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UTILITARIANISM.



CHAPTER I.

GENERAL REMARKS.

There are few c�rcumstances among those wh�ch make up the present
cond�t�on of human knowledge, more unl�ke what m�ght have been
expected, or more s�gn�f�cant of the backward state �n wh�ch speculat�on on
the most �mportant subjects st�ll l�ngers, than the l�ttle progress wh�ch has
been made �n the dec�s�on of the controversy respect�ng the cr�ter�on of
r�ght and wrong. From the dawn of ph�losophy, the quest�on concern�ng the
summum bonum, or, what �s the same th�ng, concern�ng the foundat�on of
moral�ty, has been accounted the ma�n problem �n speculat�ve thought, has
occup�ed the most g�fted �ntellects, and d�v�ded them �nto sects and schools,
carry�ng on a v�gorous warfare aga�nst one another. And after more than
two thousand years the same d�scuss�ons cont�nue, ph�losophers are st�ll
ranged under the same contend�ng banners, and ne�ther th�nkers nor
mank�nd at large seem nearer to be�ng unan�mous on the subject, than when
the youth Socrates l�stened to the old Protagoras, and asserted (�f Plato's
d�alogue be grounded on a real conversat�on) the theory of ut�l�tar�an�sm
aga�nst the popular moral�ty of the so-called soph�st.

It �s true that s�m�lar confus�on and uncerta�nty, and �n some cases s�m�lar
d�scordance, ex�st respect�ng the f�rst pr�nc�ples of all the sc�ences, not
except�ng that wh�ch �s deemed the most certa�n of them, mathemat�cs;
w�thout much �mpa�r�ng, generally �ndeed w�thout �mpa�r�ng at all, the
trustworth�ness of the conclus�ons of those sc�ences. An apparent anomaly,
the explanat�on of wh�ch �s, that the deta�led doctr�nes of a sc�ence are not
usually deduced from, nor depend for the�r ev�dence upon, what are called
�ts f�rst pr�nc�ples. Were �t not so, there would be no sc�ence more
precar�ous, or whose conclus�ons were more �nsuff�c�ently made out, than
algebra; wh�ch der�ves none of �ts certa�nty from what are commonly taught
to learners as �ts elements, s�nce these, as la�d down by some of �ts most
em�nent teachers, are as full of f�ct�ons as Engl�sh law, and of myster�es as



theology. The truths wh�ch are ult�mately accepted as the f�rst pr�nc�ples of
a sc�ence, are really the last results of metaphys�cal analys�s, pract�sed on
the elementary not�ons w�th wh�ch the sc�ence �s conversant; and the�r
relat�on to the sc�ence �s not that of foundat�ons to an ed�f�ce, but of roots to
a tree, wh�ch may perform the�r off�ce equally well though they be never
dug down to and exposed to l�ght. But though �n sc�ence the part�cular
truths precede the general theory, the contrary m�ght be expected to be the
case w�th a pract�cal art, such as morals or leg�slat�on. All act�on �s for the
sake of some end, and rules of act�on, �t seems natural to suppose, must take
the�r whole character and colour from the end to wh�ch they are subserv�ent.
When we engage �n a pursu�t, a clear and prec�se concept�on of what we are
pursu�ng would seem to be the f�rst th�ng we need, �nstead of the last we are
to look forward to. A test of r�ght and wrong must be the means, one would
th�nk, of ascerta�n�ng what �s r�ght or wrong, and not a consequence of
hav�ng already ascerta�ned �t.

The d�ff�culty �s not avo�ded by hav�ng recourse to the popular theory of
a natural faculty, a sense or �nst�nct, �nform�ng us of r�ght and wrong. For—
bes�des that the ex�stence of such a moral �nst�nct �s �tself one of the matters
�n d�spute—those bel�evers �n �t who have any pretens�ons to ph�losophy,
have been obl�ged to abandon the �dea that �t d�scerns what �s r�ght or
wrong �n the part�cular case �n hand, as our other senses d�scern the s�ght or
sound actually present. Our moral faculty, accord�ng to all those of �ts
�nterpreters who are ent�tled to the name of th�nkers, suppl�es us only w�th
the general pr�nc�ples of moral judgments; �t �s a branch of our reason, not
of our sens�t�ve faculty; and must be looked to for the abstract doctr�nes of
moral�ty, not for percept�on of �t �n the concrete. The �ntu�t�ve, no less than
what may be termed the �nduct�ve, school of eth�cs, �ns�sts on the necess�ty
of general laws. They both agree that the moral�ty of an �nd�v�dual act�on �s
not a quest�on of d�rect percept�on, but of the appl�cat�on of a law to an
�nd�v�dual case. They recogn�se also, to a great extent, the same moral laws;
but d�ffer as to the�r ev�dence, and the source from wh�ch they der�ve the�r
author�ty. Accord�ng to the one op�n�on, the pr�nc�ples of morals are ev�dent
à pr�or�, requ�r�ng noth�ng to command assent, except that the mean�ng of
the terms be understood. Accord�ng to the other doctr�ne, r�ght and wrong,
as well as truth and falsehood, are quest�ons of observat�on and exper�ence.
But both hold equally that moral�ty must be deduced from pr�nc�ples; and



the �ntu�t�ve school aff�rm as strongly as the �nduct�ve, that there �s a
sc�ence of morals. Yet they seldom attempt to make out a l�st of the à pr�or�
pr�nc�ples wh�ch are to serve as the prem�ses of the sc�ence; st�ll more rarely
do they make any effort to reduce those var�ous pr�nc�ples to one f�rst
pr�nc�ple, or common ground of obl�gat�on. They e�ther assume the ord�nary
precepts of morals as of à pr�or� author�ty, or they lay down as the common
groundwork of those max�ms, some general�ty much less obv�ously
author�tat�ve than the max�ms themselves, and wh�ch has never succeeded
�n ga�n�ng popular acceptance. Yet to support the�r pretens�ons there ought
e�ther to be some one fundamental pr�nc�ple or law, at the root of all
moral�ty, or �f there be several, there should be a determ�nate order of
precedence among them; and the one pr�nc�ple, or the rule for dec�d�ng
between the var�ous pr�nc�ples when they confl�ct, ought to be self-ev�dent.

To �nqu�re how far the bad effects of th�s def�c�ency have been m�t�gated
�n pract�ce, or to what extent the moral bel�efs of mank�nd have been
v�t�ated or made uncerta�n by the absence of any d�st�nct recogn�t�on of an
ult�mate standard, would �mply a complete survey and cr�t�c�sm of past and
present eth�cal doctr�ne. It would, however, be easy to show that whatever
stead�ness or cons�stency these moral bel�efs have atta�ned, has been ma�nly
due to the tac�t �nfluence of a standard not recogn�sed. Although the non-
ex�stence of an acknowledged f�rst pr�nc�ple has made eth�cs not so much a
gu�de as a consecrat�on of men's actual sent�ments, st�ll, as men's
sent�ments, both of favour and of avers�on, are greatly �nfluenced by what
they suppose to be the effects of th�ngs upon the�r happ�ness, the pr�nc�ple
of ut�l�ty, or as Bentham latterly called �t, the greatest happ�ness pr�nc�ple,
has had a large share �n form�ng the moral doctr�nes even of those who most
scornfully reject �ts author�ty. Nor �s there any school of thought wh�ch
refuses to adm�t that the �nfluence of act�ons on happ�ness �s a most mater�al
and even predom�nant cons�derat�on �n many of the deta�ls of morals,
however unw�ll�ng to acknowledge �t as the fundamental pr�nc�ple of
moral�ty, and the source of moral obl�gat�on. I m�ght go much further, and
say that to all those à pr�or� moral�sts who deem �t necessary to argue at all,
ut�l�tar�an arguments are �nd�spensable. It �s not my present purpose to
cr�t�c�se these th�nkers; but I cannot help referr�ng, for �llustrat�on, to a
systemat�c treat�se by one of the most �llustr�ous of them, the Metaphys�cs
of Eth�cs, by Kant. Th�s remarkable man, whose system of thought w�ll long



rema�n one of the landmarks �n the h�story of ph�losoph�cal speculat�on,
does, �n the treat�se �n quest�on, lay down an un�versal f�rst pr�nc�ple as the
or�g�n and ground of moral obl�gat�on; �t �s th�s:—'So act, that the rule on
wh�ch thou actest would adm�t of be�ng adopted as a law by all rat�onal
be�ngs.' But when he beg�ns to deduce from th�s precept any of the actual
dut�es of moral�ty, he fa�ls, almost grotesquely, to show that there would be
any contrad�ct�on, any log�cal (not to say phys�cal) �mposs�b�l�ty, �n the
adopt�on by all rat�onal be�ngs of the most outrageously �mmoral rules of
conduct. All he shows �s that the consequences of the�r un�versal adopt�on
would be such as no one would choose to �ncur.

On the present occas�on, I shall, w�thout further d�scuss�on of the other
theor�es, attempt to contr�bute someth�ng towards the understand�ng and
apprec�at�on of the Ut�l�tar�an or Happ�ness theory, and towards such proof
as �t �s suscept�ble of. It �s ev�dent that th�s cannot be proof �n the ord�nary
and popular mean�ng of the term. Quest�ons of ult�mate ends are not
amenable to d�rect proof. Whatever can be proved to be good, must be so
by be�ng shown to be a means to someth�ng adm�tted to be good w�thout
proof. The med�cal art �s proved to be good, by �ts conduc�ng to health; but
how �s �t poss�ble to prove that health �s good? The art of mus�c �s good, for
the reason, among others, that �t produces pleasure; but what proof �s �t
poss�ble to g�ve that pleasure �s good? If, then, �t �s asserted that there �s a
comprehens�ve formula, �nclud�ng all th�ngs wh�ch are �n themselves good,
and that whatever else �s good, �s not so as an end, but as a mean, the
formula may be accepted or rejected, but �s not a subject of what �s
commonly understood by proof. We are not, however, to �nfer that �ts
acceptance or reject�on must depend on bl�nd �mpulse, or arb�trary cho�ce.
There �s a larger mean�ng of the word proof, �n wh�ch th�s quest�on �s as
amenable to �t as any other of the d�sputed quest�ons of ph�losophy. The
subject �s w�th�n the cogn�zance of the rat�onal faculty; and ne�ther does that
faculty deal w�th �t solely �n the way of �ntu�t�on. Cons�derat�ons may be
presented capable of determ�n�ng the �ntellect e�ther to g�ve or w�thhold �ts
assent to the doctr�ne; and th�s �s equ�valent to proof.

We shall exam�ne presently of what nature are these cons�derat�ons; �n
what manner they apply to the case, and what rat�onal grounds, therefore,
can be g�ven for accept�ng or reject�ng the ut�l�tar�an formula. But �t �s a
prel�m�nary cond�t�on of rat�onal acceptance or reject�on, that the formula



should be correctly understood. I bel�eve that the very �mperfect not�on
ord�nar�ly formed of �ts mean�ng, �s the ch�ef obstacle wh�ch �mpedes �ts
recept�on; and that could �t be cleared, even from only the grosser
m�sconcept�ons, the quest�on would be greatly s�mpl�f�ed, and a large
proport�on of �ts d�ff�cult�es removed. Before, therefore, I attempt to enter
�nto the ph�losoph�cal grounds wh�ch can be g�ven for assent�ng to the
ut�l�tar�an standard, I shall offer some �llustrat�ons of the doctr�ne �tself;
w�th the v�ew of show�ng more clearly what �t �s, d�st�ngu�sh�ng �t from
what �t �s not, and d�spos�ng of such of the pract�cal object�ons to �t as e�ther
or�g�nate �n, or are closely connected w�th, m�staken �nterpretat�ons of �ts
mean�ng. Hav�ng thus prepared the ground, I shall afterwards endeavour to
throw such l�ght as I can upon the quest�on, cons�dered as one of
ph�losoph�cal theory.



CHAPTER II.

WHAT UTILITARIANISM IS.

A pass�ng remark �s all that needs be g�ven to the �gnorant blunder of
suppos�ng that those who stand up for ut�l�ty as the test of r�ght and wrong,
use the term �n that restr�cted and merely colloqu�al sense �n wh�ch ut�l�ty �s
opposed to pleasure. An apology �s due to the ph�losoph�cal opponents of
ut�l�tar�an�sm, for even the momentary appearance of confound�ng them
w�th any one capable of so absurd a m�sconcept�on; wh�ch �s the more
extraord�nary, �nasmuch as the contrary accusat�on, of referr�ng everyth�ng
to pleasure, and that too �n �ts grossest form, �s another of the common
charges aga�nst ut�l�tar�an�sm: and, as has been po�ntedly remarked by an
able wr�ter, the same sort of persons, and often the very same persons,
denounce the theory "as �mpract�cably dry when the word ut�l�ty precedes
the word pleasure, and as too pract�cably voluptuous when the word
pleasure precedes the word ut�l�ty." Those who know anyth�ng about the
matter are aware that every wr�ter, from Ep�curus to Bentham, who
ma�nta�ned the theory of ut�l�ty, meant by �t, not someth�ng to be
contrad�st�ngu�shed from pleasure, but pleasure �tself, together w�th
exempt�on from pa�n; and �nstead of oppos�ng the useful to the agreeable or
the ornamental, have always declared that the useful means these, among
other th�ngs. Yet the common herd, �nclud�ng the herd of wr�ters, not only
�n newspapers and per�od�cals, but �n books of we�ght and pretens�on, are
perpetually fall�ng �nto th�s shallow m�stake. Hav�ng caught up the word
ut�l�tar�an, wh�le know�ng noth�ng whatever about �t but �ts sound, they
hab�tually express by �t the reject�on, or the neglect, of pleasure �n some of
�ts forms; of beauty, of ornament, or of amusement. Nor �s the term thus
�gnorantly m�sappl�ed solely �n d�sparagement, but occas�onally �n
compl�ment; as though �t �mpl�ed super�or�ty to fr�vol�ty and the mere
pleasures of the moment. And th�s perverted use �s the only one �n wh�ch
the word �s popularly known, and the one from wh�ch the new generat�on



are acqu�r�ng the�r sole not�on of �ts mean�ng. Those who �ntroduced the
word, but who had for many years d�scont�nued �t as a d�st�nct�ve
appellat�on, may well feel themselves called upon to resume �t, �f by do�ng
so they can hope to contr�bute anyth�ng towards rescu�ng �t from th�s utter
degradat�on.[A]

The creed wh�ch accepts as the foundat�on of morals, Ut�l�ty, or the
Greatest Happ�ness Pr�nc�ple, holds that act�ons are r�ght �n proport�on as
they tend to promote happ�ness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse
of happ�ness. By happ�ness �s �ntended pleasure, and the absence of pa�n; by
unhapp�ness, pa�n, and the pr�vat�on of pleasure. To g�ve a clear v�ew of the
moral standard set up by the theory, much more requ�res to be sa�d; �n
part�cular, what th�ngs �t �ncludes �n the �deas of pa�n and pleasure; and to
what extent th�s �s left an open quest�on. But these supplementary
explanat�ons do not affect the theory of l�fe on wh�ch th�s theory of moral�ty
�s grounded—namely, that pleasure, and freedom from pa�n, are the only
th�ngs des�rable as ends; and that all des�rable th�ngs (wh�ch are as
numerous �n the ut�l�tar�an as �n any other scheme) are des�rable e�ther for
the pleasure �nherent �n themselves, or as means to the promot�on of
pleasure and the prevent�on of pa�n.

Now, such a theory of l�fe exc�tes �n many m�nds, and among them �n
some of the most est�mable �n feel�ng and purpose, �nveterate d�sl�ke. To
suppose that l�fe has (as they express �t) no h�gher end than pleasure—no
better and nobler object of des�re and pursu�t—they des�gnate as utterly
mean and grovell�ng; as a doctr�ne worthy only of sw�ne, to whom the
followers of Ep�curus were, at a very early per�od, contemptuously l�kened;
and modern holders of the doctr�ne are occas�onally made the subject of
equally pol�te compar�sons by �ts German, French, and Engl�sh assa�lants.

When thus attacked, the Ep�cureans have always answered, that �t �s not
they, but the�r accusers, who represent human nature �n a degrad�ng l�ght;
s�nce the accusat�on supposes human be�ngs to be capable of no pleasures
except those of wh�ch sw�ne are capable. If th�s suppos�t�on were true, the
charge could not be ga�nsa�d, but would then be no longer an �mputat�on;
for �f the sources of pleasure were prec�sely the same to human be�ngs and
to sw�ne, the rule of l�fe wh�ch �s good enough for the one would be good
enough for the other. The compar�son of the Ep�curean l�fe to that of beasts



�s felt as degrad�ng, prec�sely because a beast's pleasures do not sat�sfy a
human be�ng's concept�ons of happ�ness. Human be�ngs have facult�es more
elevated than the an�mal appet�tes, and when once made consc�ous of them,
do not regard anyth�ng as happ�ness wh�ch does not �nclude the�r
grat�f�cat�on. I do not, �ndeed, cons�der the Ep�cureans to have been by any
means faultless �n draw�ng out the�r scheme of consequences from the
ut�l�tar�an pr�nc�ple. To do th�s �n any suff�c�ent manner, many Sto�c, as well
as Chr�st�an elements requ�re to be �ncluded. But there �s no known
Ep�curean theory of l�fe wh�ch does not ass�gn to the pleasures of the
�ntellect; of the feel�ngs and �mag�nat�on, and of the moral sent�ments, a
much h�gher value as pleasures than to those of mere sensat�on. It must be
adm�tted, however, that ut�l�tar�an wr�ters �n general have placed the
super�or�ty of mental over bod�ly pleasures ch�efly �n the greater
permanency, safety, uncostl�ness, &c., of the former—that �s, �n the�r
c�rcumstant�al advantages rather than �n the�r �ntr�ns�c nature. And on all
these po�nts ut�l�tar�ans have fully proved the�r case; but they m�ght have
taken the other, and, as �t may be called, h�gher ground, w�th ent�re
cons�stency. It �s qu�te compat�ble w�th the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty to recogn�se
the fact, that some k�nds of pleasure are more des�rable and more valuable
than others. It would be absurd that wh�le, �n est�mat�ng all other th�ngs,
qual�ty �s cons�dered as well as quant�ty, the est�mat�on of pleasures should
be supposed to depend on quant�ty alone.

