whlch the beneflts produced by the actions
are received by everyone includihg the‘agent is- called

utilitarian. Thus it is not w1thout reason that Smart dlS-

o ?

3
tlngulshes benevolence, the prlmary concern of the utlll-

tarian, from altru;sm.- (Smart and Williams, pages 32, 52)

>

\

O
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3. Kinds of Utilitarianism

Reflectlo?dﬁn the wrltlngs of utllltarlans both- past and
present, has led many twentleth century writers to d1v1de
'upllltarlanlsm‘ln two different ways, i.e., to produce two |
diffeérent k&ﬁds_pf division of utilitarianism. We must now
briefly consider_these divisiogs because, as‘this;d?§%erta—
‘_tlon develops the relevance of one of tﬁese divisions will
emerge Whereas the other division Qlll not be releyept and
N ¢we must explain why this is so. '-'. . _ ‘,;J
‘The first division is based on dlfferent standards for

evaluating the consequences. By asking for the standard of -

value by which¢utilitarians'judge the nonmoral goodness of

the consequences of a merally right.action, we ;re directed
to‘the\consideration of three members of this divi§ion'of-
utiligarianism."They are called ‘hedonistic utilitarienism'
(froﬁ'tﬁe Greek ﬁord-hedone,emeaning pleasure); 'eudaimonis-'
tfe,utiiitarianism'(from the Greek word eudaimonia, meaning ~
happiness or- well-belng), and ‘ideal utilitarianism' or

agathlstlc utllltarlanlsm (from the Greek word agathos
meaning good)."6 The importance of these d1v181ons will emefge
iﬁeour»criticism of certain aspects of Williams' position;

" The second division of utilitarianism is based on differ-
eﬁt ways of eValhating'acts- ‘Eagh member of the division,
known respectlvely as act-utilitdrianism and rule-utilita—

rianism, has its own answer to the question about the nature

of moral rules of conduct.’ Not sur 131ng1y,'s;nce both mem-




Q

,_9f human conduct.A However,‘act—utiiitarians apply the prin-
~utilitatians restrict tﬁs apélication of the priﬁciple of
Awhet er a partlcular act is right or wrong It is a. fact
“for the t-utllltarlan the mgfél.reason fo;, or against, the

‘is for the rule-utilitarian a two stage affair: first, rules

tion. A rule-utilitarian's moral.reason for, or against, an

/j;gns recognize the value of moral rules They differ in
T

- 10

bers claim the title "utilitarian', both accept the principief

B, ey i

of utility as the ultimate test of the rightness br_wrongness‘

ciple of utility directly to particular acts; whereasCrule-

utility to rules of conduct and have those'rules determine
£»

about ‘the conseguences. of a partiﬁulaf)actlon that- constltubes

action. In contrast, the logical process of moral reasoning

———

of conduét'are‘evaluated by appeal to the principle of utili-
ty, and then thé(;elevant rule(s) which has (have) passed the

»

utility test is (are) applied to the particular case in ques-

action would be that the action is in accdrd with (or not in
accord with) a rule(s) grounded on the principle,of utility.

Because it is often difficult or impossible to predict the

consequences of alternative ways of acting, and also because ‘
; _ S . {
~ - - ‘

the agent often‘dgss not ‘have time fo consider such conse-

quences a;\dequately& both act—utllitarians and rule-utilita-

y .

egaryd to the status whlch they would attribute to such

N
. rules. Thus the act-utllltarlan regards these rules 31mply (éj

aScrules-of-thumb, i.e., as rules which an individual agent -

should genefally follow, but which may béioverturned in par- -

ticula;'cases as the result of a direct application of the '

-~
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utility principle. The rule-utilitarian, on the other hand,

fegards such‘rules-aé absolutes in the sense thét, assuming
the rules are justified by the utility principle, everyone

ought always to obey them.

7

!

A?

. P .
There has been much debate over the distinction between

act-gtilitarianism and rule-utilitarianism. Carl Wellman

~

points out, £or examplé,.that rule-utilitarianism can only be

significantly distinguished from act-utilitarianism at the

price of inconsistencey. .Thus he obsefves:////

«

To many philosophers this theory is inconsis-
tent because it both accepts and rejects uti-

lity as the ultimate moral criterion. It holds
- that the right act in any given situation con-
forms to a moral rule which is part of a set of

moral rules that maximizes utility. Now the
obvious way for a set of moral rules to maxi-
mize utility is for the rules to require #n
each and every situation the act that produces
more good or less bad than any other act pos-
sible under the circumstances. But if the set
of moral rules requires the most useful act in
every situation, then it will turn out to jus-

tify exactly the same acts, including stealing

from the rich and punishing the innocent, that
act-utilitarianism justifies It would then

lose its advantage over jthat|i more traditional
form of utilitarianism sumably, then, the
moral rules contempldfed under rule-utilitari-
anism will sometimes require the agent to act
in ways that_ do not maximize the utilities -

possible in the situation. It is at just this

point that its critiecs charge rule-utilitarian-
ism with inconsistency. On the one hand, rule-

utilitarianism asserts that the justified set
of moral rules is the set that will maximize
utility. On the other hand, it asserts that
the justified set of moral rules will require-

‘acts that do not maximize utility. Thus it

appears both to accept and to reject‘uti1§ty

as the ultimate standard of right action.

In a similar vein, David-Lyons maintains that whatever would

lead an act-utilitarian to break a rule would lead a rule--

3

©®
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utilitarifn to modify the‘rule.g This is to say that ac®

utilitarianism and fulé-utilitarianism'aré extentionally

equivalent. Since we agree with both Wellman and Lyons that
: » : N : . )

rule-utilitarianism is either inconsistent -or for all prac-

et
- .

tig?l purposes equivalent to_act-ufilitérianiém, we shall
not: give separate treatment to-each. The'arguments against
jutilitarianism which we shall consider épplYﬁto both for the

reason just stated.’
o -

-
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4. Utilitarianism and Its Defenses
(a)” The Principle of Utility
> The principle of utility may be defined as follows: an .
ot is morally right if and only if, it bripgs about,'or is
inteﬁaed to bring about at'lgast as great a balaﬁce of ngﬁf
moral g&od over evil’for all conscious beings th.are‘affec-_~
ted by it as any other poésible‘alternétiVe\and wrong if it
does not. This definition of the.ﬁtility prinéip?e\haq been

chosen because it is reasonable clear, in the context of

_what has thus far been presented, and' it captures much of

" the common philosophiec use of the term. The ﬁhrase "all

conscious'beings who are affected by it" has been selected

in preference to such misleading phrasées as Bentham's '‘the

‘happiness of the party whose interest is in question" —

misleading because this expression -could apply to egoism or

élitism as well — - and to such vague phrases as Frankena's

"the world as a whole" because such expressions leave it -

* ‘ » e . L. !
unclear exactly what is to be included in "the world" (e.g.,

trees?). The phrase, as both Sidgwick and Smart iﬁsist, is |
intended to include not only~£1i human beings, but also all

sentiefit beings.

(b) Defenses, L o ' .

~

Earlier in this dissertation it was maintained that .~

ethics as a normative ethical enterprise not only'proposes a

*
2

fundamental principle, or principles, Such as the prihéiple

of utility, but also defends its proposal(s), both by'pre—
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sent%gg reasdﬁs‘for ;ccepting the'prAposaL(s) and by anéwering
objéccioné ;o~§he proposgl(s). Therefore, since we are exami-
ning utilitarianism‘gs such an enterpriSe,‘we must consider
~its defensés._ Howéve:,”completeness is'hot the only‘reason,
" nor indeed the most imporﬁant :easbh, for such a\?bnsidéra4;
'éion. Rather it is.because of the felevahce of certain gf
these defenses to.cerééin éttaéks,gf Williams against utili%
. tarianism that we must consider the§e defensés. be exaﬁple,
-it wiII\bgpome apparent later that Williams' '"new' changnge
of integrity has much in common with the, principle of "sympa-
thy and antipathy whose deficiencies were pointed out long
ago by Jeremy Bentham. Let us then consider these defenses
pf utilitarianism,

Bentham presents three main reasons in defense of utili-
tariénism. First, utilitarianism is often miéunderstpod in
any of these possible ways: it may be simply misunderstood;
it may be only:partly understood; or people may fail to undef—
stand how to apply the principle of utility pioperiy. Second-
ly, opponents qften unwittingly preéuppose the principle of
uﬁilify in the very arguments they uée.against it.. Thirdly,
the'pfincip&e of utility is the only ‘acceptable moral prin-
ciéle of the trichotomy which is composed of ‘the principle of -
utility, the principle bf‘asceticiém,fana the principle of
sympatyy and antipathy. . ’

His defense of this latter point is as follows;< By consi-

dering all fundamental moral principles under three headings'

and_then showing two of them to be unacceptable Bentham in-

A ¥

©
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~ directly défends the utility principle. Thus he holds there

.to be but two %ays.in which .a principle may differ from the
utility principle. "1. By_béing constantly opposed to it:
this.is the case with a principle_which'may be termed the
principle Qﬁ'aSCetiCism; 2. Byﬁbeing4soﬁé£imes opposed to.
it, and sométimés not, ‘as it may happen: this is the 'case

with aﬂother,:which'may be termed the principle ofAsympathy

nl0

and éntipathy, g The‘purpose of Bentham's principle of

utility is tolmaximize pleasure and minimize pain, whereas
the purpd§e of}Fhe principle of'aéqgtiéism is to maxiﬁize'
pain and minimize pleasure. It is‘Bent@am‘s position that if
the principle of asceticism was consistently pursued by even
a small.fraction of the earth's inhabitants, sdy one tenth,

then the earth would no longer be a tolerableyplace in which’

7

to live. Moreover, he believes the principle of asceticism &\\

is at bottom but the principle of utility mjsapplied. -Thus

he states: - ) . .