If I am asked, what I mean by d�fference of qual�ty �n pleasures, or what
makes one pleasure more valuable than another, merely as a pleasure,
except �ts be�ng greater �n amount, there �s but one poss�ble answer. Of two
pleasures, �f there be one to wh�ch all or almost all who have exper�ence of
both g�ve a dec�ded preference, �rrespect�ve of any feel�ng of moral
obl�gat�on to prefer �t, that �s the more des�rable pleasure. If one of the two
�s, by those who are competently acqua�nted w�th both, placed so far above
the other that they prefer �t, even though know�ng �t to be attended w�th a
greater amount of d�scontent, and would not res�gn �t for any quant�ty of the
other pleasure wh�ch the�r nature �s capable of, we are just�f�ed �n ascr�b�ng
to the preferred enjoyment a super�or�ty �n qual�ty, so far outwe�gh�ng
quant�ty as to render �t, �n compar�son, of small account.

Now �t �s an unquest�onable fact that those who are equally acqua�nted
w�th, and equally capable of apprec�at�ng and enjoy�ng, both, do g�ve a



most marked preference to the manner of ex�stence wh�ch employs the�r
h�gher facult�es. Few human creatures would consent to be changed �nto
any of the lower an�mals, for a prom�se of the fullest allowance of a beast's
pleasures; no �ntell�gent human be�ng would consent to be a fool, no
�nstructed person would be an �gnoramus, no person of feel�ng and
consc�ence would be self�sh and base, even though they should be
persuaded that the fool, the dunce, or the rascal �s better sat�sf�ed w�th h�s
lot than they are w�th the�rs. They would not res�gn what they possess more
than he, for the most complete sat�sfact�on of all the des�res wh�ch they
have �n common w�th h�m. If they ever fancy they would, �t �s only �n cases
of unhapp�ness so extreme, that to escape from �t they would exchange the�r
lot for almost any other, however undes�rable �n the�r own eyes. A be�ng of
h�gher facult�es requ�res more to make h�m happy, �s capable probably of
more acute suffer�ng, and �s certa�nly access�ble to �t at more po�nts, than
one of an �nfer�or type; but �n sp�te of these l�ab�l�t�es, he can never really
w�sh to s�nk �nto what he feels to be a lower grade of ex�stence. We may
g�ve what explanat�on we please of th�s unw�ll�ngness; we may attr�bute �t
to pr�de, a name wh�ch �s g�ven �nd�scr�m�nately to some of the most and to
some of the least est�mable feel�ngs of wh�ch mank�nd are capable; we may
refer �t to the love of l�berty and personal �ndependence, an appeal to wh�ch
was w�th the Sto�cs one of the most effect�ve means for the �nculcat�on of �t;
to the love of power, or to the love of exc�tement, both of wh�ch do really
enter �nto and contr�bute to �t: but �ts most appropr�ate appellat�on �s a sense
of d�gn�ty, wh�ch all human be�ngs possess �n one form or other, and �n
some, though by no means �n exact, proport�on to the�r h�gher facult�es, and
wh�ch �s so essent�al a part of the happ�ness of those �n whom �t �s strong,
that noth�ng wh�ch confl�cts w�th �t could be, otherw�se than momentar�ly,
an object of des�re to them. Whoever supposes that th�s preference takes
place at a sacr�f�ce of happ�ness-that the super�or be�ng, �n anyth�ng l�ke
equal c�rcumstances, �s not happ�er than the �nfer�or-confounds the two very
d�fferent �deas, of happ�ness, and content. It �s �nd�sputable that the be�ng
whose capac�t�es of enjoyment are low, has the greatest chance of hav�ng
them fully sat�sf�ed; and a h�ghly-endowed be�ng w�ll always feel that any
happ�ness wh�ch he can look for, as the world �s const�tuted, �s �mperfect.
But he can learn to bear �ts �mperfect�ons, �f they are at all bearable; and
they w�ll not make h�m envy the be�ng who �s �ndeed unconsc�ous of the
�mperfect�ons, but only because he feels not at all the good wh�ch those



�mperfect�ons qual�fy. It �s better to be a human be�ng d�ssat�sf�ed than a p�g
sat�sf�ed; better to be Socrates d�ssat�sf�ed than a fool sat�sf�ed. And �f the
fool, or the p�g, �s of a d�fferent op�n�on, �t �s because they only know the�r
own s�de of the quest�on. The other party to the compar�son knows both
s�des.

It may be objected, that many who are capable of the h�gher pleasures,
occas�onally, under the �nfluence of temptat�on, postpone them to the lower.
But th�s �s qu�te compat�ble w�th a full apprec�at�on of the �ntr�ns�c
super�or�ty of the h�gher. Men often, from �nf�rm�ty of character, make the�r
elect�on for the nearer good, though they know �t to be the less valuable;
and th�s no less when the cho�ce �s between two bod�ly pleasures, than
when �t �s between bod�ly and mental. They pursue sensual �ndulgences to
the �njury of health, though perfectly aware that health �s the greater good.
It may be further objected, that many who beg�n w�th youthful enthus�asm
for everyth�ng noble, as they advance �n years s�nk �nto �ndolence and
self�shness. But I do not bel�eve that those who undergo th�s very common
change, voluntar�ly choose the lower descr�pt�on of pleasures �n preference
to the h�gher. I bel�eve that before they devote themselves exclus�vely to the
one, they have already become �ncapable of the other. Capac�ty for the
nobler feel�ngs �s �n most natures a very tender plant, eas�ly k�lled, not only
by host�le �nfluences, but by mere want of sustenance; and �n the major�ty
of young persons �t speed�ly d�es away �f the occupat�ons to wh�ch the�r
pos�t�on �n l�fe has devoted them, and the soc�ety �nto wh�ch �t has thrown
them, are not favourable to keep�ng that h�gher capac�ty �n exerc�se. Men
lose the�r h�gh asp�rat�ons as they lose the�r �ntellectual tastes, because they
have not t�me or opportun�ty for �ndulg�ng them; and they add�ct themselves
to �nfer�or pleasures, not because they del�berately prefer them, but because
they are e�ther the only ones to wh�ch they have access, or the only ones
wh�ch they are any longer capable of enjoy�ng. It may be quest�oned
whether any one who has rema�ned equally suscept�ble to both classes of
pleasures, ever know�ngly and calmly preferred the lower; though many, �n
all ages, have broken down �n an �neffectual attempt to comb�ne both.

From th�s verd�ct of the only competent judges, I apprehend there can be
no appeal. On a quest�on wh�ch �s the best worth hav�ng of two pleasures,
or wh�ch of two modes of ex�stence �s the most grateful to the feel�ngs,
apart from �ts moral attr�butes and from �ts consequences, the judgment of



those who are qual�f�ed by knowledge of both, or, �f they d�ffer, that of the
major�ty among them, must be adm�tted as f�nal. And there needs be the
less hes�tat�on to accept th�s judgment respect�ng the qual�ty of pleasures,
s�nce there �s no other tr�bunal to be referred to even on the quest�on of
quant�ty. What means are there of determ�n�ng wh�ch �s the acutest of two
pa�ns, or the �ntensest of two pleasurable sensat�ons, except the general
suffrage of those who are fam�l�ar w�th both? Ne�ther pa�ns nor pleasures
are homogeneous, and pa�n �s always heterogeneous w�th pleasure. What �s
there to dec�de whether a part�cular pleasure �s worth purchas�ng at the cost
of a part�cular pa�n, except the feel�ngs and judgment of the exper�enced?
When, therefore, those feel�ngs and judgment declare the pleasures der�ved
from the h�gher facult�es to be preferable �n k�nd, apart from the quest�on of
�ntens�ty, to those of wh�ch the an�mal nature, d�sjo�ned from the h�gher
facult�es, �s suscept�ble, they are ent�tled on th�s subject to the same regard.

I have dwelt on th�s po�nt, as be�ng a necessary part of a perfectly just
concept�on of Ut�l�ty or Happ�ness, cons�dered as the d�rect�ve rule of
human conduct. But �t �s by no means an �nd�spensable cond�t�on to the
acceptance of the ut�l�tar�an standard; for that standard �s not the agent's
own greatest happ�ness, but the greatest amount of happ�ness altogether;
and �f �t may poss�bly be doubted whether a noble character �s always the
happ�er for �ts nobleness, there can be no doubt that �t makes other people
happ�er, and that the world �n general �s �mmensely a ga�ner by �t.
Ut�l�tar�an�sm, therefore, could only atta�n �ts end by the general cult�vat�on
of nobleness of character, even �f each �nd�v�dual were only benef�ted by the
nobleness of others, and h�s own, so far as happ�ness �s concerned, were a
sheer deduct�on from the benef�t. But the bare enunc�at�on of such an
absurd�ty as th�s last, renders refutat�on superfluous.

Accord�ng to the Greatest Happ�ness Pr�nc�ple, as above expla�ned, the
ult�mate end, w�th reference to and for the sake of wh�ch all other th�ngs are
des�rable (whether we are cons�der�ng our own good or that of other
people), �s an ex�stence exempt as far as poss�ble from pa�n, and as r�ch as
poss�ble �n enjoyments, both �n po�nt of quant�ty and qual�ty; the test of
qual�ty, and the rule for measur�ng �t aga�nst quant�ty, be�ng the preference
felt by those who, �n the�r opportun�t�es of exper�ence, to wh�ch must be
added the�r hab�ts of self-consc�ousness and self-observat�on, are best
furn�shed w�th the means of compar�son. Th�s, be�ng, accord�ng to the



ut�l�tar�an op�n�on, the end of human act�on, �s necessar�ly also the standard
of moral�ty; wh�ch may accord�ngly be def�ned, the rules and precepts for
human conduct, by the observance of wh�ch an ex�stence such as has been
descr�bed m�ght be, to the greatest extent poss�ble, secured to all mank�nd;
and not to them only, but, so far as the nature of th�ngs adm�ts, to the whole
sent�ent creat�on.

Aga�nst th�s doctr�ne, however, ar�ses another class of objectors, who say
that happ�ness, �n any form, cannot be the rat�onal purpose of human l�fe
and act�on; because, �n the f�rst place, �t �s unatta�nable: and they
contemptuously ask, What r�ght hast thou to be happy? a quest�on wh�ch
Mr. Carlyle clenches by the add�t�on, What r�ght, a short t�me ago, hadst
thou even to be? Next, they say, that men can do w�thout happ�ness; that all
noble human be�ngs have felt th�s, and could not have become noble but by
learn�ng the lesson of Entsagen, or renunc�at�on; wh�ch lesson, thoroughly
learnt and subm�tted to, they aff�rm to be the beg�nn�ng and necessary
cond�t�on of all v�rtue.

The f�rst of these object�ons would go to the root of the matter were �t
well founded; for �f no happ�ness �s to be had at all by human be�ngs, the
atta�nment of �t cannot be the end of moral�ty, or of any rat�onal conduct.
Though, even �n that case, someth�ng m�ght st�ll be sa�d for the ut�l�tar�an
theory; s�nce ut�l�ty �ncludes not solely the pursu�t of happ�ness, but the
prevent�on or m�t�gat�on of unhapp�ness; and �f the former a�m be
ch�mer�cal, there w�ll be all the greater scope and more �mperat�ve need for
the latter, so long at least as mank�nd th�nk f�t to l�ve, and do not take refuge
�n the s�multaneous act of su�c�de recommended under certa�n cond�t�ons by
Noval�s. When, however, �t �s thus pos�t�vely asserted to be �mposs�ble that
human l�fe should be happy, the assert�on, �f not someth�ng l�ke a verbal
qu�bble, �s at least an exaggerat�on. If by happ�ness be meant a cont�nu�ty of
h�ghly pleasurable exc�tement, �t �s ev�dent enough that th�s �s �mposs�ble. A
state of exalted pleasure lasts only moments, or �n some cases, and w�th
some �nterm�ss�ons, hours or days, and �s the occas�onal br�ll�ant flash of
enjoyment, not �ts permanent and steady flame. Of th�s the ph�losophers
who have taught that happ�ness �s the end of l�fe were as fully aware as
those who taunt them. The happ�ness wh�ch they meant was not a l�fe of
rapture, but moments of such, �n an ex�stence made up of few and trans�tory
pa�ns, many and var�ous pleasures, w�th a dec�ded predom�nance of the



act�ve over the pass�ve, and hav�ng as the foundat�on of the whole, not to
expect more from l�fe than �t �s capable of bestow�ng. A l�fe thus composed,
to those who have been fortunate enough to obta�n �t, has always appeared
worthy of the name of happ�ness. And such an ex�stence �s even now the lot
of many, dur�ng some cons�derable port�on of the�r l�ves. The present
wretched educat�on, and wretched soc�al arrangements, are the only real
h�ndrance to �ts be�ng atta�nable by almost all.

The objectors perhaps may doubt whether human be�ngs, �f taught to
cons�der happ�ness as the end of l�fe, would be sat�sf�ed w�th such a
moderate share of �t. But great numbers of mank�nd have been sat�sf�ed
w�th much less. The ma�n const�tuents of a sat�sf�ed l�fe appear to be two,
e�ther of wh�ch by �tself �s often found suff�c�ent for the purpose:
tranqu�ll�ty, and exc�tement. W�th much tranqu�ll�ty, many f�nd that they can
be content w�th very l�ttle pleasure: w�th much exc�tement, many can
reconc�le themselves to a cons�derable quant�ty of pa�n. There �s assuredly
no �nherent �mposs�b�l�ty �n enabl�ng even the mass of mank�nd to un�te
both; s�nce the two are so far from be�ng �ncompat�ble that they are �n
natural all�ance, the prolongat�on of e�ther be�ng a preparat�on for, and
exc�t�ng a w�sh for, the other. It �s only those �n whom �ndolence amounts to
a v�ce, that do not des�re exc�tement after an �nterval of repose; �t �s only
those �n whom the need of exc�tement �s a d�sease, that feel the tranqu�ll�ty
wh�ch follows exc�tement dull and �ns�p�d, �nstead of pleasurable �n d�rect
proport�on to the exc�tement wh�ch preceded �t. When people who are
tolerably fortunate �n the�r outward lot do not f�nd �n l�fe suff�c�ent
enjoyment to make �t valuable to them, the cause generally �s, car�ng for
nobody but themselves. To those who have ne�ther publ�c nor pr�vate
affect�ons, the exc�tements of l�fe are much curta�led, and �n any case
dw�ndle �n value as the t�me approaches when all self�sh �nterests must be
term�nated by death: wh�le those who leave after them objects of personal
affect�on, and espec�ally those who have also cult�vated a fellow-feel�ng
w�th the collect�ve �nterests of mank�nd, reta�n as l�vely an �nterest �n l�fe on
the eve of death as �n the v�gour of youth and health. Next to self�shness,
the pr�nc�pal cause wh�ch makes l�fe unsat�sfactory, �s want of mental
cult�vat�on. A cult�vated m�nd—I do not mean that of a ph�losopher, but any
m�nd to wh�ch the founta�ns of knowledge have been opened, and wh�ch
has been taught, �n any tolerable degree, to exerc�se �ts facult�es—f�nds



sources of �nexhaust�ble �nterest �n all that surrounds �t; �n the objects of
nature, the ach�evements of art, the �mag�nat�ons of poetry, the �nc�dents of
h�story, the ways of mank�nd past and present, and the�r prospects �n the
future. It �s poss�ble, �ndeed, to become �nd�fferent to all th�s, and that too
w�thout hav�ng exhausted a thousandth part of �t; but only when one has had
from the beg�nn�ng no moral or human �nterest �n these th�ngs, and has
sought �n them only the grat�f�cat�on of cur�os�ty.

Now there �s absolutely no reason �n the nature of th�ngs why an amount
of mental culture suff�c�ent to g�ve an �ntell�gent �nterest �n these objects of
contemplat�on, should not be the �nher�tance of every one born �n a c�v�l�zed
country. As l�ttle �s there an �nherent necess�ty that any human be�ng should
be a self�sh egot�st, devo�d of every feel�ng or care but those wh�ch centre �n
h�s own m�serable �nd�v�dual�ty. Someth�ng far super�or to th�s �s
suff�c�ently common even now, to g�ve ample earnest of what the human
spec�es may be made. Genu�ne pr�vate affect�ons, and a s�ncere �nterest �n
the publ�c good, are poss�ble, though �n unequal degrees, to every r�ghtly
brought-up human be�ng. In a world �n wh�ch there �s so much to �nterest,
so much to enjoy, and so much also to correct and �mprove, every one who
has th�s moderate amount of moral and �ntellectual requ�s�tes �s capable of
an ex�stence wh�ch may be called env�able; and unless such a person,
through bad laws, or subject�on to the w�ll of others, �s den�ed the l�berty to
use the sources of happ�ness w�th�n h�s reach, he w�ll not fa�l to f�nd th�s
env�able ex�stence, �f he escape the pos�t�ve ev�ls of l�fe, the great sources
of phys�cal and mental suffer�ng—such as �nd�gence, d�sease, and the
unk�ndness, worthlessness, or premature loss of objects of affect�on. The
ma�n stress of the problem l�es, therefore, �n the contest w�th these
calam�t�es, from wh�ch �t �s a rare good fortune ent�rely to escape; wh�ch, as
th�ngs now are, cannot be obv�ated, and often cannot be �n any mater�al
degree m�t�gated. Yet no one whose op�n�on deserves a moment's
cons�derat�on can doubt that most of the great pos�t�ve ev�ls of the world are
�n themselves removable, and w�ll, �f human affa�rs cont�nue to �mprove, be
�n the end reduced w�th�n narrow l�m�ts. Poverty, �n any sense �mply�ng
suffer�ng, may be completely ext�ngu�shed by the w�sdom of soc�ety,
comb�ned w�th the good sense and prov�dence of �nd�v�duals. Even that
most �ntractable of enem�es, d�sease, may be �ndef�n�tely reduced �n
d�mens�ons by good phys�cal and moral educat�on, and proper control of



nox�ous �nfluences; wh�le the progress of sc�ence holds out a prom�se for
the future of st�ll more d�rect conquests over th�s detestable foe. And every
advance �n that d�rect�on rel�eves us from some, not only of the chances
wh�ch cut short our own l�ves, but, what concerns us st�ll more, wh�ch
depr�ve us of those �n whom our happ�ness �s wrapt up. As for v�c�ss�tudes
of fortune, and other d�sappo�ntments connected w�th worldly
c�rcumstances, these are pr�nc�pally the effect e�ther of gross �mprudence, of
�ll-regulated des�res, or of bad or �mperfect soc�al �nst�tut�ons. All the grand
sources, �n short, of human suffer�ng are �n a great degree, many of them
almost ent�rely, conquerable by human care and effort; and though the�r
removal �s gr�evously slow—though a long success�on of generat�ons w�ll
per�sh �n the breach before the conquest �s completed, and th�s world
becomes all that, �f w�ll and knowledge were not want�ng, �t m�ght eas�ly be
made—yet every m�nd suff�c�ently �ntell�gent and generous to bear a part,
however small and unconsp�cuous, �n the endeavour, w�ll draw a noble
enjoyment from the contest �tself, wh�ch he would not for any br�be �n the
form of self�sh �ndulgence consent to be w�thout.

And th�s leads to the true est�mat�on of what �s sa�d by the objectors
concern�ng the poss�b�l�ty, and the obl�gat�on, of learn�ng to do w�thout
happ�ness. Unquest�onably �t �s poss�ble to do w�thout happ�ness; �t �s done
�nvoluntar�ly by n�neteen-twent�eths of mank�nd, even �n those parts of our
present world wh�ch are least deep �n barbar�sm; and �t often has to be done
voluntar�ly by the hero or the martyr, for the sake of someth�ng wh�ch he
pr�zes more than h�s �nd�v�dual happ�ness. But th�s someth�ng, what �s �t,
unless the happ�ness of others, or some of the requ�s�tes of happ�ness? It �s
noble to be capable of res�gn�ng ent�rely one's own port�on of happ�ness, or
chances of �t: but, after all, th�s self-sacr�f�ce must be for some end; �t �s not
�ts own end; and �f we are told that �ts end �s not happ�ness, but v�rtue,
wh�ch �s better than happ�ness, I ask, would the sacr�f�ce be made �f the
hero or martyr d�d not bel�eve that �t would earn for others �mmun�ty from
s�m�lar sacr�f�ces? Would �t be made, �f he thought that h�s renunc�at�on of
happ�ness for h�mself would produce no fru�t for any of h�s fellow
creatures, but to make the�r lot l�ke h�s, and place them also �n the cond�t�on
of persons who have renounced happ�ness? All honour to those who can
abnegate for themselves the personal enjoyment of l�fe, when by such
renunc�at�on they contr�bute worth�ly to �ncrease the amount of happ�ness �n



the world; but he who does �t, or professes to do �t, for any other purpose, �s
no more deserv�ng of adm�rat�on than the ascet�c mounted on h�s p�llar. He
may be an �nsp�r�t�ng proof of what men can do, but assuredly not an
example of what they should.

Though �t �s only �n a very �mperfect state of the world's arrangements
that any one can best serve the happ�ness of others by the absolute sacr�f�ce
of h�s own, yet so long as the world �s �n that �mperfect state, I fully
acknowledge that the read�ness to make such a sacr�f�ce �s the h�ghest v�rtue
wh�ch can be found �n man. I w�ll add, that �n th�s cond�t�on of the world,
paradox�cal as the assert�on may be, the consc�ous ab�l�ty to do w�thout
happ�ness g�ves the best prospect of real�z�ng such happ�ness as �s
atta�nable. For noth�ng except that consc�ousness can ra�se a person above
the chances of l�fe, by mak�ng h�m feel that, let fate and fortune do the�r
worst, they have not power to subdue h�m: wh�ch, once felt, frees h�m from
excess of anx�ety concern�ng the ev�ls of l�fe, and enables h�m, l�ke many a
Sto�c �n the worst t�mes of the Roman Emp�re, to cult�vate �n tranqu�ll�ty the
sources of sat�sfact�on access�ble to h�m, w�thout concern�ng h�mself about
the uncerta�nty of the�r durat�on, any more than about the�r �nev�table end.

Meanwh�le, let ut�l�tar�ans never cease to cla�m the moral�ty of self-
devot�on as a possess�on wh�ch belongs by as good a r�ght to them, as e�ther
to the Sto�c or to the Transcendental�st. The ut�l�tar�an moral�ty does
recogn�se �n human be�ngs the power of sacr�f�c�ng the�r own greatest good
for the good of others. It only refuses to adm�t that the sacr�f�ce �s �tself a
good. A sacr�f�ce wh�ch does not �ncrease, or tend to �ncrease, the sum total
of happ�ness, �t cons�ders as wasted. The only self-renunc�at�on wh�ch �t
applauds, �s devot�on to the happ�ness, or to some of the means of
happ�ness, of others; e�ther of mank�nd collect�vely, or of �nd�v�duals w�th�n
the l�m�ts �mposed by the collect�ve �nterests of mank�nd.

I must aga�n repeat, what the assa�lants of ut�l�tar�an�sm seldom have the
just�ce to acknowledge, that the happ�ness wh�ch forms the ut�l�tar�an
standard of what �s r�ght �n conduct, �s not the agent's own happ�ness, but
that of all concerned. As between h�s own happ�ness and that of others,
ut�l�tar�an�sm requ�res h�m to be as str�ctly �mpart�al as a d�s�nterested and
benevolent spectator. In the golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth, we read the
complete sp�r�t of the eth�cs of ut�l�ty. To do as one would be done by, and



to love one's ne�ghbour as oneself, const�tute the �deal perfect�on of
ut�l�tar�an moral�ty. As the means of mak�ng the nearest approach to th�s
�deal, ut�l�ty would enjo�n, f�rst, that laws and soc�al arrangements should
place the happ�ness, or (as speak�ng pract�cally �t may be called) the
�nterest, of every �nd�v�dual, as nearly as poss�ble �n harmony w�th the
�nterest of the whole; and secondly, that educat�on and op�n�on, wh�ch have
so vast a power over human character, should so use that power as to
establ�sh �n the m�nd of every �nd�v�dual an �nd�ssoluble assoc�at�on
between h�s own happ�ness and the good of the whole; espec�ally between
h�s own happ�ness and the pract�ce of such modes of conduct, negat�ve and
pos�t�ve, as regard for the un�versal happ�ness prescr�bes: so that not only he
may be unable to conce�ve the poss�b�l�ty of happ�ness to h�mself,
cons�stently w�th conduct opposed to the general good, but also that a d�rect
�mpulse to promote the general good may be �n every �nd�v�dual one of the
hab�tual mot�ves of act�on, and the sent�ments connected therew�th may f�ll
a large and prom�nent place �n every human be�ng's sent�ent ex�stence. If
the �mpugners of the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty represented �t to the�r own m�nds �n
th�s �ts true character, I know not what recommendat�on possessed by any
other moral�ty they could poss�bly aff�rm to be want�ng to �t: what more
beaut�ful or more exalted developments of human nature any other eth�cal
system can be supposed to foster, or what spr�ngs of act�on, not access�ble
to the ut�l�tar�an, such systems rely on for g�v�ng effect to the�r mandates.

The objectors to ut�l�tar�an�sm cannot always be charged w�th
represent�ng �t �n a d�scred�table l�ght. On the contrary, those among them
who enterta�n anyth�ng l�ke a just �dea of �ts d�s�nterested character,
somet�mes f�nd fault w�th �ts standard as be�ng too h�gh for human�ty. They
say �t �s exact�ng too much to requ�re that people shall always act from the
�nducement of promot�ng the general �nterests of soc�ety. But th�s �s to
m�stake the very mean�ng of a standard of morals, and to confound the rule
of act�on w�th the mot�ve of �t. It �s the bus�ness of eth�cs to tell us what are
our dut�es, or by what test we may know them; but no system of eth�cs
requ�res that the sole mot�ve of all we do shall be a feel�ng of duty; on the
contrary, n�nety-n�ne hundredths of all our act�ons are done from other
mot�ves, and r�ghtly so done, �f the rule of duty does not condemn them. It
�s the more unjust to ut�l�tar�an�sm that th�s part�cular m�sapprehens�on
should be made a ground of object�on to �t, �nasmuch as ut�l�tar�an moral�sts



have gone beyond almost all others �n aff�rm�ng that the mot�ve has noth�ng
to do w�th the moral�ty of the act�on, though much w�th the worth of the
agent. He who saves a fellow creature from drown�ng does what �s morally
r�ght, whether h�s mot�ve be duty, or the hope of be�ng pa�d for h�s trouble:
he who betrays the fr�end that trusts h�m, �s gu�lty of a cr�me, even �f h�s
object be to serve another fr�end to whom he �s under greater obl�gat�ons.[B]

But to speak only of act�ons done from the mot�ve of duty, and �n d�rect
obed�ence to pr�nc�ple: �t �s a m�sapprehens�on of the ut�l�tar�an mode of
thought, to conce�ve �t as �mply�ng that people should f�x the�r m�nds upon
so w�de a general�ty as the world, or soc�ety at large. The great major�ty of
good act�ons are �ntended, not for the benef�t of the world, but for that of
�nd�v�duals, of wh�ch the good of the world �s made up; and the thoughts of
the most v�rtuous man need not on these occas�ons travel beyond the
part�cular persons concerned, except so far as �s necessary to assure h�mself
that �n benef�t�ng them he �s not v�olat�ng the r�ghts—that �s, the leg�t�mate
and author�zed expectat�ons—of any one else. The mult�pl�cat�on of
happ�ness �s, accord�ng to the ut�l�tar�an eth�cs, the object of v�rtue: the
occas�ons on wh�ch any person (except one �n a thousand) has �t �n h�s
power to do th�s on an extended scale, �n other words, to be a publ�c
benefactor, are but except�onal; and on these occas�ons alone �s he called on
to cons�der publ�c ut�l�ty; �n every other case, pr�vate ut�l�ty, the �nterest or
happ�ness of some few persons, �s all he has to attend to. Those alone the
�nfluence of whose act�ons extends to soc�ety �n general, need concern
themselves hab�tually about so large an object. In the case of abst�nences
�ndeed—of th�ngs wh�ch people forbear to do, from moral cons�derat�ons,
though the consequences �n the part�cular case m�ght be benef�c�al—�t
would be unworthy of an �ntell�gent agent not to be consc�ously aware that
the act�on �s of a class wh�ch, �f pract�sed generally, would be generally
�njur�ous, and that th�s �s the ground of the obl�gat�on to absta�n from �t. The
amount of regard for the publ�c �nterest �mpl�ed �n th�s recogn�t�on, �s no
greater than �s demanded by every system of morals; for they all enjo�n to
absta�n from whatever �s man�festly pern�c�ous to soc�ety.

The same cons�derat�ons d�spose of another reproach aga�nst the doctr�ne
of ut�l�ty, founded on a st�ll grosser m�sconcept�on of the purpose of a
standard of moral�ty, and of the very mean�ng of the words r�ght and wrong.
It �s often aff�rmed that ut�l�tar�an�sm renders men cold and



unsympath�z�ng; that �t ch�lls the�r moral feel�ngs towards �nd�v�duals; that
�t makes them regard only the dry and hard cons�derat�on of the
consequences of act�ons, not tak�ng �nto the�r moral est�mate the qual�t�es
from wh�ch those act�ons emanate. If the assert�on means that they do not
allow the�r judgment respect�ng the r�ghtness or wrongness of an act�on to
be �nfluenced by the�r op�n�on of the qual�t�es of the person who does �t, th�s
�s a compla�nt not aga�nst ut�l�tar�an�sm, but aga�nst hav�ng any standard of
moral�ty at all; for certa�nly no known eth�cal standard dec�des an act�on to
be good or bad because �t �s done by a good or a bad man, st�ll less because
done by an am�able, a brave, or a benevolent man or the contrary. These
cons�derat�ons are relevant, not to the est�mat�on of act�ons, but of persons;
and there �s noth�ng �n the ut�l�tar�an theory �ncons�stent w�th the fact that
there are other th�ngs wh�ch �nterest us �n persons bes�des the r�ghtness and
wrongness of the�r act�ons. The Sto�cs, �ndeed, w�th the paradox�cal m�suse
of language wh�ch was part of the�r system, and by wh�ch they strove to
ra�se themselves above all concern about anyth�ng but v�rtue, were fond of
say�ng that he who has that has everyth�ng; that he, and only he, �s r�ch, �s
beaut�ful, �s a k�ng. But no cla�m of th�s descr�pt�on �s made for the v�rtuous
man by the ut�l�tar�an doctr�ne. Ut�l�tar�ans are qu�te aware that there are
other des�rable possess�ons and qual�t�es bes�des v�rtue, and are perfectly
w�ll�ng to allow to all of them the�r full worth. They are also aware that a
r�ght act�on does not necessar�ly �nd�cate a v�rtuous character, and that
act�ons wh�ch are blameable often proceed from qual�t�es ent�tled to pra�se.
When th�s �s apparent �n any part�cular case, �t mod�f�es the�r est�mat�on,
not certa�nly of the act, but of the agent. I grant that they are,
notw�thstand�ng, of op�n�on, that �n the long run the best proof of a good
character �s good act�ons; and resolutely refuse to cons�der any mental
d�spos�t�on as good, of wh�ch the predom�nant tendency �s to produce bad
conduct. Th�s makes them unpopular w�th many people; but �t �s an
unpopular�ty wh�ch they must share w�th every one who regards the
d�st�nct�on between r�ght and wrong �n a ser�ous l�ght; and the reproach �s
not one wh�ch a consc�ent�ous ut�l�tar�an need be anx�ous to repel.

If no more be meant by the object�on than that many ut�l�tar�ans look on
the moral�ty of act�ons, as measured by the ut�l�tar�an standard, w�th too
exclus�ve a regard, and do not lay suff�c�ent stress upon the other beaut�es
of character wh�ch go towards mak�ng a human be�ng loveable or



adm�rable, th�s may be adm�tted. Ut�l�tar�ans who have cult�vated the�r
moral feel�ngs, but not the�r sympath�es nor the�r art�st�c percept�ons, do fall
�nto th�s m�stake; and so do all other moral�sts under the same cond�t�ons.
What can be sa�d �n excuse for other moral�sts �s equally ava�lable for them,
namely, that �f there �s to be any error, �t �s better that �t should be on that
s�de. As a matter of fact, we may aff�rm that among ut�l�tar�ans as among
adherents of other systems, there �s every �mag�nable degree of r�g�d�ty and
of lax�ty �n the appl�cat�on of the�r standard: some are even pur�tan�cally
r�gorous, wh�le others are as �ndulgent as can poss�bly be des�red by s�nner
or by sent�mental�st. But on the whole, a doctr�ne wh�ch br�ngs prom�nently
forward the �nterest that mank�nd have �n the repress�on and prevent�on of
conduct wh�ch v�olates the moral law, �s l�kely to be �nfer�or to no other �n
turn�ng the sanct�ons of op�n�on aga�nst such v�olat�ons. It �s true, the
quest�on, What does v�olate the moral law? �s one on wh�ch those who
recogn�se d�fferent standards of moral�ty are l�kely now and then to d�ffer.
But d�fference of op�n�on on moral quest�ons was not f�rst �ntroduced �nto
the world by ut�l�tar�an�sm, wh�le that doctr�ne does supply, �f not always an
easy, at all events a tang�ble and �ntell�g�ble mode of dec�d�ng such
d�fferences.