The principle of asceticism seems originally
. to have been the reverie of -certain hasty
. S8peculators, who having perceived, or fancied,
. that certain pleasures, when reaped in certain
+ circumstances, have, at the long run, been
attended with pains more than equivalent to
them, took occasion to quarrel with everything
that offered itself under the name of pleasure. :
‘Having then got thus far, and having forgot N
the point which they set out from, they pushed
on, and went so much further as to think it
meritorious to fall in love with pain.ll

Not only does Bentham hold that‘thé prinﬁiple of sympathy and

antipathy is not a positive principleéh7p considers it to sig-.
is is because the said w
N ,

nify the negation of all principle.
"principle" simply presents each of.the internal sentiments

[3
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; ‘of approbatlon and dlsapprobatlon as a standard and ground

for 1tse1f whereas what one .would expect to find in a prin--

" ciple is some external determrnant which would guide the

internal sentiments.- Having}'therefore, no ohjective exter-~ -
nal standard whereby to judge the '"recommendations' of the
internal Sentiments, and particularly conflicting recommen-

dations arising from different agents' internal sentiments,

ultimate ethical disagreement in the sense of disagreement

allowing for no rational solution becomes possible whereas

such disagreement is not possible for those who accept an

‘objective external standard such as the utility principle.

nMill\defends the principle of utility by presenting two

‘additional reasons for .accepting it. First, it is not really

- . . N ' )
much of an objection against utilitarianism to say that there

ié usually not time, previous to-an action, for calculating
end weighing the effects of any line of conduct'on the general
hanpiness of mankind. For there has been aﬁ@lé time,‘namely,
the whole‘past experience of mankind. The utilitarién is,
therefore able to use at least rules of -thumb generated

via the experience of manklnd 12

Moreover, to the degree, that
this objection does present a problem it presents what is a
problem for any ethical theory. Secondly, Mill dreﬁs atten-.
tion to the fact that common sense morality nretends to be
infallible whereas it really is fallible. . Utilitarianism

does not cleim to be infellible yet because it appeals to

emplrical science it is stronger than common sense morality.

Therefore when someone objects tp certain aspects of utili-

7
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“tarianism on the oun&‘that they conflict with our "ordinary

‘or common sense moral view'" they may be begging the question

because that view is not infallible.
J.J.C. Smart proposes and defends utilitarianism from the
meta-ethical point of view of a non-cognitivist. We shall

complete Part. One by condidering some of Smart's defenses

. and the nature of non-cognitivism since non-cognitivism is

the meta-ethical poéition being assﬁmed in this dissertation.
Accordiﬁg to this view, ultimate ethical principles depend
on our ultimate attitudes, feelings, or preferences. Though
clear—headed disagreement about ultiﬁate moral preferences

is a definite p0331b111ty, non- cogn1t1v1sts nevertheless
belleve it 1mportant to present the resultlng normatlve

2

ethical system in a consistent and lucid manner, and in such

" a way as to show how objections can be met. Smart's concern

is not, as we have just indicated, to prove utilitarianism
to be the correct ethical position. Raﬁher his conéern;is-
to state utilitarianism in a form in which it may appear
persuasive to some, hopefuliy to many, people. It is‘noﬁ an
objection to utilitarianism ghat it will not be accepted by

everybody or even.by all phllosophlcally clear—headed people.

For, as Smart hlmself'admlts there just may not be any

ethical system which appedls to all people or even to the.

same pefsen in different moods. (Smart and Williams, pages

72, 73) | | |
His chief persﬁasive argumept in favour of utilitarianism

is: "that the dictates of any deontological ethics will always,
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on some occasion, lead to the existence of misery that could,

on utilitarian principles, have been prevented". (Smart and

Williams, page 62) This is a»pefsuasive type of argument
which is cdnvincing to those people who have the welfare‘of
humanity at heart and these are the people to whém a non-

>

cognitivist utilitarian is appealing.
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Part II. Some Reéent‘Challenges<by”Bernard Williams

5. Consequénéialism . -

In this second parflof'the dissertation we shall agéin
move from more general to more épecific issues. Thus Wé shail
begin with Wiiiiams' attack on uﬁilitarianism as é épecieéj'
within the genus.of consequentialism for Williams maintains‘
that some of the unacceptable features of utllltarlanlsm
can be traced to the fact that it, is a kind of consequentlal-
ism. ~ Then we shall examlne Wllllams other attacks which
pertain to utilitarianism as such. These w@ll includé%
what amounts to an attack by Williams on the very definition
of "utilitarianism" as well as various éttaéks on what he
takes to be implications of.utiiitariahisﬁ. These wiil éppear‘
under such headings as "négative‘respoﬁsibiiity", "irrational -
‘feelings", aﬁd "inﬁegrity" ‘

Let us begin By seeing what it is that Williams is gener--

r3

ally against, l.e.,'consequentialism. Conéequentialism ac-
cofding to Williams, is the doctrlne ‘that the moral value of
an act is to be determined solely in virtue of the « conse-
quences produced by the act. The relation of this concep-
tion of‘:consequé;tialism" to our definition of “teleology"
is dbviousuy What is noF‘vaious, however, is the way in °
which Williams wants to oppose consequentialism;‘ For he

~distinguishes a modified denial of consequentialism from an
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. . . .
extreme denial of it.  He wants to show both what is and what
is not necesearily invoiyed in this sort of denial of.conse;
‘qqentidlism. The extreme dehia1~of coneequentialism main-
tains that‘wehsheuld al&aye'do{ or neverﬁdo; certain‘actions

"whatever'the consequences’ of the‘actions may happen to be.

4

In Part One we spoke of thls az deontology But it is
Wllllams view ghat the extreme denial is much'st:onger.than
neeessary to deny_consequentialism: All that‘is.involved
withlrespect;to his denial of consequentialism is that thefeﬁ
are some situetions in which thé'right'thing to do woulaﬂbe
thet which would produce a.stete-of affairs WOrse*then some
other accessible state of affaire. - This is a modified denial
of ‘consequentialism. - When we Iook-fer the reasening.which

led Wllllams to support thls moderate pOS1t10n we flndl;nly |
the follow1ng ‘"while not being a consequentlalist 1t 1s‘
“always p0331b1e to thlnk of some situation in‘which the -
consequences.gf doing the action so spec1f1ed wguld-be’so:' \Xé
ahful that it eoﬁid be right to do somethiqé elée"' (Sﬁert‘_'"u'
"and Wllllams page 90) But why would the fact that the
‘consequences were 'so awful" have anythin to do Wlth the
,determlnatlon of the moral rlghtness of the actlon at least
-1nvthe~case‘of one- whO‘den1ee consequentlallsm? If- Wllflams .

, ' .
replies that this denial still allows him to maintain that

in some cases conseQuences‘do'prOVide_the,ultimate moialf

determinant while in other cases they do ﬁot‘ then in order

1

to avozd arbitrariness he. must provide us w1th a crlterlon,

or cr1ter1a for dlstlngulshing the two sorts of cases.. °

¥
a
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Williams further clarifies his éonception of~the distinc-
tion bétween consequentialism and non—cqnsequentialism by -
showing the possible difference in thg.relation between 'the .

good" and 'the right" for these two kinds of ethical theory .’

' Thus for consequentialists the moral rightness of the actign

is always determined bf the nonmoral.goodnéés of‘the’siate
of affairs which it brings into ékistencé. For non;conse~‘
quentialisﬁs, hoﬁever, it is sometimes . the mﬁral(rightness
of fhe act which determines the moral goodness‘of.the state

of affairs which is brought into existence, i.e., the stéte

of affairs derives its goodness precisely from the rightness -

of the act itself.
A problem arises in his attempt to render mbrg precise the
distinction between consequentialism and non-consequenfialism.