It may not be superfluous to not�ce a few more of the common
m�sapprehens�ons of ut�l�tar�an eth�cs, even those wh�ch are so obv�ous and
gross that �t m�ght appear �mposs�ble for any person of candour and
�ntell�gence to fall �nto them: s�nce persons, even of cons�derable mental
endowments, often g�ve themselves so l�ttle trouble to understand the
bear�ngs of any op�n�on aga�nst wh�ch they enterta�n a prejud�ce, and men
are �n general so l�ttle consc�ous of th�s voluntary �gnorance as a defect, that
the vulgarest m�sunderstand�ngs of eth�cal doctr�nes are cont�nually met
w�th �n the del�berate wr�t�ngs of persons of the greatest pretens�ons both to
h�gh pr�nc�ple and to ph�losophy. We not uncommonly hear the doctr�ne of
ut�l�ty �nve�ghed aga�nst as a godless doctr�ne. If �t be necessary to say
anyth�ng at all aga�nst so mere an assumpt�on, we may say that the quest�on
depends upon what �dea we have formed of the moral character of the
De�ty. If �t be a true bel�ef that God des�res, above all th�ngs, the happ�ness
of h�s creatures, and that th�s was h�s purpose �n the�r creat�on, ut�l�ty �s not
only not a godless doctr�ne, but more profoundly rel�g�ous than any other. If



�t be meant that ut�l�tar�an�sm does not recogn�se the revealed w�ll of God as
the supreme law of morals, I answer, that an ut�l�tar�an who bel�eves �n the
perfect goodness and w�sdom of God, necessar�ly bel�eves that whatever
God has thought f�t to reveal on the subject of morals, must fulf�l the
requ�rements of ut�l�ty �n a supreme degree. But others bes�des ut�l�tar�ans
have been of op�n�on that the Chr�st�an revelat�on was �ntended, and �s
f�tted, to �nform the hearts and m�nds of mank�nd w�th a sp�r�t wh�ch should
enable them to f�nd for themselves what �s r�ght, and �ncl�ne them to do �t
when found, rather than to tell them, except �n a very general way, what �t
�s: and that we need a doctr�ne of eth�cs, carefully followed out, to �nterpret
to us the w�ll of God. Whether th�s op�n�on �s correct or not, �t �s
superfluous here to d�scuss; s�nce whatever a�d rel�g�on, e�ther natural or
revealed, can afford to eth�cal �nvest�gat�on, �s as open to the ut�l�tar�an
moral�st as to any other. He can use �t as the test�mony of God to the
usefulness or hurtfulness of any g�ven course of act�on, by as good a r�ght
as others can use �t for the �nd�cat�on of a transcendental law, hav�ng no
connex�on w�th usefulness or w�th happ�ness.

Aga�n, Ut�l�ty �s often summar�ly st�gmat�zed as an �mmoral doctr�ne by
g�v�ng �t the name of Exped�ency, and tak�ng advantage of the popular use
of that term to contrast �t w�th Pr�nc�ple. But the Exped�ent, �n the sense �n
wh�ch �t �s opposed to the R�ght, generally means that wh�ch �s exped�ent
for the part�cular �nterest of the agent h�mself: as when a m�n�ster sacr�f�ces
the �nterest of h�s country to keep h�mself �n place. When �t means anyth�ng
better than th�s, �t means that wh�ch �s exped�ent for some �mmed�ate object,
some temporary purpose, but wh�ch v�olates a rule whose observance �s
exped�ent �n a much h�gher degree. The Exped�ent, �n th�s sense, �nstead of
be�ng the same th�ng w�th the useful, �s a branch of the hurtful. Thus, �t
would often be exped�ent, for the purpose of gett�ng over some momentary
embarrassment, or atta�n�ng some object �mmed�ately useful to ourselves or
others, to tell a l�e. But �nasmuch as the cult�vat�on �n ourselves of a
sens�t�ve feel�ng on the subject of verac�ty, �s one of the most useful, and
the enfeeblement of that feel�ng one of the most hurtful, th�ngs to wh�ch our
conduct can be �nstrumental; and �nasmuch as any, even un�ntent�onal,
dev�at�on from truth, does that much towards weaken�ng the trustworth�ness
of human assert�on, wh�ch �s not only the pr�nc�pal support of all present
soc�al well-be�ng, but the �nsuff�c�ency of wh�ch does more than any one



th�ng that can be named to keep back c�v�l�sat�on, v�rtue, everyth�ng on
wh�ch human happ�ness on the largest scale depends; we feel that the
v�olat�on, for a present advantage, of a rule of such transcendent
exped�ency, �s not exped�ent, and that he who, for the sake of a conven�ence
to h�mself or to some other �nd�v�dual, does what depends on h�m to depr�ve
mank�nd of the good, and �nfl�ct upon them the ev�l, �nvolved �n the greater
or less rel�ance wh�ch they can place �n each other's word, acts the part of
one of the�r worst enem�es. Yet that even th�s rule, sacred as �t �s, adm�ts of
poss�ble except�ons, �s acknowledged by all moral�sts; the ch�ef of wh�ch �s
when the w�thhold�ng of some fact (as of �nformat�on from a male-factor, or
of bad news from a person dangerously �ll) would preserve some one
(espec�ally a person other than oneself) from great and unmer�ted ev�l, and
when the w�thhold�ng can only be effected by den�al. But �n order that the
except�on may not extend �tself beyond the need, and may have the least
poss�ble effect �n weaken�ng rel�ance on verac�ty, �t ought to be recogn�zed,
and, �f poss�ble, �ts l�m�ts def�ned; and �f the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty �s good for
anyth�ng, �t must be good for we�gh�ng these confl�ct�ng ut�l�t�es aga�nst one
another, and mark�ng out the reg�on w�th�n wh�ch one or the other
preponderates.

Aga�n, defenders of ut�l�ty often f�nd themselves called upon to reply to
such object�ons as th�s—that there �s not t�me, prev�ous to act�on, for
calculat�ng and we�gh�ng the effects of any l�ne of conduct on the general
happ�ness. Th�s �s exactly as �f any one were to say that �t �s �mposs�ble to
gu�de our conduct by Chr�st�an�ty, because there �s not t�me, on every
occas�on on wh�ch anyth�ng has to be done, to read through the Old and
New Testaments. The answer to the object�on �s, that there has been ample
t�me, namely, the whole past durat�on of the human spec�es. Dur�ng all that
t�me mank�nd have been learn�ng by exper�ence the tendenc�es of act�ons;
on wh�ch exper�ence all the prudence, as well as all the moral�ty of l�fe, �s
dependent. People talk as �f the commencement of th�s course of exper�ence
had h�therto been put off, and as �f, at the moment when some man feels
tempted to meddle w�th the property or l�fe of another, he had to beg�n
cons�der�ng for the f�rst t�me whether murder and theft are �njur�ous to
human happ�ness. Even then I do not th�nk that he would f�nd the quest�on
very puzzl�ng; but, at all events, the matter �s now done to h�s hand. It �s
truly a wh�ms�cal suppos�t�on, that �f mank�nd were agreed �n cons�der�ng



ut�l�ty to be the test of moral�ty, they would rema�n w�thout any agreement
as to what �s useful, and would take no measures for hav�ng the�r not�ons on
the subject taught to the young, and enforced by law and op�n�on. There �s
no d�ff�culty �n prov�ng any eth�cal standard whatever to work �ll, �f we
suppose un�versal �d�ocy to be conjo�ned w�th �t, but on any hypothes�s
short of that, mank�nd must by th�s t�me have acqu�red pos�t�ve bel�efs as to
the effects of some act�ons on the�r happ�ness; and the bel�efs wh�ch have
thus come down are the rules of moral�ty for the mult�tude, and for the
ph�losopher unt�l he has succeeded �n f�nd�ng better. That ph�losophers
m�ght eas�ly do th�s, even now, on many subjects; that the rece�ved code of
eth�cs �s by no means of d�v�ne r�ght; and that mank�nd have st�ll much to
learn as to the effects of act�ons on the general happ�ness, I adm�t, or rather,
earnestly ma�nta�n. The corollar�es from the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty, l�ke the
precepts of every pract�cal art, adm�t of �ndef�n�te �mprovement, and, �n a
progress�ve state of the human m�nd, the�r �mprovement �s perpetually
go�ng on. But to cons�der the rules of moral�ty as �mprovable, �s one th�ng;
to pass over the �ntermed�ate general�zat�ons ent�rely, and endeavour to test
each �nd�v�dual act�on d�rectly by the f�rst pr�nc�ple, �s another. It �s a
strange not�on that the acknowledgment of a f�rst pr�nc�ple �s �ncons�stent
w�th the adm�ss�on of secondary ones. To �nform a traveller respect�ng the
place of h�s ult�mate dest�nat�on, �s not to forb�d the use of landmarks and
d�rect�on-posts on the way. The propos�t�on that happ�ness �s the end and
a�m of moral�ty, does not mean that no road ought to be la�d down to that
goal, or that persons go�ng th�ther should not be adv�sed to take one
d�rect�on rather than another. Men really ought to leave off talk�ng a k�nd of
nonsense on th�s subject, wh�ch they would ne�ther talk nor l�sten to on
other matters of pract�cal concernment. Nobody argues that the art of
nav�gat�on �s not founded on astronomy, because sa�lors cannot wa�t to
calculate the Naut�cal Almanack. Be�ng rat�onal creatures, they go to sea
w�th �t ready calculated; and all rat�onal creatures go out upon the sea of l�fe
w�th the�r m�nds made up on the common quest�ons of r�ght and wrong, as
well as on many of the far more d�ff�cult quest�ons of w�se and fool�sh. And
th�s, as long as fores�ght �s a human qual�ty, �t �s to be presumed they w�ll
cont�nue to do. Whatever we adopt as the fundamental pr�nc�ple of moral�ty,
we requ�re subord�nate pr�nc�ples to apply �t by: the �mposs�b�l�ty of do�ng
w�thout them, be�ng common to all systems, can afford no argument aga�nst
any one �n part�cular: but gravely to argue as �f no such secondary



pr�nc�ples could be had, and as �f mank�nd had rema�ned t�ll now, and
always must rema�n, w�thout draw�ng any general conclus�ons from the
exper�ence of human l�fe, �s as h�gh a p�tch, I th�nk, as absurd�ty has ever
reached �n ph�losoph�cal controversy.

The rema�nder of the stock arguments aga�nst ut�l�tar�an�sm mostly
cons�st �n lay�ng to �ts charge the common �nf�rm�t�es of human nature, and
the general d�ff�cult�es wh�ch embarrass consc�ent�ous persons �n shap�ng
the�r course through l�fe. We are told that an ut�l�tar�an w�ll be apt to make
h�s own part�cular case an except�on to moral rules, and, when under
temptat�on, w�ll see an ut�l�ty �n the breach of a rule, greater than he w�ll see
�n �ts observance. But �s ut�l�ty the only creed wh�ch �s able to furn�sh us
w�th excuses for ev�l do�ng, and means of cheat�ng our own consc�ence?
They are afforded �n abundance by all doctr�nes wh�ch recogn�se as a fact �n
morals the ex�stence of confl�ct�ng cons�derat�ons; wh�ch all doctr�nes do,
that have been bel�eved by sane persons. It �s not the fault of any creed, but
of the compl�cated nature of human affa�rs, that rules of conduct cannot be
so framed as to requ�re no except�ons, and that hardly any k�nd of act�on
can safely be la�d down as e�ther always obl�gatory or always condemnable.
There �s no eth�cal creed wh�ch does not temper the r�g�d�ty of �ts laws, by
g�v�ng a certa�n lat�tude, under the moral respons�b�l�ty of the agent, for
accommodat�on to pecul�ar�t�es of c�rcumstances; and under every creed, at
the open�ng thus made, self-decept�on and d�shonest casu�stry get �n. There
ex�sts no moral system under wh�ch there do not ar�se unequ�vocal cases of
confl�ct�ng obl�gat�on. These are the real d�ff�cult�es, the knotty po�nts both
�n the theory of eth�cs, and �n the consc�ent�ous gu�dance of personal
conduct. They are overcome pract�cally w�th greater or w�th less success
accord�ng to the �ntellect and v�rtue of the �nd�v�dual; but �t can hardly be
pretended that any one w�ll be the less qual�f�ed for deal�ng w�th them, from
possess�ng an ult�mate standard to wh�ch confl�ct�ng r�ghts and dut�es can
be referred. If ut�l�ty �s the ult�mate source of moral obl�gat�ons, ut�l�ty may
be �nvoked to dec�de between them when the�r demands are �ncompat�ble.
Though the appl�cat�on of the standard may be d�ff�cult, �t �s better than
none at all: wh�le �n other systems, the moral laws all cla�m�ng �ndependent
author�ty, there �s no common ump�re ent�tled to �nterfere between them;
the�r cla�ms to precedence one over another rest on l�ttle better than
soph�stry, and unless determ�ned, as they generally are, by the



unacknowledged �nfluence of cons�derat�ons of ut�l�ty, afford a free scope
for the act�on of personal des�res and part�al�t�es. We must remember that
only �n these cases of confl�ct between secondary pr�nc�ples �s �t requ�s�te
that f�rst pr�nc�ples should be appealed to. There �s no case of moral
obl�gat�on �n wh�ch some secondary pr�nc�ple �s not �nvolved; and �f only
one, there can seldom be any real doubt wh�ch one �t �s, �n the m�nd of any
person by whom the pr�nc�ple �tself �s recogn�zed.

FOOTNOTES:

[A]



The author of th�s essay has reason for bel�ev�ng h�mself to be
the f�rst person who brought the word ut�l�tar�an �nto use. He d�d
not �nvent �t, but adopted �t from a pass�ng express�on �n Mr.
Galt's Annals of the Par�sh. After us�ng �t as a des�gnat�on for
several years, he and others abandoned �t from a grow�ng d�sl�ke
to anyth�ng resembl�ng a badge or watchword of sectar�an
d�st�nct�on. But as a name for one s�ngle op�n�on, not a set of
op�n�ons—to denote the recogn�t�on of ut�l�ty as a standard, not
any part�cular way of apply�ng �t—the term suppl�es a want �n the
language, and offers, �n many cases, a conven�ent mode of
avo�d�ng t�resome c�rcumlocut�on.

[B]

An opponent, whose �ntellectual and moral fa�rness �t �s a
pleasure to acknowledge (the Rev. J. Llewellyn Dav�s), has
objected to th�s passage, say�ng, "Surely the r�ghtness or
wrongness of sav�ng a man from drown�ng does depend very
much upon the mot�ve w�th wh�ch �t �s done. Suppose that a
tyrant, when h�s enemy jumped �nto the sea to escape from h�m,
saved h�m from drown�ng s�mply �n order that he m�ght �nfl�ct
upon h�m more exqu�s�te tortures, would �t tend to clearness to
speak of that rescue as 'a morally r�ght act�on?' Or suppose aga�n,
accord�ng to one of the stock �llustrat�ons of eth�cal �nqu�r�es, that
a man betrayed a trust rece�ved from a fr�end, because the
d�scharge of �t would fatally �njure that fr�end h�mself or some
one belong�ng to h�m, would ut�l�tar�an�sm compel one to call the
betrayal 'a cr�me' as much as �f �t had been done from the meanest
mot�ve?"

I subm�t, that he who saves another from drown�ng �n order to
k�ll h�m by torture afterwards, does not d�ffer only �n mot�ve from
h�m who does the same th�ng from duty or benevolence; the act
�tself �s d�fferent. The rescue of the man �s, �n the case supposed,
only the necessary f�rst step of an act far more atroc�ous than
leav�ng h�m to drown would have been. Had Mr. Dav�s sa�d, "The
r�ghtness or wrongness of sav�ng a man from drown�ng does



depend very much"—not upon the mot�ve, but—"upon the
�ntent�on" no ut�l�tar�an would have d�ffered from h�m. Mr. Dav�s,
by an overs�ght too common not to be qu�te ven�al, has �n th�s
case confounded the very d�fferent �deas of Mot�ve and Intent�on.
There �s no po�nt wh�ch ut�l�tar�an th�nkers (and Bentham pre-
em�nently) have taken more pa�ns to �llustrate than th�s. The
moral�ty of the act�on depends ent�rely upon the �ntent�on—that
�s, upon what the agent w�lls to do. But the mot�ve, that �s, the
feel�ng wh�ch makes h�m w�ll so to do, when �t makes no
d�fference �n the act, makes none �n the moral�ty: though �t makes
a great d�fference �n our moral est�mat�on of the agent, espec�ally
�f �t �nd�cates a good or a bad hab�tual d�spos�t�on—a bent of
character from wh�ch useful, or from wh�ch hurtful act�ons are
l�kely to ar�se.



CHAPTER III.

OF THE ULTIMATE SANCTION OF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY.

The quest�on �s often asked, and properly so, �n regard to any supposed
moral standard—What �s �ts sanct�on? what are the mot�ves to obey �t? or
more spec�f�cally, what �s the source of �ts obl�gat�on? whence does �t der�ve
�ts b�nd�ng force? It �s a necessary part of moral ph�losophy to prov�de the
answer to th�s quest�on; wh�ch, though frequently assum�ng the shape of an
object�on to the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty, as �f �t had some spec�al appl�cab�l�ty to
that above others, really ar�ses �n regard to all standards. It ar�ses, �n fact,
whenever a person �s called on to adopt a standard or refer moral�ty to any
bas�s on wh�ch he has not been accustomed to rest �t. For the customary
moral�ty, that wh�ch educat�on and op�n�on have consecrated, �s the only
one wh�ch presents �tself to the m�nd w�th the feel�ng of be�ng �n �tself
obl�gatory; and when a person �s asked to bel�eve that th�s moral�ty der�ves
�ts obl�gat�on from some general pr�nc�ple round wh�ch custom has not
thrown the same halo, the assert�on �s to h�m a paradox; the supposed
corollar�es seem to have a more b�nd�ng force than the or�g�nal theorem; the
superstructure seems to stand better w�thout, than w�th, what �s represented
as �ts foundat�on. He says to h�mself, I feel that I am bound not to rob or
murder, betray or dece�ve; but why am I bound to promote the general
happ�ness? If my own happ�ness l�es �n someth�ng else, why may I not g�ve
that the preference?

If the v�ew adopted by the ut�l�tar�an ph�losophy of the nature of the
moral sense be correct, th�s d�ff�culty w�ll always present �tself, unt�l the
�nfluences wh�ch form moral character have taken the same hold of the
pr�nc�ple wh�ch they have taken of some of the consequences—unt�l, by the
�mprovement of educat�on, the feel�ng of un�ty w�th our fellow creatures
shall be (what �t cannot be doubted that Chr�st �ntended �t to be) as deeply
rooted �n our character, and to our own consc�ousness as completely a part
of our nature, as the horror of cr�me �s �n an ord�nar�ly well-brought-up



young person. In the mean t�me, however, the d�ff�culty has no pecul�ar
appl�cat�on to the doctr�ne of ut�l�ty, but �s �nherent �n every attempt to
analyse moral�ty and reduce �t to pr�nc�ples; wh�ch, unless the pr�nc�ple �s
already �n men's m�nds �nvested w�th as much sacredness as any of �ts
appl�cat�ons, always seems to d�vest them of a part of the�r sanct�ty.

The pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty e�ther has, or there �s no reason why �t m�ght not
have, all the sanct�ons wh�ch belong to any other system of morals. Those
sanct�ons are e�ther external or �nternal. Of the external sanct�ons �t �s not
necessary to speak at any length. They are, the hope of favour and the fear
of d�spleasure from our fellow creatures or from the Ruler of the Un�verse,
along w�th whatever we may have of sympathy or affect�on for them or of
love and awe of H�m, �ncl�n�ng us to do H�s w�ll �ndependently of self�sh
consequences. There �s ev�dently no reason why all these mot�ves for
observance should not attach themselves to the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty, as
completely and as powerfully as to any other. Indeed, those of them wh�ch
refer to our fellow creatures are sure to do so, �n proport�on to the amount
of general �ntell�gence; for whether there be any other ground of moral
obl�gat�on than the general happ�ness or not, men do des�re happ�ness; and
however �mperfect may be the�r own pract�ce, they des�re and commend all
conduct �n others towards themselves, by wh�ch they th�nk the�r happ�ness
�s promoted. W�th regard to the rel�g�ous mot�ve, �f men bel�eve, as most
profess to do, �n the goodness of God, those who th�nk that conduc�veness
to the general happ�ness �s the essence, or even only the cr�ter�on, of good,
must necessar�ly bel�eve that �t �s also that wh�ch God approves. The whole
force therefore of external reward and pun�shment, whether phys�cal or
moral, and whether proceed�ng from God or from our fellow men, together
w�th all that the capac�t�es of human nature adm�t, of d�s�nterested devot�on
to e�ther, become ava�lable to enforce the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty, �n proport�on
as that moral�ty �s recogn�zed; and the more powerfully, the more the
appl�ances of educat�on and general cult�vat�on are bent to the purpose.

So far as to external sanct�ons. The �nternal sanct�on of duty, whatever
our standard of duty may be, �s one and the same—a feel�ng �n our own
m�nd; a pa�n, more or less �ntense, attendant on v�olat�on of duty, wh�ch �n
properly cult�vated moral natures r�ses, �n the more ser�ous cases, �nto
shr�nk�ng from �t as an �mposs�b�l�ty. Th�s feel�ng, when d�s�nterested, and
connect�ng �tself w�th the pure �dea of duty, and not w�th some part�cular



form of �t, or w�th any of the merely accessory c�rcumstances, �s the essence
of Consc�ence; though �n that complex phenomenon as �t actually ex�sts, the
s�mple fact �s �n general all encrusted over w�th collateral assoc�at�ons,
der�ved from sympathy, from love, and st�ll more from fear; from all the
forms of rel�g�ous feel�ng; from the recollect�ons of ch�ldhood and of all our
past l�fe; from self-esteem, des�re of the esteem of others, and occas�onally
even self-abasement. Th�s extreme compl�cat�on �s, I apprehend, the or�g�n
of the sort of myst�cal character wh�ch, by a tendency of the human m�nd of
wh�ch there are many other examples, �s apt to be attr�buted to the �dea of
moral obl�gat�on, and wh�ch leads people to bel�eve that the �dea cannot
poss�bly attach �tself to any other objects than those wh�ch, by a supposed
myster�ous law, are found �n our present exper�ence to exc�te �t. Its b�nd�ng
force, however, cons�sts �n the ex�stence of a mass of feel�ng wh�ch must be
broken through �n order to do what v�olates our standard of r�ght, and
wh�ch, �f we do nevertheless v�olate that standard, w�ll probably have to be
encountered afterwards �n the form of remorse. Whatever theory we have of
the nature or or�g�n of consc�ence, th�s �s what essent�ally const�tutes �t.

The ult�mate sanct�on, therefore, of all moral�ty (external mot�ves apart)
be�ng a subject�ve feel�ng �n our own m�nds, I see noth�ng embarrass�ng to
those whose standard �s ut�l�ty, �n the quest�on, what �s the sanct�on of that
part�cular standard? We may answer, the same as of all other moral
standards—the consc�ent�ous feel�ngs of mank�nd. Undoubtedly th�s
sanct�on has no b�nd�ng eff�cacy on those who do not possess the feel�ngs �t
appeals to; but ne�ther w�ll these persons be more obed�ent to any other
moral pr�nc�ple than to the ut�l�tar�an one. On them moral�ty of any k�nd has
no hold but through the external sanct�ons. Meanwh�le the feel�ngs ex�st, a
feet �n human nature, the real�ty of wh�ch, and the great power w�th wh�ch
they are capable of act�ng on those �n whom they have been duly cult�vated,
are proved by exper�ence. No reason has ever been shown why they may
not be cult�vated to as great �ntens�ty �n connect�on w�th the ut�l�tar�an, as
w�th any other rule of morals.

There �s, I am aware, a d�spos�t�on to bel�eve that a person who sees �n
moral obl�gat�on a transcendental fact, an object�ve real�ty belong�ng to the
prov�nce of "Th�ngs �n themselves," �s l�kely to be more obed�ent to �t than
one who bel�eves �t to be ent�rely subject�ve, hav�ng �ts seat �n human
consc�ousness only. But whatever a person's op�n�on may be on th�s po�nt of



Ontology, the force he �s really urged by �s h�s own subject�ve feel�ng, and
�s exactly measured by �ts strength. No one's bel�ef that Duty �s an object�ve
real�ty �s stronger than the bel�ef that God �s so; yet the bel�ef �n God, apart
from the expectat�on of actual reward and pun�shment, only operates on
conduct through, and �n proport�on to, the subject�ve rel�g�ous feel�ng. The
sanct�on, so far as �t �s d�s�nterested, �s always �n the m�nd �tself; and the
not�on, therefore, of the transcendental moral�sts must be, that th�s sanct�on
w�ll not ex�st �n the m�nd unless �t �s bel�eved to have �ts root out of the
m�nd; and that �f a person �s able to say to h�mself, That wh�ch �s restra�n�ng
me, and wh�ch �s called my consc�ence, �s only a feel�ng �n my own m�nd,
he may poss�bly draw the conclus�on that when the feel�ng ceases the
obl�gat�on ceases, and that �f he f�nd the feel�ng �nconven�ent, he may
d�sregard �t, and endeavour to get r�d of �t. But �s th�s danger conf�ned to the
ut�l�tar�an moral�ty? Does the bel�ef that moral obl�gat�on has �ts seat
outs�de the m�nd make the feel�ng of �t too strong to be got r�d of? The fact
�s so far otherw�se, that all moral�sts adm�t and lament the ease w�th wh�ch,
�n the general�ty of m�nds, consc�ence can be s�lenced or st�fled. The
quest�on, Need I obey my consc�ence? �s qu�te as often put to themselves by
persons who never heard of the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty, as by �ts adherents.
Those whose consc�ent�ous feel�ngs are so weak as to allow of the�r ask�ng
th�s quest�on, �f they answer �t aff�rmat�vely, w�ll not do so because they
bel�eve �n the transcendental theory, but because of the external sanct�ons.

It �s not necessary, for the present purpose, to dec�de whether the feel�ng
of duty �s �nnate or �mplanted. Assum�ng �t to be �nnate, �t �s an open
quest�on to what objects �t naturally attaches �tself; for the ph�losoph�c
supporters of that theory are now agreed that the �ntu�t�ve percept�on �s of
pr�nc�ples of moral�ty, and not of the deta�ls. If there be anyth�ng �nnate �n
the matter, I see no reason why the feel�ng wh�ch �s �nnate should not be
that of regard to the pleasures and pa�ns of others. If there �s any pr�nc�ple
of morals wh�ch �s �ntu�t�vely obl�gatory, I should say �t must be that. If so,
the �ntu�t�ve eth�cs would co�nc�de w�th the ut�l�tar�an, and there would be
no further quarrel between them. Even as �t �s, the �ntu�t�ve moral�sts,
though they bel�eve that there are other �ntu�t�ve moral obl�gat�ons, do
already bel�eve th�s to be one; for they unan�mously hold that a large
port�on of moral�ty turns upon the cons�derat�on due to the �nterests of our
fellow creatures. Therefore, �f the bel�ef �n the transcendental or�g�n of



moral obl�gat�on g�ves any add�t�onal eff�cacy to the �nternal sanct�on, �t
appears to me that the ut�l�tar�an pr�nc�ple has already the benef�t of �t.

On the other hand, �f, as �s my own bel�ef, the moral feel�ngs are not
�nnate, but acqu�red, they are not for that reason the less natural. It �s natural
to man to speak, to reason, to bu�ld c�t�es, to cult�vate the ground, though
these are acqu�red facult�es. The moral feel�ngs are not �ndeed a part of our
nature, �n the sense of be�ng �n any percept�ble degree present �n all of us;
but th�s, unhapp�ly, �s a fact adm�tted by those who bel�eve the most
strenuously �n the�r transcendental or�g�n. L�ke the other acqu�red capac�t�es
above referred to, the moral faculty, �f not a part of our nature, �s a natural
outgrowth from �t; capable, l�ke them, �n a certa�n small degree, of
spr�ng�ng up spontaneously; and suscept�ble of be�ng brought by cult�vat�on
to a h�gh degree of development. Unhapp�ly �t �s also suscept�ble, by a
suff�c�ent use of the external sanct�ons and of the force of early �mpress�ons,
of be�ng cult�vated �n almost any d�rect�on: so that there �s hardly anyth�ng
so absurd or so m�sch�evous that �t may not, by means of these �nfluences,
be made to act on the human m�nd w�th all the author�ty of consc�ence. To
doubt that the same potency m�ght be g�ven by the same means to the
pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty, even �f �t had no foundat�on �n human nature, would be
fly�ng �n the face of all exper�ence.

But moral assoc�at�ons wh�ch are wholly of art�f�c�al creat�on, when
�ntellectual culture goes on, y�eld by degrees to the d�ssolv�ng force of
analys�s: and �f the feel�ng of duty, when assoc�ated w�th ut�l�ty, would
appear equally arb�trary; �f there were no lead�ng department of our nature,
no powerful class of sent�ments, w�th wh�ch that assoc�at�on would
harmon�ze, wh�ch would make us feel �t congen�al, and �ncl�ne us not only
to foster �t �n others (for wh�ch we have abundant �nterested mot�ves), but
also to cher�sh �t �n ourselves; �f there were not, �n short, a natural bas�s of
sent�ment for ut�l�tar�an moral�ty, �t m�ght well happen that th�s assoc�at�on
also, even after �t had been �mplanted by educat�on, m�ght be analysed
away.

But there �s th�s bas�s of powerful natural sent�ment; and th�s �t �s wh�ch,
when once the general happ�ness �s recogn�zed as the eth�cal standard, w�ll
const�tute the strength of the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty. Th�s f�rm foundat�on �s
that of the soc�al feel�ngs of mank�nd; the des�re to be �n un�ty w�th our



fellow creatures, wh�ch �s already a powerful pr�nc�ple �n human nature, and
happ�ly one of those wh�ch tend to become stronger, even w�thout express
�nculcat�on, from the �nfluences of advanc�ng c�v�l�zat�on. The soc�al state
�s at once so natural, so necessary, and so hab�tual to man, that, except �n
some unusual c�rcumstances or by an effort of voluntary abstract�on, he
never conce�ves h�mself otherw�se than as a member of a body; and th�s
assoc�at�on �s r�veted more and more, as mank�nd are further removed from
the state of savage �ndependence. Any cond�t�on, therefore, wh�ch �s
essent�al to a state of soc�ety, becomes more and more an �nseparable part of
every person's concept�on of the state of th�ngs wh�ch he �s born �nto, and
wh�ch �s the dest�ny of a human be�ng. Now, soc�ety between human
be�ngs, except �n the relat�on of master and slave, �s man�festly �mposs�ble
on any other foot�ng than that the �nterests of all are to be consulted. Soc�ety
between equals can only ex�st on the understand�ng that the �nterests of all
are to be regarded equally. And s�nce �n all states of c�v�l�zat�on, every
person, except an absolute monarch, has equals, every one �s obl�ged to l�ve
on these terms w�th somebody; and �n every age some advance �s made
towards a state �n wh�ch �t w�ll be �mposs�ble to l�ve permanently on other
terms w�th anybody. In th�s way people grow up unable to conce�ve as
poss�ble to them a state of total d�sregard of other people's �nterests. They
are under a necess�ty of conce�v�ng themselves as at least absta�n�ng from
all the grosser �njur�es, and (�f only for the�r own protect�on.) l�v�ng �n a
state of constant protest aga�nst them. They are also fam�l�ar w�th the fact of
co-operat�ng w�th others, and propos�ng to themselves a collect�ve, not an
�nd�v�dual, �nterest, as the a�m (at least for the t�me be�ng) of the�r act�ons.
So long as they are co-operat�ng, the�r ends are �dent�f�ed w�th those of
others; there �s at least a temporary feel�ng that the �nterests of others are
the�r own �nterests. Not only does all strengthen�ng of soc�al t�es, and all
healthy growth of soc�ety, g�ve to each �nd�v�dual a stronger personal
�nterest �n pract�cally consult�ng the welfare of others; �t also leads h�m to
�dent�fy h�s feel�ngs more and more w�th the�r good, or at least w�th an ever
greater degree of pract�cal cons�derat�on for �t. He comes, as though
�nst�nct�vely, to be consc�ous of h�mself as a be�ng who of course pays
regard to others. The good of others becomes to h�m a th�ng naturally and
necessar�ly to be attended to, l�ke any of the phys�cal cond�t�ons of our
ex�stence. Now, whatever amount of th�s feel�ng a person has, he �s urged
by the strongest mot�ves both of �nterest and of sympathy to demonstrate �t,



and to the utmost of h�s power encourage �t �n others; and even �f he has
none of �t h�mself, he �s as greatly �nterested as any one else that others
should have �t. Consequently, the smallest germs of the feel�ng are la�d hold
of and nour�shed by the contag�on of sympathy and the �nfluences of
educat�on; and a complete web of corroborat�ve assoc�at�on �s woven round
�t, by the powerful agency of the external sanct�ons. Th�s mode of
conce�v�ng ourselves and human l�fe, as c�v�l�zat�on goes on, �s felt to be
more and more natural. Every step �n pol�t�cal �mprovement renders �t more
so, by remov�ng the sources of oppos�t�on of �nterest, and levell�ng those
�nequal�t�es of legal pr�v�lege between �nd�v�duals or classes, ow�ng to
wh�ch there are large port�ons of mank�nd whose happ�ness �t �s st�ll
pract�cable to d�sregard. In an �mprov�ng state of the human m�nd, the
�nfluences are constantly on the �ncrease, wh�ch tend to generate �n each
�nd�v�dual a feel�ng of un�ty w�th all the rest; wh�ch feel�ng, �f perfect,
would make h�m never th�nk of, or des�re, any benef�c�al cond�t�on for
h�mself, �n the benef�ts of wh�ch they are not �ncluded. If we now suppose
th�s feel�ng of un�ty to be taught as a rel�g�on, and the whole force of
educat�on, of �nst�tut�ons, and of op�n�on, d�rected, as �t once was �n the case
of rel�g�on, to make every person grow up from �nfancy surrounded on all
s�des both by the profess�on and by the pract�ce of �t, I th�nk that no one,
who can real�ze th�s concept�on, w�ll feel any m�sg�v�ng about the
suff�c�ency of the ult�mate sanct�on for the Happ�ness moral�ty. To any
eth�cal student who f�nds the real�zat�on d�ff�cult, I recommend, as a means
of fac�l�tat�ng �t, the second of M. Comte's two pr�nc�pal works, the Système
de Pol�t�que Pos�t�ve. I enterta�n the strongest object�ons to the system of
pol�t�cs and morals set forth �n that treat�se; but I th�nk �t has
superabundantly shown the poss�b�l�ty of g�v�ng to the serv�ce of human�ty,
even w�thout the a�d of bel�ef �n a Prov�dence, both the phys�cal power and
the soc�al eff�cacy of a rel�g�on; mak�ng �t take hold of human l�fe, and
colour all thought, feel�ng, and act�on, �n a manner of wh�ch the greatest
ascendency ever exerc�sed by any rel�g�on may be but a type and foretaste;
and of wh�ch the danger �s, not that �t should be �nsuff�c�ent, but that �t
should be so excess�ve as to �nterfere unduly w�th human freedom and
�nd�v�dual�ty.