After progeeding through his three-step prqcessfof reridgring

- the distinction more precise, he concludes that it is a

peculiar feature of consequentialism in“general and utilitar-

“ianism in particular that there is an emphasis on the neces-

' ~

"séry comparability 6f situations. This simply meéns_that_tﬁe

only way a-consequentialist knows which act is right is by

comparing consequences to see which act will maximize the

desired standard of value. But this is no more 'a peculiar’
’ : @ e
feature of utilitarianism than it is a peculiar feature of

egoism, altruism, or élitism.. Moreower, it is not clear in

Awhat sense ''the necessary comparability of situations" is an

a:gﬁment_against’utilitagianism. If it is because this is

sometimes very difficult, then it is not a good argument
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'since there is sufficient reaso y"do difficult things ©in

morality. Consider the contyg pw in which there is no

need to compare situations g just blindly in all rele-

vant cases keep promises, tel]l the truth, etc. The following
(Williams"position) is the Yésult: - +

Thus a non-consequentialist can hold both that

it is a better state of affairs in which more

people keep their promises, and that the right

thing for X to do is something which brings it

about that fewer promises are kept. Moreover,

it is very obvious what view of things goes '

with holding that. It is one in which, even \#///"
though from some abstract point of view .one

state of affairs is better than another, it

does not follow that a given agent should

regard it das his business to bring it about, \ ~
even though it is open to him to do so. ‘

More than that, it mlght be that he could

not properly regard it as his business. If

the goodness of the world were to consist in

people's fulfilling their obligations, it .

would by no means follow that one of my - o ’
.obligations was to bring it about that

other people kept their obligations. (Smart

and Wllllams, page 89)

Such a p031t10n goes agalnst the very reason for the existence
of morality. The position maintained in this dissertation

is that morality is made for man and not that man is made for

morality, whereas for Williams the opposite appears to -be true.

Williams*® p031tlon amounts to a klnd of rule-worshlp, whereas
we maintain that our fuﬁdamental moral obligation is to pro—

duce the best possible world in which to live and that rules

_are acceptable only in so far as compliance with them contri-

butes to such a world. Though Williams may be prepared to

- "live with" the position expressed 1n the above quotatlon we

~ are not. because it is 1rratqsnal in the sense of recommendlng

that we at txmes make the world worse_by 1ntroducing%;ore

\
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over-all evil than good into it. Finally, the necessary com-

parability of situations may also be an argument for utili-

‘tarianism insofar as it offers the consequentialist a way °

out of his dilemma when his "absolutes", or "projects",

*

conflict. )

A further claim that Williams makes against consequen-
tialism is that it makes no difference a;cdrding to conse-
quentialism as to which agent produces a state of éffairs.

This is to say that it makes no difference which one of agents

A, B, or C, etc. produces a state of affairs and it also

| ~makes no difference if the staﬁe of affairs is produced by

agent ‘A through the intervention of agénts B and/or C, et

. cetera. But this is a very odd objection since, as it stands,

it. could be said of any normative ethical theory.including
deontological éf non-consequentialist ones. It is a.foolish
objection bécause—a normative ethical theory simply recommends
what one should do: it does not say which one. The context

in which such a theory-is considered assumes agency, res-

ponsibility, praise, blame, freedom, and many other things..

Presumably if it does not matter who brings it about, it does

not matter who fails to bring it aboug: “But, COntrary to
. . <
Williams, there are at least two reasons to support the view

[

that there is a sense in which if‘matters who produces or
fails to‘prodnée the state of affairs. First, there is the
difference as to who receives the praise or blame for causing

or not cauéing the state of affairs.. Second, if we are refer-

ring to several states of affairs of the same kind, e.g., in-

=
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juries to persons, en our judgment of a person's character

may be affecte y our viewﬂof whether he caused them or not.
“these reasons imply that Williams' notion of "con-
sequentialism" is not restricted only to actual, or likely
results, but also includes'intended iesults. If this is not
true of "consequentialismh, then ''consequentialism" differs
from teleology in that respect. We therefore would reject

it as inadedquate and would replace it with teleology as for-
mulated in Part One. For according to the positiop,maintained
in this dissértation, utilitarianism ié a kind of teleology
and teleological theories take account of intended resﬁlts

‘as well as actual results.
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6.. Utilitarianism
'y .
In this sectian we will examine Williams' challenges to
utilitarianism as such. We will first congider his definition~
of "utilitarianism" both in order to see élearly what it is
that Williams believes himself to be attacking and in order
to see.ﬁhethér any problems arise f;om his conception of
"uﬁilitarianism", - Then we shall consider his view that -
utilitarianism cannot "fit in" some vélues which other people
think are seriously connected with human life. This will be
directly followed by consideration of‘ah important aifference
which Williams emphasizes_Between himéélf and Smart. This
difference concerns-certain characteristics of utilitarianism
and involves Smart’s reply to the problem of tﬁe "fitting in"
- of justice. Next, we shall analyze Williams' éonception of
'the part héppiness plays'in ﬁtili;arianism since‘thefe seems
'_to be a contradiction within that conception. Finally, this
section will be brought to a cloée with soﬁe observations on
Williams' insistence on the moral priority of the xmmedlate
Problems arise from Williams' deflnltlon of "utilitarian-
iémf'because it is both too broad and too narrow. He defines
fﬁtilitﬁri&hism" tb’be one sort of éonsequentialism,_the sort
specificall& concerned with&happiness. (Smart énd Williams,

page 79) Thus Williams states: "I shall use the word 'utili-

tarianism' indeed to mean leudaimonistic-cOnsequentiali‘sm'"

o

(Smart and Williams, page 90) . But in Part One of this disser-

tation it was made clear that utllltarlanrsm is buyaone kind

<

»
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of tel&ology — gr és Williaps would say consequéﬁtialism.
Thus hi$ definition of "utilitarianism' (= consequentialism)
includes egoism, altruism, and élitiém as well as utilitar-
ianism. It is in that sense too broad. 1In gdditipn, his
concern is limited to the éudaimonistic standérd for evalu-
ating the’consequences. But in Part One we also made it
clear that the division of utilitarianism based on different
standards for evaluating.the\consequences had not one but
threexsub»divisions: hedonistic,‘eudaimonistic, and ideal
or agathistic. _His definition "utilitaranism" is in
this sense too narrow. ’///fgf ‘
Moreover, Williams'Adefinition of "utilitarianism"
causes the following problems which are far more significant
than a mere verbal dispute: First, while we have granted
that there afe some différehces in the“understandihg of'
these terms in present déy'philosophy, Williams' radical

departgy% from the more common uses of these terms is more

likely to mislead than to lead. And he provides no good rea-

son for taking such a risk. Moreover, since his definition
allows us to include what we would call egoism, his attacks
on "utilitarianism" in a curious way attack his own position.

because this position, in contrast to utilitarianism, would’

have us seek happiness via commitments solely to one's own

projects. Secondly, as the result of Williams speaking of

N ’ . ; :
"utilitarianism” rather than eudaimonistic-utilitarianism,
one is led to think utilitarianism must answer all his ob-

jections. And this is not the case since h%s formulation

&
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implies that. he is not challenging heddnistic-utilitarianism
or agathistic-utilitarianism. Finally,vhis formulation would
exclude Moore and possibly even Beﬁtham from being classed s
as utilitarians, éince Moore, for example, ﬁaintains that at
least two ,other kinds of things are good in themselves —
beauty and fr_iendship.13