Ne�ther �s �t necessary to the feel�ng wh�ch const�tutes the b�nd�ng force
of the ut�l�tar�an moral�ty on those who recogn�ze �t, to wa�t for those soc�al



�nfluences wh�ch would make �ts obl�gat�on felt by mank�nd at large. In the
comparat�vely early state of human advancement �n wh�ch we now l�ve, a
person cannot �ndeed feel that ent�reness of sympathy w�th all others, wh�ch
would make any real d�scordance �n the general d�rect�on of the�r conduct �n
l�fe �mposs�ble; but already a person �n whom the soc�al feel�ng �s at all
developed, cannot br�ng h�mself to th�nk of the rest of h�s fellow creatures
as struggl�ng r�vals w�th h�m for the means of happ�ness, whom he must
des�re to see defeated �n the�r object �n order that he may succeed �n h�s.
The deeply-rooted concept�on wh�ch every �nd�v�dual even now has of
h�mself as a soc�al be�ng, tends to make h�m feel �t one of h�s natural wants
that there should be harmony between h�s feel�ngs and a�ms and those of h�s
fellow creatures. If d�fferences of op�n�on and of mental culture make �t
�mposs�ble for h�m to share many of the�r actual feel�ngs-perhaps make h�m
denounce and defy those feel�ngs-he st�ll needs to be consc�ous that h�s real
a�m and the�rs do not confl�ct; that he �s not oppos�ng h�mself to what they
really w�sh for, namely, the�r own good, but �s, on the contrary, promot�ng
�t. Th�s feel�ng �n most �nd�v�duals �s much �nfer�or �n strength to the�r
self�sh feel�ngs, and �s often want�ng altogether. But to those who have �t, �t
possesses all the characters of a natural feel�ng. It does not present �tself to
the�r m�nds as a superst�t�on of educat�on, or a law despot�cally �mposed by
the power of soc�ety, but as an attr�bute wh�ch �t would not be well for them
to be w�thout. Th�s conv�ct�on �s the ult�mate sanct�on of the greatest-
happ�ness moral�ty. Th�s �t �s wh�ch makes any m�nd, of well-developed
feel�ngs, work w�th, and not aga�nst, the outward mot�ves to care for others,
afforded by what I have called the external sanct�ons; and when those
sanct�ons are want�ng, or act �n an oppos�te d�rect�on, const�tutes �n �tself a
powerful �nternal b�nd�ng force, �n proport�on to the sens�t�veness and
thoughtfulness of the character; s�nce few but those whose m�nd �s a moral
blank, could bear to lay out the�r course of l�fe on the plan of pay�ng no
regard to others except so far as the�r own pr�vate �nterest compels.



CHAPTER IV.

OF WHAT SORT OF PROOF THE PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY IS
SUSCEPTIBLE.

It has already been remarked, that quest�ons of ult�mate ends do not
adm�t of proof, �n the ord�nary acceptat�on of the term. To be �ncapable of
proof by reason�ng �s common to all f�rst pr�nc�ples; to the f�rst prem�ses of
our knowledge, as well as to those of our conduct. But the former, be�ng
matters of fact, may be the subject of a d�rect appeal to the facult�es wh�ch
judge of fact—namely, our senses, and our �nternal consc�ousness. Can an
appeal be made to the same facult�es on quest�ons of pract�cal ends? Or by
what other faculty �s cogn�zance taken of them?

Quest�ons about ends are, �n other words, quest�ons what th�ngs are
des�rable. The ut�l�tar�an doctr�ne �s, that happ�ness �s des�rable, and the
only th�ng des�rable, as an end; all other th�ngs be�ng only des�rable as
means to that end. What ought to be requ�red of th�s doctr�ne—what
cond�t�ons �s �t requ�s�te that the doctr�ne should fulf�l—to make good �ts
cla�m to be bel�eved?

The only proof capable of be�ng g�ven that an object �s v�s�ble, �s that
people actually see �t. The only proof that a sound �s aud�ble, �s that people
hear �t: and so of the other sources of our exper�ence. In l�ke manner, I
apprehend, the sole ev�dence �t �s poss�ble to produce that anyth�ng �s
des�rable, �s that people do actually des�re �t. If the end wh�ch the ut�l�tar�an
doctr�ne proposes to �tself were not, �n theory and �n pract�ce,
acknowledged to be an end, noth�ng could ever conv�nce any person that �t
was so. No reason can be g�ven why the general happ�ness �s des�rable,
except that each person, so far as he bel�eves �t to be atta�nable, des�res h�s
own happ�ness. Th�s, however, be�ng a fact, we have not only all the proof
wh�ch the case adm�ts of, but all wh�ch �t �s poss�ble to requ�re, that
happ�ness �s a good: that each person's happ�ness �s a good to that person,



and the general happ�ness, therefore, a good to the aggregate of all persons.
Happ�ness has made out �ts t�tle as one of the ends of conduct, and
consequently one of the cr�ter�a of moral�ty.

But �t has not, by th�s alone, proved �tself to be the sole cr�ter�on. To do
that, �t would seem, by the same rule, necessary to show, not only that
people des�re happ�ness, but that they never des�re anyth�ng else. Now �t �s
palpable that they do des�re th�ngs wh�ch, �n common language, are
dec�dedly d�st�ngu�shed from happ�ness. They des�re, for example, v�rtue,
and the absence of v�ce, no less really than pleasure and the absence of
pa�n. The des�re of v�rtue �s not as un�versal, but �t �s as authent�c a fact, as
the des�re of happ�ness. And hence the opponents of the ut�l�tar�an standard
deem that they have a r�ght to �nfer that there are other ends of human
act�on bes�des happ�ness, and that happ�ness �s not the standard of
approbat�on and d�sapprobat�on.

But does the ut�l�tar�an doctr�ne deny that people des�re v�rtue, or
ma�nta�n that v�rtue �s not a th�ng to be des�red? The very reverse. It
ma�nta�ns not only that v�rtue �s to be des�red, but that �t �s to be des�red
d�s�nterestedly, for �tself. Whatever may be the op�n�on of ut�l�tar�an
moral�sts as to the or�g�nal cond�t�ons by wh�ch v�rtue �s made v�rtue;
however they may bel�eve (as they do) that act�ons and d�spos�t�ons are
only v�rtuous because they promote another end than v�rtue; yet th�s be�ng
granted, and �t hav�ng been dec�ded, from cons�derat�ons of th�s descr�pt�on,
what �s v�rtuous, they not only place v�rtue at the very head of the th�ngs
wh�ch are good as means to the ult�mate end, but they also recogn�se as a
psycholog�cal fact the poss�b�l�ty of �ts be�ng, to the �nd�v�dual, a good �n
�tself, w�thout look�ng to any end beyond �t; and hold, that the m�nd �s not �n
a r�ght state, not �n a state conformable to Ut�l�ty, not �n the state most
conduc�ve to the general happ�ness, unless �t does love v�rtue �n th�s manner
—as a th�ng des�rable �n �tself, even although, �n the �nd�v�dual �nstance, �t
should not produce those other des�rable consequences wh�ch �t tends to
produce, and on account of wh�ch �t �s held to be v�rtue. Th�s op�n�on �s not,
�n the smallest degree, a departure from the Happ�ness pr�nc�ple. The
�ngred�ents of happ�ness are very var�ous, and each of them �s des�rable �n
�tself, and not merely when cons�dered as swell�ng an aggregate. The
pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty does not mean that any g�ven pleasure, as mus�c, for
�nstance, or any g�ven exempt�on from pa�n, as for example health, are to be



looked upon as means to a collect�ve someth�ng termed happ�ness, and to be
des�red on that account. They are des�red and des�rable �n and for
themselves; bes�des be�ng means, they are a part of the end. V�rtue,
accord�ng to the ut�l�tar�an doctr�ne, �s not naturally and or�g�nally part of
the end, but �t �s capable of becom�ng so; and �n those who love �t
d�s�nterestedly �t has become so, and �s des�red and cher�shed, not as a
means to happ�ness, but as a part of the�r happ�ness.

To �llustrate th�s farther, we may remember that v�rtue �s not the only
th�ng, or�g�nally a means, and wh�ch �f �t were not a means to anyth�ng else,
would be and rema�n �nd�fferent, but wh�ch by assoc�at�on w�th what �t �s a
means to, comes to be des�red for �tself, and that too w�th the utmost
�ntens�ty. What, for example, shall we say of the love of money? There �s
noth�ng or�g�nally more des�rable about money than about any heap of
gl�tter�ng pebbles. Its worth �s solely that of the th�ngs wh�ch �t w�ll buy; the
des�res for other th�ngs than �tself, wh�ch �t �s a means of grat�fy�ng. Yet the
love of money �s not only one of the strongest mov�ng forces of human l�fe,
but money �s, �n many cases, des�red �n and for �tself; the des�re to possess �t
�s often stronger than the des�re to use �t, and goes on �ncreas�ng when all
the des�res wh�ch po�nt to ends beyond �t, to be compassed by �t, are fall�ng
off. It may be then sa�d truly, that money �s des�red not for the sake of an
end, but as part of the end. From be�ng a means to happ�ness, �t has come to
be �tself a pr�nc�pal �ngred�ent of the �nd�v�dual's concept�on of happ�ness.
The same may be sa�d of the major�ty of the great objects of human l�fe—
power, for example, or fame; except that to each of these there �s a certa�n
amount of �mmed�ate pleasure annexed, wh�ch has at least the semblance of
be�ng naturally �nherent �n them; a th�ng wh�ch cannot be sa�d of money.
St�ll, however, the strongest natural attract�on, both of power and of fame, �s
the �mmense a�d they g�ve to the atta�nment of our other w�shes; and �t �s
the strong assoc�at�on thus generated between them and all our objects of
des�re, wh�ch g�ves to the d�rect des�re of them the �ntens�ty �t often
assumes, so as �n some characters to surpass �n strength all other des�res. In
these cases the means have become a part of the end, and a more �mportant
part of �t than any of the th�ngs wh�ch they are means to. What was once
des�red as an �nstrument for the atta�nment of happ�ness, has come to be
des�red for �ts own sake. In be�ng des�red for �ts own sake �t �s, however,
des�red as part of happ�ness. The person �s made, or th�nks he would be



made, happy by �ts mere possess�on; and �s made unhappy by fa�lure to
obta�n �t. The des�re of �t �s not a d�fferent th�ng from the des�re of
happ�ness, any more than the love of mus�c, or the des�re of health. They
are �ncluded �n happ�ness. They are some of the elements of wh�ch the
des�re of happ�ness �s made up. Happ�ness �s not an abstract �dea, but a
concrete whole; and these are some of �ts parts. And the ut�l�tar�an standard
sanct�ons and approves the�r be�ng so. L�fe would be a poor th�ng, very �ll
prov�ded w�th sources of happ�ness, �f there were not th�s prov�s�on of
nature, by wh�ch th�ngs or�g�nally �nd�fferent, but conduc�ve to, or
otherw�se assoc�ated w�th, the sat�sfact�on of our pr�m�t�ve des�res, become
�n themselves sources of pleasure more valuable than the pr�m�t�ve
pleasures, both �n permanency, �n the space of human ex�stence that they are
capable of cover�ng, and even �n �ntens�ty. V�rtue, accord�ng to the
ut�l�tar�an concept�on, �s a good of th�s descr�pt�on. There was no or�g�nal
des�re of �t, or mot�ve to �t, save �ts conduc�veness to pleasure, and
espec�ally to protect�on from pa�n. But through the assoc�at�on thus formed,
�t may be felt a good �n �tself, and des�red as such w�th as great �ntens�ty as
any other good; and w�th th�s d�fference between �t and the love of money,
of power, or of fame, that all of these may, and often do, render the
�nd�v�dual nox�ous to the other members of the soc�ety to wh�ch he belongs,
whereas there �s noth�ng wh�ch makes h�m so much a bless�ng to them as
the cult�vat�on of the d�s�nterested, love of v�rtue. And consequently, the
ut�l�tar�an standard, wh�le �t tolerates and approves those other acqu�red
des�res, up to the po�nt beyond wh�ch they would be more �njur�ous to the
general happ�ness than promot�ve of �t, enjo�ns and requ�res the cult�vat�on
of the love of v�rtue up to the greatest strength poss�ble, as be�ng above all
th�ngs �mportant to the general happ�ness.

It results from the preced�ng cons�derat�ons, that there �s �n real�ty
noth�ng des�red except happ�ness. Whatever �s des�red otherw�se than as a
means to some end beyond �tself, and ult�mately to happ�ness, �s des�red as
�tself a part of happ�ness, and �s not des�red for �tself unt�l �t has become so.
Those who des�re v�rtue for �ts own sake, des�re �t e�ther because the
consc�ousness of �t �s a pleasure, or because the consc�ousness of be�ng
w�thout �t �s a pa�n, or for both reasons un�ted; as �n truth the pleasure and
pa�n seldom ex�st separately, but almost always together, the same person
feel�ng pleasure �n the degree of v�rtue atta�ned, and pa�n �n not hav�ng



atta�ned more. If one of these gave h�m no pleasure, and the other no pa�n,
he would not love or des�re v�rtue, or would des�re �t only for the other
benef�ts wh�ch �t m�ght produce to h�mself or to persons whom he cared for.

We have now, then, an answer to the quest�on, of what sort of proof the
pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty �s suscept�ble. If the op�n�on wh�ch I have now stated �s
psycholog�cally true—�f human nature �s so const�tuted as to des�re noth�ng
wh�ch �s not e�ther a part of happ�ness or a means of happ�ness, we can have
no other proof, and we requ�re no other, that these are the only th�ngs
des�rable. If so, happ�ness �s the sole end of human act�on, and the
promot�on of �t the test by wh�ch to judge of all human conduct; from
whence �t necessar�ly follows that �t must be the cr�ter�on of moral�ty, s�nce
a part �s �ncluded �n the whole.

And now to dec�de whether th�s �s really so; whether mank�nd do des�re
noth�ng for �tself but that wh�ch �s a pleasure to them, or of wh�ch the
absence �s a pa�n; we have ev�dently arr�ved at a quest�on of fact and
exper�ence, dependent, l�ke all s�m�lar quest�ons, upon ev�dence. It can only
be determ�ned by pract�sed self-consc�ousness and self-observat�on, ass�sted
by observat�on of others. I bel�eve that these sources of ev�dence,
�mpart�ally consulted, w�ll declare that des�r�ng a th�ng and f�nd�ng �t
pleasant, avers�on to �t and th�nk�ng of �t as pa�nful, are phenomena ent�rely
�nseparable, or rather two parts of the same phenomenon; �n str�ctness of
language, two d�fferent modes of nam�ng the same psycholog�cal fact: that
to th�nk of an object as des�rable (unless for the sake of �ts consequences),
and to th�nk of �t as pleasant, are one and the same th�ng; and that to des�re
anyth�ng, except �n proport�on as the �dea of �t �s pleasant, �s a phys�cal and
metaphys�cal �mposs�b�l�ty.

So obv�ous does th�s appear to me, that I expect �t w�ll hardly be
d�sputed: and the object�on made w�ll be, not that des�re can poss�bly be
d�rected to anyth�ng ult�mately except pleasure and exempt�on from pa�n,
but that the w�ll �s a d�fferent th�ng from des�re; that a person of conf�rmed
v�rtue, or any other person whose purposes are f�xed, carr�es out h�s
purposes w�thout any thought of the pleasure he has �n contemplat�ng them,
or expects to der�ve from the�r fulf�lment; and pers�sts �n act�ng on them,
even though these pleasures are much d�m�n�shed, by changes �n h�s
character or decay of h�s pass�ve sens�b�l�t�es, or are outwe�ghed by the



pa�ns wh�ch the pursu�t of the purposes may br�ng upon h�m. All th�s I fully
adm�t, and have stated �t elsewhere, as pos�t�vely and emphat�cally as any
one. W�ll, the act�ve phenomenon, �s a d�fferent th�ng from des�re, the state
of pass�ve sens�b�l�ty, and though or�g�nally an offshoot from �t, may �n t�me
take root and detach �tself from the parent stock; so much so, that �n the
case of an hab�tual purpose, �nstead of w�ll�ng the th�ng because we des�re
�t, we often des�re �t only because we w�ll �t. Th�s, however, �s but an
�nstance of that fam�l�ar fact, the power of hab�t, and �s now�se conf�ned to
the case of v�rtuous act�ons. Many �nd�fferent th�ngs, wh�ch men or�g�nally
d�d from a mot�ve of some sort, they cont�nue to do from hab�t. Somet�mes
th�s �s done unconsc�ously, the consc�ousness com�ng only after the act�on:
at other t�mes w�th consc�ous vol�t�on, but vol�t�on wh�ch has become
hab�tual, and �s put �nto operat�on by the force of hab�t, �n oppos�t�on
perhaps to the del�berate preference, as often happens w�th those who have
contracted hab�ts of v�c�ous or hurtful �ndulgence. Th�rd and last comes the
case �n wh�ch the hab�tual act of w�ll �n the �nd�v�dual �nstance �s not �n
contrad�ct�on to the general �ntent�on preva�l�ng at other t�mes, but �n
fulf�lment of �t; as �n the case of the person of conf�rmed v�rtue, and of all
who pursue del�berately and cons�stently any determ�nate end. The
d�st�nct�on between w�ll and des�re thus understood, �s an authent�c and
h�ghly �mportant psycholog�cal fact; but the fact cons�sts solely �n th�s—
that w�ll, l�ke all other parts of our const�tut�on, �s amenable to hab�t, and
that we may w�ll from hab�t what we no longer des�re for �tself, or des�re
only because we w�ll �t. It �s not the less true that w�ll, �n the beg�nn�ng, �s
ent�rely produced by des�re; �nclud�ng �n that term the repell�ng �nfluence of
pa�n as well as the attract�ve one of pleasure. Let us take �nto cons�derat�on,
no longer the person who has a conf�rmed w�ll to do r�ght, but h�m �n whom
that v�rtuous w�ll �s st�ll feeble, conquerable by temptat�on, and not to be
fully rel�ed on; by what means can �t be strengthened? How can the w�ll to
be v�rtuous, where �t does not ex�st �n suff�c�ent force, be �mplanted or
awakened? Only by mak�ng the person des�re v�rtue—by mak�ng h�m th�nk
of �t �n a pleasurable l�ght, or of �ts absence �n a pa�nful one. It �s by
assoc�at�ng the do�ng r�ght w�th pleasure, or the do�ng wrong w�th pa�n, or
by el�c�t�ng and �mpress�ng and br�ng�ng home to the person's exper�ence
the pleasure naturally �nvolved �n the one or the pa�n �n the other, that �t �s
poss�ble to call forth that w�ll to be v�rtuous, wh�ch, when conf�rmed, acts
w�thout any thought of e�ther pleasure or pa�n. W�ll �s the ch�ld of des�re,



and passes out of the dom�n�on of �ts parent only to come under that of
hab�t. That wh�ch �s the result of hab�t affords no presumpt�on of be�ng
�ntr�ns�cally good; and there would be no reason for w�sh�ng that the
purpose of v�rtue should become �ndependent of pleasure and pa�n, were �t
not that the �nfluence of the pleasurable and pa�nful assoc�at�ons wh�ch
prompt to v�rtue �s not suff�c�ently to be depended on for unerr�ng
constancy of act�on unt�l �t has acqu�red the support of hab�t. Both �n feel�ng
and �n conduct, hab�t �s the only th�ng wh�ch �mparts certa�nty; and �t �s
because of the �mportance to others of be�ng able to rely absolutely on one's
feel�ngs and conduct, and to oneself of be�ng able to rely on one's own, that
the w�ll to do r�ght ought to be cult�vated �nto th�s hab�tual �ndependence. In
other words, th�s state of the w�ll �s a means to good, not �ntr�ns�cally a
good; and does not contrad�ct the doctr�ne that noth�ng �s a good to human
be�ngs but �n so far as �t �s e�ther �tself pleasurable, or a means of atta�n�ng
pleasure or avert�ng pa�n.

But �f th�s doctr�ne be true, the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty �s proved. Whether �t �s
so or not, must now be left to the cons�derat�on of the thoughtful reader.



CHAPTER V.

ON THE CONNEXION BETWEEN JUSTICE AND UTILITY.

In all ages of speculat�on, one of the strongest obstacles to the recept�on
of the doctr�ne that Ut�l�ty or Happ�ness �s the cr�ter�on of r�ght and wrong,
has been drawn from the �dea of Just�ce, The powerful sent�ment, and
apparently clear percept�on, wh�ch that word recalls w�th a rap�d�ty and
certa�nty resembl�ng an �nst�nct, have seemed to the major�ty of th�nkers to
po�nt to an �nherent qual�ty �n th�ngs; to show that the Just must have an
ex�stence �n Nature as someth�ng absolute-gener�cally d�st�nct from every
var�ety of the Exped�ent, and, �n �dea, opposed to �t, though (as �s
commonly acknowledged) never, �n the long run, d�sjo�ned from �t �n fact.

In the case of th�s, as of our other moral sent�ments, there �s no necessary
connex�on between the quest�on of �ts or�g�n, and that of �ts b�nd�ng force.
That a feel�ng �s bestowed on us by Nature, does not necessar�ly leg�t�mate
all �ts prompt�ngs. The feel�ng of just�ce m�ght be a pecul�ar �nst�nct, and
m�ght yet requ�re, l�ke our other �nst�ncts, to be controlled and enl�ghtened
by a h�gher reason. If we have �ntellectual �nst�ncts, lead�ng us to judge �n a
part�cular way, as well as an�mal �nst�ncts that prompt us to act �n a
part�cular way, there �s no necess�ty that the former should be more
�nfall�ble �n the�r sphere than the latter �n the�rs: �t may as well happen that
wrong judgments are occas�onally suggested by those, as wrong act�ons by
these. But though �t �s one th�ng to bel�eve that we have natural feel�ngs of
just�ce, and another to acknowledge them as an ult�mate cr�ter�on of
conduct, these two op�n�ons are very closely connected �n po�nt of fact.
Mank�nd are always pred�sposed to bel�eve that any subject�ve feel�ng, not
otherw�se accounted for, �s a revelat�on of some object�ve real�ty. Our
present object �s to determ�ne whether the real�ty, to wh�ch the feel�ng of
just�ce corresponds, �s one wh�ch needs any such spec�al revelat�on;
whether the just�ce or �njust�ce of an act�on �s a th�ng �ntr�ns�cally pecul�ar,
and d�st�nct from all �ts other qual�t�es, or only a comb�nat�on of certa�n of



those qual�t�es, presented under a pecul�ar aspect. For the purpose of th�s
�nqu�ry, �t �s pract�cally �mportant to cons�der whether the feel�ng �tself, of
just�ce and �njust�ce, �s su� gener�s l�ke our sensat�ons of colour and taste, or
a der�vat�ve feel�ng, formed by a comb�nat�on of others. And th�s �t �s the
more essent�al to exam�ne, as people are �n general w�ll�ng enough to allow,
that object�vely the d�ctates of just�ce co�nc�de w�th a part of the f�eld of
General Exped�ency; but �nasmuch as the subject�ve mental feel�ng of
Just�ce �s d�fferent from that wh�ch commonly attaches to s�mple
exped�ency, and, except �n extreme cases of the latter, �s far more
�mperat�ve �n �ts demands, people f�nd �t d�ff�cult to see, �n Just�ce, only a
part�cular k�nd or branch of general ut�l�ty, and th�nk that �ts super�or
b�nd�ng force requ�res a totally d�fferent or�g�n.

To throw l�ght upon th�s quest�on, �t �s necessary to attempt to ascerta�n
what �s the d�st�ngu�sh�ng character of just�ce, or of �njust�ce: what �s the
qual�ty, or whether there �s any qual�ty, attr�buted �n common to all modes
of conduct des�gnated as unjust (for just�ce, l�ke many other moral
attr�butes, �s best def�ned by �ts oppos�te), and d�st�ngu�sh�ng them from
such modes of conduct as are d�sapproved, but w�thout hav�ng that
part�cular ep�thet of d�sapprobat�on appl�ed to them. If, �n everyth�ng wh�ch
men are accustomed to character�ze as just or unjust, some one common
attr�bute or collect�on of attr�butes �s always present, we may judge whether
th�s part�cular attr�bute or comb�nat�on of attr�butes would be capable of
gather�ng round �t a sent�ment of that pecul�ar character and �ntens�ty by
v�rtue of the general laws of our emot�onal const�tut�on, or whether the
sent�ment �s �nexpl�cable, and requ�res to be regarded as a spec�al prov�s�on
of Nature. If we f�nd the former to be the case, we shall, �n resolv�ng th�s
quest�on, have resolved also the ma�n problem: �f the latter, we shall have to
seek for some other mode of �nvest�gat�ng �t.

To f�nd the common attr�butes of a var�ety of objects, �t �s necessary to
beg�n, by survey�ng the objects themselves �n the concrete. Let us therefore
advert success�vely to the var�ous modes of act�on, and arrangements of
human affa�rs, wh�ch are classed, by un�versal or w�dely spread op�n�on, as
Just or as Unjust. The th�ngs well known to exc�te the sent�ments assoc�ated
w�th those names, are of a very mult�far�ous character. I shall pass them
rap�dly �n rev�ew, w�thout study�ng any part�cular arrangement.



In the f�rst place, �t �s mostly cons�dered unjust to depr�ve any one of h�s
personal l�berty, h�s property, or any other th�ng wh�ch belongs to h�m by
law. Here, therefore, �s one �nstance of the appl�cat�on of the terms just and
unjust �n a perfectly def�n�te sense, namely, that �t �s just to respect, unjust
to v�olate, the legal r�ghts of any one. But th�s judgment adm�ts of several
except�ons, ar�s�ng from the other forms �n wh�ch the not�ons of just�ce and
�njust�ce present themselves. For example, the person who suffers the
depr�vat�on may (as the phrase �s) have forfe�ted the r�ghts wh�ch he �s so
depr�ved of: a case to wh�ch we shall return presently. But also,

Secondly; the legal r�ghts of wh�ch he �s depr�ved, may be r�ghts wh�ch
ought not to have belonged to h�m; �n other words, the law wh�ch confers
on h�m these r�ghts, may be a bad law. When �t �s so, or when (wh�ch �s the
same th�ng for our purpose) �t �s supposed to be so, op�n�ons w�ll d�ffer as to
the just�ce or �njust�ce of �nfr�ng�ng �t. Some ma�nta�n that no law, however
bad, ought to be d�sobeyed by an �nd�v�dual c�t�zen; that h�s oppos�t�on to �t,
�f shown at all, should only be shown �n endeavour�ng to get �t altered by
competent author�ty. Th�s op�n�on (wh�ch condemns many of the most
�llustr�ous benefactors of mank�nd, and would often protect pern�c�ous
�nst�tut�ons aga�nst the only weapons wh�ch, �n the state of th�ngs ex�st�ng at
the t�me, have any chance of succeed�ng aga�nst them) �s defended, by those
who hold �t, on grounds of exped�ency; pr�nc�pally on that of the
�mportance, to the common �nterest of mank�nd, of ma�nta�n�ng �nv�olate
the sent�ment of subm�ss�on to law. Other persons, aga�n, hold the d�rectly
contrary op�n�on, that any law, judged to be bad, may blamelessly be
d�sobeyed, even though �t be not judged to be unjust, but only �nexped�ent;
wh�le others would conf�ne the l�cence of d�sobed�ence to the case of unjust
laws: but aga�n, some say, that all laws wh�ch are �nexped�ent are unjust;
s�nce every law �mposes some restr�ct�on on the natural l�berty of mank�nd,
wh�ch restr�ct�on �s an �njust�ce, unless leg�t�mated by tend�ng to the�r good.
Among these d�vers�t�es of op�n�on, �t seems to be un�versally adm�tted that
there may be unjust laws, and that law, consequently, �s not the ult�mate
cr�ter�on of just�ce, but may g�ve to one person a benef�t, or �mpose on
another an ev�l, wh�ch just�ce condemns. When, however, a law �s thought
to be unjust, �t seems always to be regarded as be�ng so �n the same way �n
wh�ch a breach of law �s unjust, namely, by �nfr�ng�ng somebody's r�ght;
wh�ch, as �t cannot �n th�s case be a legal r�ght, rece�ves a d�fferent



appellat�on, and �s called a moral r�ght. We may say, therefore, that a second
case of �njust�ce cons�sts �n tak�ng or w�thhold�ng from any person that to
wh�ch he has a moral r�ght.

Th�rdly, �t �s un�versally cons�dered just that each person should obta�n
that (whether good or ev�l) wh�ch he deserves; and unjust that he should
obta�n a good, or be made to undergo an ev�l, wh�ch he does not deserve.
Th�s �s, perhaps, the clearest and most emphat�c form �n wh�ch the �dea of
just�ce �s conce�ved by the general m�nd. As �t �nvolves the not�on of desert,
the quest�on ar�ses, what const�tutes desert? Speak�ng �n a general way, a
person �s understood to deserve good �f he does r�ght, ev�l �f he does wrong;
and �n a more part�cular sense, to deserve good from those to whom he does
or has done good, and ev�l from those to whom he does or has done ev�l.
The precept of return�ng good for ev�l has never been regarded as a case of
the fulf�lment of just�ce, but as one �n wh�ch the cla�ms of just�ce are
wa�ved, �n obed�ence to other cons�derat�ons.

Fourthly, �t �s confessedly unjust to break fa�th w�th any one: to v�olate an
engagement, e�ther express or �mpl�ed, or d�sappo�nt expectat�ons ra�sed by
our own conduct, at least �f we have ra�sed those expectat�ons know�ngly
and voluntar�ly. L�ke the other obl�gat�ons of just�ce already spoken of, th�s
one �s not regarded as absolute, but as capable of be�ng overruled by a
stronger obl�gat�on of just�ce on the other s�de; or by such conduct on the
part of the person concerned as �s deemed to absolve us from our obl�gat�on
to h�m, and to const�tute a forfe�ture of the benef�t wh�ch he has been led to
expect.

F�fthly, �t �s, by un�versal adm�ss�on, �ncons�stent w�th just�ce to be
part�al; to show favour or preference to one person over another, �n matters
to wh�ch favour and preference do not properly apply. Impart�al�ty,
however, does not seem to be regarded as a duty �n �tself, but rather as
�nstrumental to some other duty; for �t �s adm�tted that favour and
preference are not always censurable, and �ndeed the cases �n wh�ch they
are condemned are rather the except�on than the rule. A person would be
more l�kely to be blamed than applauded for g�v�ng h�s fam�ly or fr�ends no
super�or�ty �n good off�ces over strangers, when he could do so w�thout
v�olat�ng any other duty; and no one th�nks �t unjust to seek one person �n
preference to another as a fr�end, connex�on, or compan�on. Impart�al�ty



where r�ghts are concerned �s of course obl�gatory, but th�s �s �nvolved �n
the more general obl�gat�on of g�v�ng to every one h�s r�ght. A tr�bunal, for
example, must be �mpart�al, because �t �s bound to award, w�thout regard to
any other cons�derat�on, a d�sputed object to the one of two part�es who has
the r�ght to �t. There are other cases �n wh�ch �mpart�al�ty means, be�ng
solely �nfluenced by desert; as w�th those who, �n the capac�ty of judges,
preceptors, or parents, adm�n�ster reward and pun�shment as such. There are
cases, aga�n, �n wh�ch �t means, be�ng solely �nfluenced by cons�derat�on for
the publ�c �nterest; as �n mak�ng a select�on among cand�dates for a
Government employment. Impart�al�ty, �n short, as an obl�gat�on of just�ce,
may be sa�d to mean, be�ng exclus�vely �nfluenced by the cons�derat�ons
wh�ch �t �s supposed ought to �nfluence the part�cular case �n hand; and
res�st�ng the sol�c�tat�on of any mot�ves wh�ch prompt to conduct d�fferent
from what those cons�derat�ons would d�ctate.

Nearly all�ed to the �dea of �mpart�al�ty, �s that of equal�ty; wh�ch often
enters as a component part both �nto the concept�on of just�ce and �nto the
pract�ce of �t, and, �n the eyes of many persons, const�tutes �ts essence. But
�n th�s, st�ll more than �n any other case, the not�on of just�ce var�es �n
d�fferent persons, and always conforms �n �ts var�at�ons to the�r not�on of
ut�l�ty. Each person ma�nta�ns that equal�ty �s the d�ctate of just�ce, except
where he th�nks that exped�ency requ�res �nequal�ty. The just�ce of g�v�ng
equal protect�on to the r�ghts of all, �s ma�nta�ned by those who support the
most outrageous �nequal�ty �n the r�ghts themselves. Even �n slave countr�es
�t �s theoret�cally adm�tted that the r�ghts of the slave, such as they are,
ought to be as sacred as those of the master; and that a tr�bunal wh�ch fa�ls
to enforce them w�th equal str�ctness �s want�ng �n just�ce; wh�le, at the
same t�me, �nst�tut�ons wh�ch leave to the slave scarcely any r�ghts to
enforce, are not deemed unjust, because they are not deemed �nexped�ent.
Those who th�nk that ut�l�ty requ�res d�st�nct�ons of rank, do not cons�der �t
unjust that r�ches and soc�al pr�v�leges should be unequally d�spensed; but
those who th�nk th�s �nequal�ty �nexped�ent, th�nk �t unjust also. Whoever
th�nks that government �s necessary, sees no �njust�ce �n as much �nequal�ty
as �s const�tuted by g�v�ng to the mag�strate powers not granted to other
people. Even among those who hold levell�ng doctr�nes, there are as many
quest�ons of just�ce as there are d�fferences of op�n�on about exped�ency.
Some Commun�sts cons�der �t unjust that the produce of the labour of the



commun�ty should be shared on any other pr�nc�ple than that of exact
equal�ty; others th�nk �t just that those should rece�ve most whose needs are
greatest; wh�le others hold that those who work harder, or who produce
more, or whose serv�ces are more valuable to the commun�ty, may justly
cla�m a larger quota �n the d�v�s�on of the produce. And the sense of natural
just�ce may be plaus�bly appealed to �n behalf of every one of these
op�n�ons.

Among so many d�verse appl�cat�ons of the term Just�ce, wh�ch yet �s not
regarded as amb�guous, �t �s a matter of some d�ff�culty to se�ze the mental
l�nk wh�ch holds them together, and on wh�ch the moral sent�ment adher�ng
to the term essent�ally depends. Perhaps, �n th�s embarrassment, some help
may be der�ved from the h�story of the word, as �nd�cated by �ts etymology.

In most, �f not �n all languages, the etymology of the word wh�ch
corresponds to Just, po�nts to an or�g�n connected e�ther w�th pos�t�ve law,
or w�th that wh�ch was �n most cases the pr�m�t�ve form of law-author�tat�ve
custom. Justum �s a form of jussum, that wh�ch has been ordered. Jus �s of
the same or�g�n. D�chanou comes from d�chae, of wh�ch the pr�nc�pal
mean�ng, at least �n the h�stor�cal ages of Greece, was a su�t at law.
Or�g�nally, �ndeed, �t meant only the mode or manner of do�ng th�ngs, but �t
early came to mean the prescr�bed manner; that wh�ch the recogn�zed
author�t�es, patr�archal, jud�c�al, or pol�t�cal, would enforce. Recht, from
wh�ch came r�ght and r�ghteous, �s synonymous w�th law. The or�g�nal
mean�ng, �ndeed, of recht d�d not po�nt to law, but to phys�cal stra�ghtness;
as wrong and �ts Lat�n equ�valents meant tw�sted or tortuous; and from th�s
�t �s argued that r�ght d�d not or�g�nally mean law, but on the contrary law
meant r�ght. But however th�s may be, the fact that recht and dro�t became
restr�cted �n the�r mean�ng to pos�t�ve law, although much wh�ch �s not
requ�red by law �s equally necessary to moral stra�ghtness or rect�tude, �s as
s�gn�f�cant of the or�g�nal character of moral �deas as �f the der�vat�on had
been the reverse way. The courts of just�ce, the adm�n�strat�on of just�ce, are
the courts and the adm�n�strat�on of law. La just�ce, �n French, �s the
establ�shed term for jud�cature. There can, I th�nk, be no doubt that the �dée
mère, the pr�m�t�ve element, �n the format�on of the not�on of just�ce, was
conform�ty to law. It const�tuted the ent�re �dea among the Hebrews, up to
the b�rth of Chr�st�an�ty; as m�ght be expected �n the case of a people whose
laws attempted to embrace all subjects on wh�ch precepts were requ�red,



and who bel�eved those laws to be a d�rect emanat�on from the Supreme
Be�ng. But other nat�ons, and �n part�cular the Greeks and Romans, who
knew that the�r laws had been made or�g�nally, and st�ll cont�nued to be
made, by men, were not afra�d to adm�t that those men m�ght make bad
laws; m�ght do, by law, the same th�ngs, and from the same mot�ves, wh�ch,
�f done by �nd�v�duals w�thout the sanct�on of law, would be called unjust.
And hence the sent�ment of �njust�ce came to be attached, not to all
v�olat�ons of law, but only to v�olat�ons of such laws as ought to ex�st,
�nclud�ng such as ought to ex�st but do not; and to laws themselves, �f
supposed to be contrary to what ought to be law. In th�s manner the �dea of
law and of �ts �njunct�ons was st�ll predom�nant �n the not�on of just�ce,
even when the laws actually �n force ceased to be accepted as the standard
of �t.