The fundémental point of muéh'qf Williams'™ cfiticism of

utilitarianism is grounded in his basic criterion for accep-

~tability of a moral theory. This basic criterion of accepta-

bility is determined by what one is prepared to "live with",

"and our decision in this regard will be based on the implica-

tions of utilitarianism "for one's viei% of human natufe, and
action, -other people and society'". (Smart and Williéms, page
78) It is his view that'utilitarianwrequirements are too
much -against human nature. But he appears, by his defimition
of "utilitarianism", to accuse every kind of utilitarian as

maintaining that the only thing in life worthwhile in itself

is making people happy — ‘eudaimonistic-consequentialism —

and therefore as having a deficient theory of human nature and

human motivation. Our reply is that we are not prepared to

"live with" his excluding hedonistic-utilitarians and ideal
orAagéthistic—utilitarians from utilifarianism,vthat is; we .
agree with him that making people happy is ﬁqt necessarily the
only worthwhile thing in life. |
‘Another objection raised by Williams agaiﬁst utilitarian-

ism is that utilitarianism is unable to accommodate or "fit

LI § I 3

in" '"certain other values which people either more or less

WS
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optimistic thanASmaff might consider to have sémetbing ser-
iously to do with human life". (Smart and Williams, page 82)
We assume that by "fitting in" other values with utilitarian-
ism he means one can hold all of them simultanéously. Wil-
liams seems to assume these other values ought to "fit in"
ﬁut whether justice ought - in ail cases'to "fit in" would
‘)j.appear to beg the question. We shall return to this question

shortly. And in regard to ihtegrity, we will let the reader
decide, after he has seen the section op.integrity, whether.
or not integrity ought always to be "fitted in". Moreover,
there are many sorts of values which are seiiously connected
with human life such as: aesthetic values, sports values,
§ . cooking values, et cetera. Must utilitarianism'or any other
morél'theéry always accommodate all of these? '
N Lety us now consider Smart's reply to the problem of "fit;
ting' in"' justice with utilitarianism. When Williamsvmaintaihs
. that ﬁtilitariaﬁiém has certain implicafions wﬂich he and -
; ~ many other people would not want to "live with", he is allu-
4 | | ding, among other things, to perhaps the best knoﬁh objection
to utilitarlanism nameﬁy, thag utilitarianism implies that
under certain conditions we ought to be unjust. Smart res-
; - poﬁds with the following admission: "Even in my most ﬁtilié

' tarian moods I am not happy‘ébout this consequence of utili-

. tarianiémf.' (Smart and Williams, page 71) But he then adds
. that we should not fail to consider that the injustice al-
lowed in the utilitarian solution, when it does arise, is the

lesser of two evils whereas the non-consequentialist position
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%s.also unpalatable, for it would have us choose in some cir-'
cumstaﬁces‘the greater of two evils.

A contradiction emerges in Williams' conception of the
part_happiness;plays in htfiitafianism. Thus Williams épeaks
of a kind of utilitarian who is distugzaﬁ by "the ﬁentioh of
othef people's interest". (Smart and Williams, page 111) Yet
he statgé that utilitarianism wonld do Qell’fo recognige that
other things besides 'making other people happy" make beople
happy. (Smart and Williams, page 112) But how is it possible
for one simultaneously to willingly devote his whole life fb
making other peopleihappy and to be disturbed.at’the mention
of their iﬁggfégps? Furthermore, the only kind of conse-
quentialist who would ﬁecessarily be disturbed by the mention
of another's interest would be an egoist'and not a utilitarian.
On the other hand, the only kind of consequentiélist ;on-
cerned oniy with making other people haﬁpy would be an al-

truist and not a utilitarian. Moreover, if Williams' asser-

_ tion about what makes people happy is to apply as an objection

. & z
to utilitarianism rather than to altruism, then-it must be

modified. Thus Williamévought to maintain that something
besides making people happy makes people happy. But Henry
Sidgwick repliedrgo this objéétion long ago when he observed:
"...it is not necéésary that the end which gives the criterion
of'rightness should always be the end at which we consciously

aim". 14

Finally, we wish to consider briefly Williams® insistence

on the moral priority of tge immediate as opposed to utili-



tarian calculation. Thus he remarks:

Of course, time and circumstances are un-
likely to make a grounded ¥ecision, in Jim's
case at least, possible. It might not even
be decent. Instead of thinking in a rational
and systematic way either about utilities or
about the value of human life, the relevance
of"the people at risk being present, and so
forth, the presence of the people at risk may
just have its effect. The significance of
the immediate should not be underestimated.
Philosophers, not only utilitarian ones,
repeatedly urge one to view the world sub
specie aeternitatis, but for most human
purposes that 1s not a good species to view
it under. 1If we are not agents of the uni-
versal satisfaction system, we are not pri-
marily janitors of any system of wvalues,

even our own: very often, we just act, as a
possibly confused result of the situation in
which we are engaged. That, I suspect, is
very often an exceedingly good thing.- (Smart
and Williams, page 118)

Qur response to this view is ggofold; First,‘utilitarians
havp always admitted that "tige and circumstances" may often
not'allow'for much calculation. But, as we have seen in Part ’
One, Mill pointed out that mankind haélhad a long time to
"calculate", and even act-utilitarians have rules-of-thumb.
Secondiy, because much of What should concern us morally
takes place beyond the limited range of the immediate,
Williams' insistence on the moral priority of the immediate
to the point of maintaining that a grounded decision in Jim's
case "might not even be. decent' borders on the irresponsible

(cf. responsibility, page 38).



7. Negative Responsibility

Another objection raised by Williams against utilitarian-
ism is that it entails what he calls '"negative responsibility".
Since this is‘a new objection{ we shall consider it in some
detail. |

Williams defines, and partly explains, "ﬁegative respon-
sibility" in the following passage:

It is because consequentialism attaches
value ultimately to states of affairs,’
and its concern is with what states of
.affairs the world contains, that it es-
sentially involves the notion of nega-
tive responsibility: that if I am ever
responsible for anything, then I must
be just as much responsible for things -
that I allow or fail to prevent, as I

‘am for things that I myself, in the

mQre everyday restricted sense, bring

about. (Smart and Williams, page 95) .

He further claims that‘siﬁce accordiﬁg to consequentialism
the state of affairs alone matters, it does not matter
-whether I alone or I together with other agents produce it.
(Smart and Williams, page 94) And he claims, for the same
reason, that it does not matter whether 1 or some other
agent(s) produce(s) it. (Smarg and Williams, pages 95-96)

We agree with Williams that, in one.seﬁée, "it does hot
matter' who produced the state of affairs in question. For
that state of affairs is what.it is regardléss of who pro-'
duced it, e.g., tﬁe'death of ten people. But we disagree with
Williams that, in another gense, "it does not matter" who pro-
duced the state of affairs in question? fhus in so far as

-

‘who gets the praise or blame for producing the state of

J
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affairs, it does matter who produced it because the world is
not, by the néture of the case, the same when one pefson geté:
the praisevor biame rather than anothe;.person. ,Méreover, if
one person rathér than anotﬁer gets theﬁﬁraise or blame for

éﬁ act, that person's behavior will be affécted and hot, or-
dinarily, the other pers;n's behavior. ‘Hence again the state
of affairs will be different. ‘Recall that our definition of
the utility principle in Part One referred to "all affected";
and this includes the agent. ' | | -

At one point Williams objects to utilitarianism on tﬁé
ground that it conflicts "with ordinary moral thought“.
(Smart and Williams, page 105)‘ Yet the position tékeﬁvbé
Williams éegarding negative responsibility surely conflicts
with "ordinary moral thought'. For consider the following
example: a baby is crawling toward water in which the baby
will drown. Let.it Be the case thaé the father pushes the
baby into the water and the baby drowns. In tﬁis case the
.father'has.positive responsibility fo; the baby's deéth. Qd
the other hand, it is a’caée of negative responsibility if
the father fails to prevent the'béby from crawling into the
water and drowning when the father knows perfectly weli_what
is happening and .could’ prevent it. Our "ordinary moral view"
would say,somethingllike "that:is just the same as if he

pushed him in". Here ?Ez}iéms’ positién;¢onfliCts with
| "Qrdinéﬁy moral thought". And if, as Williams has maintained,
s@ch’a‘cbnfliét'constitutes an objection to a ﬁorai positioﬁ,

then he certainly has a problem. AJ
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Finally, wer might note Williams has pointed out that tﬁe
ultimate basis upon ﬁhich one accepts or rejecté a moral sys-
tem or principle is what one is prepared to "live with".
(Smart and Williams, pége 78) Since negative responsibility
reflects ordinary moral thought, a?parently very many people
are prepared to "live with" this aspect of utilita;ianism.

As an aid foward the clarification of certain aspects of
negative responsibility, Williams presents in detail two ex-
amples. Sincé_the detaiis are important, summarizing these
éxamples is likely to distort and ﬁislead rather than to
convey What it is that Williams Wants to convey. Hence we
shall present these examples as Wllllams presented thém.

(1) George who has just taken his Ph.D.
in chemistry, finds it extremely difficult
to get a job. He is not very robust in
health, which cuts down the number of jobs”
he might be able to do satisfactorily. His
wife has to go out to work to keep them,
which itself causes a great deal of strain,
since they have small chlldreniand there
are severe problems about looking after
them. The results of all .this, especially
on the children, are damaging. An older
chemist, who knows about this situation,
says he can get George a decently paid
job in a certain laboratory, which pursues
research into chemical and biological
warfare. George says that he cannot
accept this, since he is opposed to chemi-
cal and biological warfare. The older man °
replies that he is not too keen on it him-
self, .come to that, but after all George's
refusal is not going to make the job or the
laboratory go away; what is more, he happens
to know that if George refuses the job, it
will certalnly go to a contemporary of .
George's who is not inhibited by any such
.scruples and is likely if appointed to

\ push along the research with greater zeal
than George would. Irideed, it is not _
merely concern for George and his family, T

& -
s
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but (to speak frankly and in confidence)
. some alarm about this other man's .excess
of zeal, which has led the older man to
offer to use his influence to get George
the job...George's wife, to whom he is N
deeply attached has views (the details
of which need not concern us) from which
it follows that ‘at-least there is nothing
particularly wrong with research into
CBW. What should he do?
(2) Jim finds himself in the central
square of a small South American town.
Tied up against the wall are a row of
twenty Indians, most terrified, a few
. defiant, in front of them several' armed
men in uniform. A heavy man in a sweat-
stained khaki shirt turns out to be the
‘¢aptain in charge and, after a good deal
of questioning of Jim which established
that he got there by accident while on a
‘botanical expedition, explains that the
Indians are a random group of the inhabi-
~tants who, after recent acts of protest
against the government, are just about to
be killed to remind other possible pro-
testors of the advantages of not protestlng
However, since Jim is an honoured visitor
from another land, the captain is happy to
offer him a guest's privilege of killing
one of the Indians himself. If Jim accepts, - o
then as a special mark of the occasion,
the other Indians will be let off. Of
course, if Jim refuses, then there is no
special occasion, and Pedro here will do
what he was about to do when Jim arrived,-
and kill them all., Jim, with some des-
perate recollection of schoolboy ficfion,
. wonders whether if he got hold of a gun,
he could hold the captain, Pedro and the
rest of the soldiers to threat but it
is quite clear from the set-up that noth-
ing of that kind is going to work: .any
attempt at that sort of thing will mean
that all the Indians will be killed, and
himself. Thesmen against the wall, and
the other villagers, understand the situa-
. tion, and are obviously begging him to
~accept. What should he do? (Smart and
Williams, pages 97- 99) :

A

Despite this lengthy presentation, certain 1imitations.

of these two examples are important to what-we haﬁethisay
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. ‘about them. Williams himself admits that they may beg as
many quesg;dns as they illuminate He states two ways in
whlch examples in moral phllosophy tend to beg-lmportant
questlons. Flrst they arbitrarily cut off and reaﬁg;ct .
\courses.of action. Second, we are presented with the sitQa-
| tion as a going cbﬂcern ahd questions are cut off about
(a) how the agent got into .this situation and (b) moral con-
siderations whlch mlght arise from how the agent got into
.thls situation. Williams goes on”to say we must rework the
‘examples in ‘richer and less question,beggingfferm if we find
:fhem;criﬁplingly defective. . - 8,
o Williams states that the utllltarlan replies to the prob-
lems ralsed by his examples are that George should.take the

e

B job and Jlm should kill the Indian. But.it is well known
. . - ‘;/ N
that in ethics, as in politics, two people may accept the

sanie ptincipleélbut_not necessari%y draﬁ the same conclusion
. abouE what course oﬁ;action ought toahe pursyed. This.is
becaqse.they assess the situation in question differehtly.
bThus; for example, ‘t;B deontologiéts‘ﬁaﬁ'accept ae a moral
principle the rule that promlses are to be kept and still  </
éprescrlbe dlfferent courses of action because ‘different '~
jassessments have been»made as to whether or not a promlse was,
-in fact ,made "~ And, as Carl Wellman EantS out;, utllltarlans:‘
are in a simllét‘prealcament aéreement on the.atiiity ?rin-'
;c1p1e does not guarantee prescrlptlve agreement in partlcu-'

‘1ar cases.ls

/’/7 “Williams goes on to say that, provzded the 81tuat10ns are

-
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essentially as described and there are no further special fac-. -

tors, the answers he has given are for utilitarians ob%iouslz
the right answers. But, as the examples are:. given, i.e., in
their restricted state, utilitarian reactions and Williams!

feactioﬁ\fre indeed much the same. The solution to George's

‘problem is no more obvious to utilitarians than it is to

Williams and Williams says it is not obvious that George
should take the job. Hence, some utilitarians might favour,

and others oppose, George’s taking the job. On the other

hand, it is interesting to note that, in arriving at a SOlu—‘\

‘tion to the problem presented.in Jim‘s case, Williams him-

seif, while continuing to claim that it is not obvious that’
gpefgaght to kill one Indian, in the stated circumstances,
in or&er to eave nineteen Indians, nevertheless finds him-
self unable to disagree with the."obvioué" utilitafian'solu:\

tion in spite of the fact that he believes that " each one

of us is specially respoﬁSible fe; what he does, rather than

- for what other people de". (Smart and Williamé, page 99)

' One wonders just what the basis for such an agreement could

be: surely.not a utilitarian basis. But if not,. then what is
it? ‘Williams does not tell us. Of course if we find these
ekamplesv"criﬁplingly defective", then by Williems' oﬁniee;e
thorlzatlon we may free them from the restrlctlons he has |

placed upon them. But if addltlons were made to the examplqs,

_almost any moral conclusion by persons holdlng any mpral prin- .

c1p1es can be envisioned dependlng on what additions are made.

\ﬁQgglly, we mlght inquire why the solutlon to George's

<
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prbblem is not obvious — even to utilitarigns. The reason is’
that our ingrained moral beliefs, even those whose utility is
not in doubt, ma& at times conflict. Consider the examples of
George: (1) it is wrong to kill via CBW Because of the exteﬁt
of the damage, and (2) it is right tQ earn a living and help
your wife and children, et cetera;.these are two conflicting"
utilities. If either of these utilities were present alone,
then George woufd know what tovdo.‘ But when they are pre-
sented together, as they are in the George example, we en-
cgun;erﬁpn.extraordinary (gxtra—ordinary) situation. Because
of the circumstances it is not obvious what to dq. In regard
o Jim's case, it is true that'a conflict Between our moral
beliéfs also occurs,-i.e., beﬁween a belief that we.ought ndt

-
to kill people and a belief that we‘ought to save 1ives._ But
the solution to our probiem.furnSAOut to be fairly obvious be-

cause the peculiar circumstances of the case happen to allow_f

oy -the clear quantitative difference of the same value to make

—

i

T it obvious, i.e., one versus twenty.

Focusing on what he perceives to be. amother aspe%§ of a
\ - : § ?

- fairly common conception of "responsibility", Williams con-_”
structs another objection to negative resﬁonsibility. Thus
he observes: |

A feature of utilitarianism is -that it cuts
out a kind of consideration which for some
others make dlfference to what the feel
about such 22223: a consideration #hvo

the idea, as we’mlght first and very simply
\ . put it, that each of us is specially respon-
N sible for what he does, rather than for what
\ other people do. (Smart and Williams, page 99)

o \ But if it is true that each of us is "specially responsiblé'
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for what he does'", why is it true? 1Is it not because I can
control what I do and do not do? And is it not because I
cannot control what others do that I am not specially respon-
81b1e for what‘they do? But it is obvious that I can, in
.certaln cases, control to a degree what otherg do. Therefore
: I_am to that degree specially responsible for what happeoa%'
For we often talk about greater and less responsibility for
what others,do. And in the case we are now oopsidering,Ait
is clear that Jim can to a'degree control what Pedro does.
Therefore, he is to a degree sﬁecially responsibie for what
happens. Moreover, what is the purpose of fostering the
feeling of responsibility? 'Why do we want people to feel
responsitle for what they do? 1t is because we think‘that

if we develop,people who are respon31b1e, they will perform

-A\actlons which will produce a better world. Now surely in

the case we have before us (with all its builtsin restric-
'tions) it .is oinoﬁs that.the world wiil be better as the
result of actions which cause the death of only one.person as
_'0pposed_to actions which'would‘caQSe the jeeeh\of twenty per-
sons. : ‘m‘/ o ; o | A 3
Considering vet another‘aspect of the example of Jim in
South America, Williams raises a'fﬁrther objection to negative
responsibility - Thus he speaks of there be%ng no acceptable
sense in Wthh Jim's refusal would make Pedro shoot the In-
dlaoeufor this would 1eave Pedro out of the picture in hls~

 essential role of one who has intentions and projects of his

own. -
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Eveﬁ without "reworking' Williams' examples there is a
perfectly go;d English sense of "make' whereby to say in the
Jim-Pedro context that if Jim chooses not to kill one Indian
then Jim made Pedro ki}l all twenty Indians. For "make' may -
mean "cause' in the sense of placing a necessary, but.not
sufficient, éondition for an event to occur. Indeed it is
precmsely because Pedro has these partlcular 'intengions and
prOJects” — and Jlm knows that he has these — that if Jim
were to chooge not to kill one Indian, it would make perfect-
ly good sense in English (inaeed it would be true) to say

~

that Jim made Pedro shoot the Indians. Perhaps what has‘
6ccurred here iéjthat Williams has confused a second‘seﬁse

of "make" with the sense of "make" to Which_we have just re-
ferred. This laﬁter senéé‘of‘"make" means ''cause' in the
sense that the efficient cause in question is both necessary
and sufficient fdf/;he event to occur. Applying this sense

" of "make" in the déscription of one human being-acting on
‘anothq; implies'thét the agent has total control of tﬁe situ- -
‘ation and thereby forces the person acted on tp.dO‘wha£ever

it is that is done. - And, of coﬁfse Jim does ﬂbt.dO‘thié to

.’
Pedro. But then no ome would have Sald or implied that he

did, if one were toysay that S{; made Pedro shoot the Indlan
Wllllams p01nts out that negatlve respon31b11ty is Just

one more aspect of the utilitarian’ s "boundless obllgatlon

to 1mprove the’ world (Smart and Williams, pages 109-110)

He also speaks of the utllltarlan s "unlimited responsibility”

to act for the bestfaS'just another aspect of the determina-

8
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tion to an indefinite degree of one's decisions by.oﬁher ’

" people's projecﬁs. (Smart and Williams, page 115) But re-
spoﬁding to'the-charge.that utilitarianism places such
"boundless obligation', and therefore "unlimited responsibi-
'1ity", on mofal agents and hence creat?é‘an inhuman situaégon

wherein, because of such demanding moral requirements, one

«l

can never rel;;Tugﬁart remarks :
: 1

The first (reply) is that perhaps what we
ordinarily think is false. Perhaps a ra-
tional investigation would lead us to the
conclusion that we should relax much less
than we do. The second reply is that act-
utilitarian premises do not entail that
we should never relax. Maybe relaxing and
- doing a few good works today increases
‘threefold our capacity to ‘do good works
tomorrow. (Smart and Williams, page 55)
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- 8. Irrational Feelihgs
Having-completed his examihatidn-of the proper utili-
tarian replies to the problems he has faiéed — replies
, based on considerations of the more 1mmed1ate or direct
effects of possible courses of actlon — Williams goes on to ‘fi>
examlce\the\questlon whether or not conSLderatlons of certain "
more remote\s?\indirect effects .of ;hese same possible courses
of action might be suf icieﬂc to‘altei the utilitarian deci-
sions which would be arrlved\at\Py paying attentlon only to ~?
the former kinds 5% effects, i.e., only to the more, immediate
or direct effects. In particular, he c6n§idegs possible re~
mote<gsychologica1 effects on a perspn's.behayie?rmxﬂil}iams
'-introduces such considerations because he Believes Eheénthere
might be’ some utilitarians who would want to hold that George\
should not take the job or even pos31bly that J1m should not -
kill the Indlan, but_who, nevertheless, would be rationally
unable to do so if they 1imited'theif“Coﬁsidereticns'to'the'
immediate or direct effects of poSsibievcourses‘of action.~
The klnd of utllltarlan whom Wllllams has 1n mlnd may
: ;want to claim that the psychologlcal effects on an agent, - ? N\EM
| e.g., ‘Jim or George, after he has tdken one course of:actlon |
rather.than another may, in facé, be,bé& enccgh to caﬁcel‘
out what was initially considered to be the utiiity advan-
'tage'of the former course of-action. Thus consider the
‘case in which an agent wili feel so Badly over ﬁhat he-hae

. . . r . i
done because he will have violated one of his moral beliefs
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in order.towsecure another-@hat his subsequent conduct will -
become increasingly irrational and his relations with others
seriously impaired. Taking this anticipated effect into ac-
count in-his utility calculations, a particular utilitarian
may want to argue that Géorge should . not take the job or
even that Jim should not kill the Indian. But, according to
Williams, é utilitarian égent %ho aspires to be purely ration-
al ought not to take such "irrational” feelings into account
in his utility éalcuiations. Such feeling are called‘"ig-
rational" by Williams precisely because they stand in direct
opposition to the course of action recommended by the prin- .
ciple which provides the rationhl foundation for any course
of action which is propér’fg;/d/££ilitarian to pursue, namely,
the prﬁpéiple‘of utility._ Hence if & utilitarian has, in a -
given situation, calculated, according to the utility prin-
ciple,'fhat in order to secure one of his m&fal beliefs an-
other muét be sacrificed, then any bad feeIings_that may be -
anticipated'tvoccur as the result of such a sacrifice .
ought not themselvés;toxbe_allowed to enter iﬁto his utility
calcﬁlations, but, on the c&ﬁff&ryt\they ought to be exclu-,_
ded becausé theyAmight move the agenf\iﬁ*a\déyection1op-

i posed'to.that‘requiréd by the utility_principlét<<<\\\\\
Williams has indeed presented an ingenioué«objection. ;
However, closer inspection will reveal that he hasialso

begged the question. For ﬁe has defined the feelings in
question. as "jrrational" because he claims that such fee-
lings go against recommendations Based'on the utility_priﬁ;

[
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ciple. But, according to our description of the utility prin-

ciple, how does that principle arrive at its recommendations?

14

Recall our definition of the utility principle: an act is
morally right if;and only @f, it brings about, or is inten-
ded to bring abouf at least as great a balance of nonmoral
good over evil for all conscious beings who aré affected by
it as any other possible alternative and wrong if it.does.
not. The crucial phraée*in'this.definition that relates dir-
ect1§ to the problem raised by Williams is: "for all conscious
beinéS"who are affected by it". The agent is, of course, in-
cluded among these conscious beings. For, as ﬁe said earlier,
utilitarians are concerned with promoting benevolence rather
than altruism as such. - Méreover, as the definition stands,
utilitarians want to promote "more nonmoral good (in thié
case, happiness) than evil"”. Note that the definition places

no restrictions on the notions of nonmoral good (happiness)

" or of nonmoral evil'(unhappinéss). Hence if bad feelings —

whatever their source — are likely to occur as the result of

- a decision to pursue a particular course of action, and if

such bad feelings are seen as a source of nonmoral evil or

unhappiness (iﬁdeed whap else could they'bé?), then our de-

finition of the utility principle requires ‘that such feelings

be taken into account in utility calculations. It is only
gﬁggg_such féeliﬁgs (and usually many other things as well)
have beenffakén into account, duly'weighed, and a deéisibn'
arrived at ‘that ohe.can:apply to them, or withold from fhem,

the label "irrational"” in the sense in which Williams is

f
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using that term in the probleﬁ which he has raised. For when
such feeliﬁgs are included iﬂ-thébutility calculations, the
oﬁtcdme-is not thereby prédetéf&ined. ' The determination
occurs, as we Have said, only after all relevant factors have
been taken into account. If such possible feelings are
weighty enough to determine the decision, then, of course,
they will not occur. So it is hard to see how théy can be
meaningfully spoken of as either rational or irrational. Oﬁ_‘
the othér hand, if these possible feelings are“ﬁﬁ; weighty

- enough to determine the decision, then indeed fhey will

occur, and'they can be called “irrational". But this will

only mean that they tend unsuccessfully to push us in a
direction opposed to a recommendation arising from the
utility principle. ' But the key point is that the rational-

ity or irratibnality of the feelings in question can only

p
S
i
&
L

be determined in the required sense after they have been in-

cluded in the utility calculations. For, as is now evident

R Py IR L

through our definition of the utility princi%le, utility

calculations which exclﬁged these possible feelings would be

essentially incompleté} Hence to speak of other things,

‘ e.g., feelings, being rational or irrational based on such

calculatioﬁs, as Williams does, is meaningless. '
Moréover, éven when ourAbeliefs become‘cléar;>our fee- -

%?égs do pof usuélly change immediétely.'rThié is very like-~

ly due to feelinés long reinforced by habits énd'phe way ex-

i

. TR ST
perience reveals us to be made. Consider the case of g

changed racist. The .agent was raised a racist but cbmés to
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see racism is bad. This doesn't mean the agent's feelings
' imme&iately'change - as 1s shown by experience. The causes
of such "irrational feelihgs are, we might add, at least
twofold: they may be due to a recommendation based on the
“utiiity principle which goes against feelings With which we
were taised; or in a similar manner they may be due to a |
recommendation based on the,utility principle that we sacri-
fice one moral belief to secure another.

‘We might pause briefly to consider why it is that moral
feelings which are normally "rational', i.e., such as to pro-
mote compliance with recommendations based on the utility
principle, sometimes may eppropriately be labelled "irration-

o

al"™ in the required sense. Thus consider the relevant moral )
feelings of George and Jim. George’s moral feelings are that
it is wrong\tg/ﬁlll via CBW because of the extent of the des—
tructlon and that it is right to earn a 11v1ng, help his

w1fe and children, et cetera Jim's. moral feelings are that

it is wrong to klll innocent people ida that it is rlght to
save lives. These feellnggfare from a utilitarian p01nt of 5
view "rational" because they normally ptomgte the utilitarian

. good. Hence a utilitarian would not maintain, as Williams
claims hetshouid, that nothing is advanced by having them.16
Moreover, as the examples make clear, it is possible that in
seme'situations two'or mete of our mofal heliefs — end the
feelinge which'reinferce them — 'come into~conflict such that

\‘»1n order to realize one of them the other(s) must be v1olated

"As a result the respectlve bad feellngs are produced and are
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indeed appropriately labelled “irrational" in the required
sense. However, because of the nature of these kinds of 31tu—
ations bad feelings of the sort in question will inevitably
be produced and, therefore, a certain amount of "irrational-
ity" is unavoidable. What the 'utilitarian recommends is to
reduce this sort of irrationality as much as possible by _
correctly applyimg the utility principle in such cases.

 Finally, the utilitarian mightAaski hon would Williams
propgse to solvevsucﬁnconflicts? Certainly he cannot appeal
to/our moral feelings or '"commitments"” as he at times appears
\//M;: do. (Smart and Williams, pages 103-104) For it is pre-
~cisely these which are in conflict. What, then, remains:
intuition, flip a coin, weighing the conflicting beliefs —
but uithout a utiiitarian scale? Perhaps he has another
scale. But g! so, he never tells us what . 1t 1s Williams'
p031t10n appears to be not unlike those whO'espoused (wit-

\

tingly or otherwise) what Bentham referred to as the prln-
ciple of sympathy and antipathy and who, therefore, coul@‘only
‘solve oonflicts.ofifundamental moral beliefs arbitrarily.h
And, as Bentham recommended to them the pr1nc1p1e of utillty
in order to avoid the arbitrarlness in questlon so we offer'

the utility principle to Williams in order to av01d a 31m11ar\\\

arbitrariness ' o . .

-
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3

9. Integrity

Rather than attack utilitarianism via the well-trodden
path of utilitarianism's alleged inadequac%es iﬁ;regard to.
justice, Williams introduces a new line of aefack through
the,intreduction of a new notion to which he attaches the
-label integrity. He then makes the followiﬁg claims:
1. Utiiitarianism cannot ''make sense, at any serious 1eveht
of integrity" because it can only make ''the most superficial
sense of human desire and action at allh and hence can make"
"only very poor sense of...happiness".t (Smart and Williams,
page 82) | | ' |
2. To 1nclude one's project or commitment in a utlllty cal-
culatlon is to attacﬂ one s 1ntegr1ty (Smart and Williams,
page 115) . |

L.E

3.~ To set aside one's. prOJee£ or commitment in favour of a

-

recommendation of the util;ty pr1nc1p1e is to destroy one's

integrity. (Smart ‘and wiiliams _pages 116-117) *

4. Any sort of subJectlon of one's. progects or commltments ;
to the ‘utility principle constitutes a v1olat10n_of human na-
tufe. (Smart and Williams, pagesl78,ll6)\m\

Thetobvious queétion at this'point is; of‘eeurse, whath
Williams has in mind when he speaks of "1ntegr1ty ‘"projecf“
and ' commitment Unfortunately, he fails to prov1de any clear

qxdeflnltlons of these terms « However certain contexts in whlch

\*\ the terms in question are used make their meanlng falrly ob-

v10us. Thus. contrastlng 1ntegr1ty Wlth utllltarlanlsm Wll-.

-
N
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liams observes that utilitarianism fails to take sufficient
L] > - - - r,m .

account of the moral implications which arise from "the "dis-

tinction between my projects and someone else's projects'..

(Smart and Williams, page 117) Again contrasting integrity
/

7 o : .
with utilitarianism, Williams remarks that, while the utili-

tarian‘s ﬁotion of moral'respbnsibiiity includes negative re-
sponsibility, the notien of mofal-responsibility associated
with integrity excludes negative responsibility. (Smart and
Williams, pages 115-117) From such statements it appears
that integrity, in Williams' sense, consists in a person

sticking to his projects and~not allowing others' projects

b 4

. to intrude into one's projects. What, then, is a'preject??

4

A project appears to be an undertaklng to which one is ser-
iously commltted Flnally,- ‘commitment' seems to be used in
the contemporary ex1stent1allst sense of strongly binding
oneself to pursue a goal or carry out ‘an undertaklng

In hlS dlscu831on of "'projects Wllllams dlstlngUlSheS
A

what he calls-"lower—qrder ‘or "flrst—order _progectS'from ’

"higher-order" or ”Seéondéorder"'projects ' (Smert and Wil-
liams, pages 110- 111) "He also.speaks of the "general prOJect"
of utllltarlanlsm to brlng about max1ma11y desirable oe;— T
comes' and appears to regard this ' general progect" as a’
higher-order project. (Smart and Williams, pages 110, 112)
Other examples of higher-order projects are a commitment to
Zionism or to the abolition of chemical and biological waf; |
fare. Exémples of lower-prder;projects'erei"the obvious -
kinds of desires for things ﬁor oneself, ene's‘family, one's
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~friends, ineluding the basic necessities of life, ééd in more-

Arg}axed circumsteooes, objects of taste".__(smert and Williams,
page 110) 'The“point of thi§ distinction is %wofold First,

he p01nts out that the 1ower -order proJects provide content
-for the hlgher~order progects. Otherwise the h1gher~order
projects would be vaouous: - For example, one cannot just seek'
happiness as sech whethe;_for oneself or for others. Rather’
ﬁappinéss consists in the harmonious fulfillment of many
particular desires. Secondly, because\of,the.fofegoiﬁg fact
"one has to...want...other thinés, for there to‘be_anywhere'
that happiness een come from". (Smart end‘Williems; pege 113)
Therefore; even if it were true that all worthwhile human
activity contributes to happlness it is not true that all
Worthwhlle human act1V1ty is ltself an act1v1ty of pursuing

happlness -~ as the utllltarlan maintains.

Hav1ng seen the four obJectlons which Willlams makes e

v

agalnst utilltarlaﬁlsm in the name of- 1ntegr1ty and, ‘as well,

the meanings of the‘key terms used in making these objectiens,

let us now see whaf 'defense Williams offers in support of

his objections. ~Why does Williams maintain that utilitarian-

- *

ism cannot "make sense" ‘out of integrity or out of human de-

. sire and action?” And why does he maintain that ‘the inclusion

of one's project in a utility calculation constitutes an at-
tack on one's 1ntegr1ty,»or that the settlng aside of one's
project 1n favour of a recommendatlon based on the utility

pr1n01ple destroys one's" lntegrity? Flnally, why. does he hold

'_that any sort\of subJection of one's prOJects to the utlllty

R
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., principle constitutes a violation of human nature? Briefly

summed up, Williams' answer seems to be that to require pedple

“to submi “their projects; in any way, to the uiility ?rinciple

is simply asking too much of pebpie, i.e., it is ésking them
to treat their projects as if these projects were not their

projects. In asking too much of people, the underlyiﬁg'utili;

tarian view of human nature is thereby revealed as distorted

-

and hence as unrealistic.. To atfempt to comply with such a
utilitarian request would, therefore, be a vfglation of human

nature. Thus he remarks .
The p01nt is that he (the agent) is 1dent1f1ed
‘with his actions as flowing from projects and
attitudes which in some cases he takes seriously
at the deepest level, as what his life is about
It is absurd to démand of such a man, when

;the sums come in from the utility network which

. the projects of others have in part detetrmined, _
that he ‘should just step aside-from his own - -
project and decision and. acknowledge the decision
which utilitarian calculation requires. It is
to alienate him in a real sense from his actions
and' the -source of his action in his own convic-
tions. It is .to make him into a channel "between
the input of everyone's projects, including his
own, and an output of optimific decision; but .
this is to neglect the extent to which his actions
and his decisions have to.be seen as the actions
and decisions which flow from the projects and
attitudes with which he is most closely identified.
It is thus, in the most ‘literal semse, an attack
on his lntegrlty :
(Smart and Williams, pages 116~ 117) -

&

*

In response to Wiliiamé ‘claims that utllitarianism cannot
"make sense" 6ut‘of.hUman'desire and aqfion"and hence.whenAit
requires'ugvto_subﬁit o@f-pquéésg to\utiiity considerati@ns,'
iﬁ requires.ﬁénto violate human nature, four Xhings, atfleast;

should be said. ‘First, -the very way_in”whiéh Williams has °
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defined "project" requires fhe utilitarian, as anyone elée,
to take projects seriously an& hence to gllow them to influ-
ence considerably any utility ha}cu&ation into which they

\ _
enter. Secondly, Williams objéptg to treating my_project(s)
"as one lot among orhersv4in myautility calculationg. (Smart
“and Williams, page 115) But what is the alternative? Williams
. maintains that sohehow my projects ought to have more moral
‘Weight'in my moral calculatione than others' projects. And
the reason for his positibnﬂseems';o'be simgly the fact that
they are‘mine.'v(Smart and ﬁilliams,.page-lléjv But surely
'if there‘is:no other reason — Williams praqvides us.with
" none — then his own position is subject to.thg yef@'accusa-
tion which he levels at what he perceives to be one form of
utilitarianism, to wit, that it is "iﬁ the most straightfor-
.waid sense egoiStio". (Smart and Williams,_page I11) Third- g,
ly, when Williams claims that utilitarianiem cannot Lmake'
sense" out of human de51re and actlon and hence out of hu-
man'nature,*becauSé it requlres too much of people, it is
‘unclear whether the '‘too much" refers to’requlrements~which
are 1mp0881b1e or to requlrements Wthh though . p0531b1e,-
do not have a reasou'suff1c1ent to make compllance w1th
them ratlonal f% he has.l mln\ the former then, of course,

L]

all -will agree that thls;

< sk too much of people. But.
‘)VW1111ams -would have to demo-s rate. thlS 1mp0881b111ty :If' .
he has in mlnd the latter t'en of course, the. utllltarian.
w111<respond that»benevolence is a suff1c1ent reason fqr a’

‘peréon“at times to set aside his projects. In this regard
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person's'"integrity" he begs the question For he assumes

Thus he remarks

S 52

‘note that when Williams criticizes utilitarianism, on the

ground that at times its requirements may ednflict with a 4;
: 3
? A

that 1ntegr1ty ought to be preferred to benevolence i.e

A ]

)

to -utilitarianism. Finally, the utllltarlan mlght _argue that
utilitarianism is very much in accord with human nature be- ' “

cause it appeals-via benevolence to two very fundamental ‘

human inclinations: self-concern and concern for others.
Regarding the former, utilitarianism makes it clear that
sometimes one's overall self-concern is best served by sacri-

. ‘9 ’ - ) i 3 » - *
ficing parts of it. 1In regard to the latter, utilitarianism

Ao ok AN A3 L ~ir o da S i T

through its requirement of benevolence satisfies our natural

altruistic desires.

What Williams hasfpresentedjus with in his examples of

George and Jim, is the stuff of which moral problems are i R

‘made; i.e.,.conflict between moral beliefs or commitments.

And it might. be interesting‘to know how Williams himself

_would propose to solve such confllcts ,Suppose for example,

that- the preservatlon of Zionism were to rest on the lrmlted
employment of chemical and b1010g1ca1 warfare, and one in a

pasition to use such warfare was commltted to Zionism and~to

the aboli 'on; chemlcal and blologlcal warfare what would

'Williams advise? Hls answer is more than a. b1t dlsapp01nt1ng

h...there may be no adequate answerzhat_all".
(Smart and Willlams, page 116) Indeed, laterrhe_observes‘that‘

a’ grounded dec131on? in Jim's case "might not even- be decentf.

(Smart anddWilliams, page 118) ’Perhaps,.given Williams' posi- -

- A d
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tion, it might not be "decent" in the sense of "fitting" pre-
cisely because he has no‘ultimate or basic principle on which
to base.such a deqision. Such, of course, is not the plight
of tHe,uti%itarian: #///7 |
| In view of the essentially social nature of morality, it
is curious that Williams is so concerned to prevent thé‘gro~ .
jects of others from influencing our own projects. For mbral-_
'ity'is‘ﬁaiﬁly,'ifAnot totally, coﬁcerned'with how we are to
 treat other people raghef than ho& we are to treat ourselves;

Ed

And this is,manifeéted'in the very nature of what project$
are all about. Take, for exgm?le, the pféject of the aboli-
tion of chémical and biélogical warfare. Noxrmally the con-
cern here is to ﬁrevent e§gryone rather than‘simﬁLy oneself
ffom getting killed by such means. Hence, as moralfpersons,'
we.aré gohcérned pfimarily with the welfare of others. But
an important part of that welfa%e &onéists precisely.in the’
" realizatién by'othefs-of their-0wn'pr6jeéts.--Therefore, far
.fme’exéluding the projects of others from having an influence -
on our projects, the very ﬁature of moraligyvitself:requires
. such an influence. fThis.is~the'£eason why "intégrityﬁ’\
‘oﬁght_to be préservgd only after it Haé ﬁassed'thé‘teSt_of
.utility or some such test. B '._"._',,”a_

Two final points should be ﬁentipned. Firét,»Williémsf
idea oﬁ_integrity seems to»oppose‘moral_thange.aﬁd toAfavour
the’status quo. In fact; from what Williams has said about;

-p%djects,‘it séemé that the only legitipéte ﬁay_iﬁ which. one

- can abandon one's project is by gegting tired of it. For he
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\ persxstence . (Smart and Wllllams, page 116) Secondly, iﬁ

54
poInts out that a prOJect may only occupy a '"section" of one's
life and that "seriousness ‘is not necessarlly the samg as

B I

responsé'tb Williams' p01nt that one has to want other thlngs

"for there to be anywhere that happiness can comé,from ,

Sidgwick, as we have seen, gave the utilitarian reply long

ago when he observed: "...it is not necessary that the end’

whlch glves the crlterlon of rightness should always be the

end at which we consc1ous1y alm..J".lj Utllltarlans.have,

IR

,therefore,-for a long time taken note of Williams' point

Hedonlstlc utilitarians have also for a long tlme insisted

that these "other thlngs are only sought to the degree that -

) happiness-tan_be obtained from them.

-



10. Conclusion | o

We have seen what sort of ethical theory utilitarianism

]

is. And we have seen how it'may be defended — both positive-

. ly, i.e., by arguing for it and negatively, i.e., by answer-
ing objections to it. Moreover, we have considered Williams®
objections toutilitarianism and, in every case, found them
- . . T . . . )
’ ) \~\—\-- . T . '
wanting. 1In addition, we have seen the inadequacies of

Vo ) Williams' own'pOSition. One thing feﬁainsxtg;be said: it may .

Do

be the case that difficulties exist which, in order™to.be

' aCcommodagga, require a modification of utilitarianism. f\\\*\\\\\;

Williams, as we have noted, has failed to identify any .such ’

difficulties. We suspect that such ‘exist. TolCOnsider i -

these,’ however, would requir® another dissertation.’
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. NOTES ‘ | 56

J.J.C. Smart and Bernard Williams, Utilitarianism: For and
Against (Cambrldge- Cambrldge Unlver51ty, 1973}, p. 79.

All but one of the remaining references to J.J.C. Smart and
Bernard Williams' work will be to the above and will be
cited ln the body of the text by page numbers.

Paul W. Taylor, Principles of Ethics: An Introduction
(Encino, Ca.: Dickenson, 1973}, chapters 1,4.

Jan Narveson, Morality and Utility (Baltlmore. Johns
Hopklns, 1967), chapter 4.

Wllllam K. Frankena, EtthS (2d Edition; Englewood Cllffs,'

N. T Prentlce-Hall 1973),'chapter 2.
R

Wllllam K. Frankena, Ethics, chapter 2. , 4 , .

Ibld., p. 14.

Paul w. Taylor, PrlncrEles of EtthS' An Introductlon,
P.-60. ,

~——

'Williaﬁ K. Frankena,~Ethics, p. 39. - - _ o i

‘Carl Wellman, Morals and EtthS (GlenV1ew, Il1.: Scott

Foresman, 1975), p. 42.

Dav1d Lyons, Forms and Limits of UtITttarlanlsm (Oxford:
Clarendon, 19657} chapter - 3. N

J.H. Burns and H.L.A. Hart, (Editors), An Introductlon‘to
the Principles of Morals _and Legislation (London:
Athlone, 1970), p 17. .

Ibid., p. 21. ' : Sk

John Stuart Mill, Essays on Ethics, Rellglon ang. Socre;x,
Editor of the text J.M. Robson (Toronto- Un;vers;ty of
Toronto, 1969), p. 224 : L .

.George Edward Moore, Pr1nc1pra Ethlca (Cambrldge Cambrldge

Unlver91ty, '1959), chapter 6.

B B T >\

Henry Sldilck, The Methods of Ethlcs (Chlcago. Unlveﬁklty
of Chlcago, 1962), p. 413.

X
. *

Carl Wellman, Morals and Ethlcs, p. 29

J.J.C. Smart and Bernard Williams, Utllltarianism: For and



Against, pp. 101-102. .

"Now such feelings, which are from a strictly utili-
tarian point of view irratiqnal — nothing,'a utili-
tarian can point out, is advanced by having them —
cannot, consistently, have any great weight in a
utilitarian calculation.™

NOTES

17 Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics, p. 413.
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