It �s true that mank�nd cons�der the �dea of just�ce and �ts obl�gat�ons as
appl�cable to many th�ngs wh�ch ne�ther are, nor �s �t des�red that they
should be, regulated by law. Nobody des�res that laws should �nterfere w�th
the whole deta�l of pr�vate l�fe; yet every one allows that �n all da�ly
conduct a person may and does show h�mself to be e�ther just or unjust. But
even here, the �dea of the breach of what ought to be law, st�ll l�ngers �n a
mod�f�ed shape. It would always g�ve us pleasure, and ch�me �n w�th our
feel�ngs of f�tness, that acts wh�ch we deem unjust should be pun�shed,
though we do not always th�nk �t exped�ent that th�s should be done by the
tr�bunals. We forego that grat�f�cat�on on account of �nc�dental
�nconven�ences. We should be glad to see just conduct enforced and
�njust�ce repressed, even �n the m�nutest deta�ls, �f we were not, w�th reason,
afra�d of trust�ng the mag�strate w�th so unl�m�ted an amount of power over
�nd�v�duals. When we th�nk that a person �s bound �n just�ce to do a th�ng, �t
�s an ord�nary form of language to say, that he ought to be compelled to do
�t. We should be grat�f�ed to see the obl�gat�on enforced by anybody who
had the power. If we see that �ts enforcement by law would be �nexped�ent,
we lament the �mposs�b�l�ty, we cons�der the �mpun�ty g�ven to �njust�ce as
an ev�l, and str�ve to make amends for �t by br�ng�ng a strong express�on of
our own and the publ�c d�sapprobat�on to bear upon the offender. Thus the
�dea of legal constra�nt �s st�ll the generat�ng �dea of the not�on of just�ce,
though undergo�ng several transformat�ons before that not�on, as �t ex�sts �n
an advanced state of soc�ety, becomes complete.



The above �s, I th�nk, a true account, as far as �t goes, of the or�g�n and
progress�ve growth of the �dea of just�ce. But we must observe, that �t
conta�ns, as yet, noth�ng to d�st�ngu�sh that obl�gat�on from moral obl�gat�on
�n general. For the truth �s, that the �dea of penal sanct�on, wh�ch �s the
essence of law, enters not only �nto the concept�on of �njust�ce, but �nto that
of any k�nd of wrong. We do not call anyth�ng wrong, unless we mean to
�mply that a person ought to be pun�shed �n some way or other for do�ng �t;
�f not by law, by the op�n�on of h�s fellow creatures; �f not by op�n�on, by
the reproaches of h�s own consc�ence. Th�s seems the real turn�ng po�nt of
the d�st�nct�on between moral�ty and s�mple exped�ency. It �s a part of the
not�on of Duty �n every one of �ts forms, that a person may r�ghtfully be
compelled to fulf�l �t. Duty �s a th�ng wh�ch may be exacted from a person,
as one exacts a debt. Unless we th�nk that �t m�ght be exacted from h�m, we
do not call �t h�s duty. Reasons of prudence, or the �nterest of other people,
may m�l�tate aga�nst actually exact�ng �t; but the person h�mself, �t �s clearly
understood, would not be ent�tled to compla�n. There are other th�ngs, on
the contrary, wh�ch we w�sh that people should do, wh�ch we l�ke or adm�re
them for do�ng, perhaps d�sl�ke or desp�se them for not do�ng, but yet adm�t
that they are not bound to do; �t �s not a case of moral obl�gat�on; we do not
blame them, that �s, we do not th�nk that they are proper objects of
pun�shment. How we come by these �deas of deserv�ng and not deserv�ng
pun�shment, w�ll appear, perhaps, �n the sequel; but I th�nk there �s no doubt
that th�s d�st�nct�on l�es at the bottom of the not�ons of r�ght and wrong; that
we call any conduct wrong, or employ �nstead, some other term of d�sl�ke or
d�sparagement, accord�ng as we th�nk that the person ought, or ought not, to
be pun�shed for �t; and we say that �t would be r�ght to do so and so, or
merely that �t would be des�rable or laudable, accord�ng as we would w�sh
to see the person whom �t concerns, compelled or only persuaded and
exhorted, to act �n that manner.[C]

Th�s, therefore, be�ng the character�st�c d�fference wh�ch marks off, not
just�ce, but moral�ty �n general, from the rema�n�ng prov�nces of
Exped�ency and Worth�ness; the character �s st�ll to be sought wh�ch
d�st�ngu�shes just�ce from other branches of moral�ty. Now �t �s known that
eth�cal wr�ters d�v�de moral dut�es �nto two classes, denoted by the �ll-
chosen express�ons, dut�es of perfect and of �mperfect obl�gat�on; the latter
be�ng those �n wh�ch, though the act �s obl�gatory, the part�cular occas�ons



of perform�ng �t are left to our cho�ce; as �n the case of char�ty or
benef�cence, wh�ch we are �ndeed bound to pract�se, but not towards any
def�n�te person, nor at any prescr�bed t�me. In the more prec�se language of
ph�losoph�c jur�sts, dut�es of perfect obl�gat�on are those dut�es �n v�rtue of
wh�ch a correlat�ve r�ght res�des �n some person or persons; dut�es of
�mperfect obl�gat�on are those moral obl�gat�ons wh�ch do not g�ve b�rth to
any r�ght. I th�nk �t w�ll be found that th�s d�st�nct�on exactly co�nc�des w�th
that wh�ch ex�sts between just�ce and the other obl�gat�ons of moral�ty. In
our survey of the var�ous popular acceptat�ons of just�ce, the term appeared
generally to �nvolve the �dea of a personal r�ght—a cla�m on the part of one
or more �nd�v�duals, l�ke that wh�ch the law g�ves when �t confers a
propr�etary or other legal r�ght. Whether the �njust�ce cons�sts �n depr�v�ng a
person of a possess�on, or �n break�ng fa�th w�th h�m, or �n treat�ng h�m
worse than he deserves, or worse than other people who have no greater
cla�ms, �n each case the suppos�t�on �mpl�es two th�ngs—a wrong done, and
some ass�gnable person who �s wronged. Injust�ce may also be done by
treat�ng a person better than others; but the wrong �n th�s case �s to h�s
compet�tors, who are also ass�gnable persons. It seems to me that th�s
feature �n the case—a r�ght �n some person, correlat�ve to the moral
obl�gat�on—const�tutes the spec�f�c d�fference between just�ce, and
generos�ty or benef�cence. Just�ce �mpl�es someth�ng wh�ch �t �s not only
r�ght to do, and wrong not to do, but wh�ch some �nd�v�dual person can
cla�m from us as h�s moral r�ght. No one has a moral r�ght to our generos�ty
or benef�cence, because we are not morally bound to pract�se those v�rtues
towards any g�ven �nd�v�dual. And �t w�ll be found, w�th respect to th�s as
w�th respect to every correct def�n�t�on, that the �nstances wh�ch seem to
confl�ct w�th �t are those wh�ch most conf�rm �t. For �f a moral�st attempts,
as some have done, to make out that mank�nd generally, though not any
g�ven �nd�v�dual, have a r�ght to all the good we can do them, he at once, by
that thes�s, �ncludes generos�ty and benef�cence w�th�n the category of
just�ce. He �s obl�ged to say, that our utmost exert�ons are due to our fellow
creatures, thus ass�m�lat�ng them to a debt; or that noth�ng less can be a
suff�c�ent return for what soc�ety does for us, thus class�ng the case as one
of grat�tude; both of wh�ch are acknowledged cases of just�ce. Wherever
there �s a r�ght, the case �s one of just�ce, and not of the v�rtue of
benef�cence: and whoever does not place the d�st�nct�on between just�ce and



moral�ty �n general where we have now placed �t, w�ll be found to make no
d�st�nct�on between them at all, but to merge all moral�ty �n just�ce.

Hav�ng thus endeavoured to determ�ne the d�st�nct�ve elements wh�ch
enter �nto the compos�t�on of the �dea of just�ce, we are ready to enter on the
�nqu�ry, whether the feel�ng, wh�ch accompan�es the �dea, �s attached to �t
by a spec�al d�spensat�on of nature, or whether �t could have grown up, by
any known laws, out of the �dea �tself; and �n part�cular, whether �t can have
or�g�nated �n cons�derat�ons of general exped�ency.

I conce�ve that the sent�ment �tself does not ar�se from anyth�ng wh�ch
would commonly, or correctly, be termed an �dea of exped�ency; but that,
though the sent�ment does not, whatever �s moral �n �t does.

We have seen that the two essent�al �ngred�ents �n the sent�ment of just�ce
are, the des�re to pun�sh a person who has done harm, and the knowledge or
bel�ef that there �s some def�n�te �nd�v�dual or �nd�v�duals to whom harm
has been done.

Now �t appears to me, that the des�re to pun�sh a person who has done
harm to some �nd�v�dual, �s a spontaneous outgrowth from two sent�ments,
both �n the h�ghest degree natural, and wh�ch e�ther are or resemble
�nst�ncts; the �mpulse of self-defence, and the feel�ng of sympathy.

It �s natural to resent, and to repel or retal�ate, any harm done or
attempted aga�nst ourselves, or aga�nst those w�th whom we sympath�ze.
The or�g�n of th�s sent�ment �t �s not necessary here to d�scuss. Whether �t
be an �nst�nct or a result of �ntell�gence, �t �s, we know, common to all
an�mal nature; for every an�mal tr�es to hurt those who have hurt, or who �t
th�nks are about to hurt, �tself or �ts young. Human be�ngs, on th�s po�nt,
only d�ffer from other an�mals �n two part�culars. F�rst, �n be�ng capable of
sympath�z�ng, not solely w�th the�r offspr�ng, or, l�ke some of the more
noble an�mals, w�th some super�or an�mal who �s k�nd to them, but w�th all
human, and even w�th all sent�ent be�ngs. Secondly, �n hav�ng a more
developed �ntell�gence, wh�ch g�ves a w�der range to the whole of the�r
sent�ments, whether self-regard�ng or sympathet�c. By v�rtue of h�s super�or
�ntell�gence, even apart from h�s super�or range of sympathy, a human be�ng
�s capable of apprehend�ng a commun�ty of �nterest between h�mself and the
human soc�ety of wh�ch he forms a part, such that any conduct wh�ch



threatens the secur�ty of the soc�ety generally, �s threaten�ng to h�s own, and
calls forth h�s �nst�nct (�f �nst�nct �t be) of self-defence. The same super�or�ty
of �ntell�gence, jo�ned to the power of sympath�z�ng w�th human be�ngs
generally, enables h�m to attach h�mself to the collect�ve �dea of h�s tr�be,
h�s country, or mank�nd, �n such a manner that any act hurtful to them
rouses h�s �nst�nct of sympathy, and urges h�m to res�stance.

The sent�ment of just�ce, �n that one of �ts elements wh�ch cons�sts of the
des�re to pun�sh, �s thus, I conce�ve, the natural feel�ng of retal�at�on or
vengeance, rendered by �ntellect and sympathy appl�cable to those �njur�es,
that �s, to those hurts, wh�ch wound us through, or �n common w�th, soc�ety
at large. Th�s sent�ment, �n �tself, has noth�ng moral �n �t; what �s moral �s,
the exclus�ve subord�nat�on of �t to the soc�al sympath�es, so as to wa�t on
and obey the�r call. For the natural feel�ng tends to make us resent
�nd�scr�m�nately whatever any one does that �s d�sagreeable to us; but when
moral�zed by the soc�al feel�ng, �t only acts �n the d�rect�ons conformable to
the general good; just persons resent�ng a hurt to soc�ety, though not
otherw�se a hurt to themselves, and not resent�ng a hurt to themselves,
however pa�nful, unless �t be of the k�nd wh�ch soc�ety has a common
�nterest w�th them �n the repress�on of.

It �s no object�on aga�nst th�s doctr�ne to say, that when we feel our
sent�ment of just�ce outraged, we are not th�nk�ng of soc�ety at large, or of
any collect�ve �nterest, but only of the �nd�v�dual case. It �s common enough
certa�nly, though the reverse of commendable, to feel resentment merely
because we have suffered pa�n; but a person whose resentment �s really a
moral feel�ng, that �s, who cons�ders whether an act �s blameable before he
allows h�mself to resent �t—such a person, though he may not say expressly
to h�mself that he �s stand�ng up for the �nterest of soc�ety, certa�nly does
feel that he �s assert�ng a rule wh�ch �s for the benef�t of others as well as for
h�s own. If he �s not feel�ng th�s—�f he �s regard�ng the act solely as �t
affects h�m �nd�v�dually—he �s not consc�ously just; he �s not concern�ng
h�mself about the just�ce of h�s act�ons. Th�s �s adm�tted even by ant�-
ut�l�tar�an moral�sts. When Kant (as before remarked) propounds as the
fundamental pr�nc�ple of morals, 'So act, that thy rule of conduct m�ght be
adopted as a law by all rat�onal be�ngs,' he v�rtually acknowledges that the
�nterest of mank�nd collect�vely, or at least of mank�nd �nd�scr�m�nately,
must be �n the m�nd of the agent when consc�ent�ously dec�d�ng on the



moral�ty of the act. Otherw�se he uses words w�thout a mean�ng: for, that a
rule even of utter self�shness could not poss�bly be adopted by all rat�onal
be�ngs—that there �s any �nsuperable obstacle �n the nature of th�ngs to �ts
adopt�on—cannot be even plaus�bly ma�nta�ned. To g�ve any mean�ng to
Kant's pr�nc�ple, the sense put upon �t must be, that we ought to shape our
conduct by a rule wh�ch all rat�onal be�ngs m�ght adopt w�th benef�t to the�r
collect�ve �nterest.

To recap�tulate: the �dea of just�ce supposes two th�ngs; a rule of conduct,
and a sent�ment wh�ch sanct�ons the rule. The f�rst must be supposed
common to all mank�nd, and �ntended for the�r good. The other (the
sent�ment) �s a des�re that pun�shment may be suffered by those who
�nfr�nge the rule. There �s �nvolved, �n add�t�on, the concept�on of some
def�n�te person who suffers by the �nfr�ngement; whose r�ghts (to use the
express�on appropr�ated to the case) are v�olated by �t. And the sent�ment of
just�ce appears to me to be, the an�mal des�re to repel or retal�ate a hurt or
damage to oneself, or to those w�th whom one sympath�zes, w�dened so as
to �nclude all persons, by the human capac�ty of enlarged sympathy, and the
human concept�on of �ntell�gent self-�nterest. From the latter elements, the
feel�ng der�ves �ts moral�ty; from the former, �ts pecul�ar �mpress�veness,
and energy of self-assert�on.

I have, throughout, treated the �dea of a r�ght res�d�ng �n the �njured
person, and v�olated by the �njury, not as a separate element �n the
compos�t�on of the �dea and sent�ment, but as one of the forms �n wh�ch the
other two elements clothe themselves. These elements are, a hurt to some
ass�gnable person or persons on the one hand, and a demand for pun�shment
on the other. An exam�nat�on of our own m�nds, I th�nk, w�ll show, that
these two th�ngs �nclude all that we mean when we speak of v�olat�on of a
r�ght. When we call anyth�ng a person's r�ght, we mean that he has a val�d
cla�m on soc�ety to protect h�m �n the possess�on of �t, e�ther by the force of
law, or by that of educat�on and op�n�on. If he has what we cons�der a
suff�c�ent cla�m, on whatever account, to have someth�ng guaranteed to h�m
by soc�ety, we say that he has a r�ght to �t. If we des�re to prove that
anyth�ng does not belong to h�m by r�ght, we th�nk th�s done as soon as �t �s
adm�tted that soc�ety ought not to take measures for secur�ng �t to h�m, but
should leave �t to chance, or to h�s own exert�ons. Thus, a person �s sa�d to
have a r�ght to what he can earn �n fa�r profess�onal compet�t�on; because



soc�ety ought not to allow any other person to h�nder h�m from
endeavour�ng to earn �n that manner as much as he can. But he has not a
r�ght to three hundred a-year, though he may happen to be earn�ng �t;
because soc�ety �s not called on to prov�de that he shall earn that sum. On
the contrary, �f he owns ten thousand pounds three per cent. stock, he has a
r�ght to three hundred a-year; because soc�ety has come under an obl�gat�on
to prov�de h�m w�th an �ncome of that amount.

To have a r�ght, then, �s, I conce�ve, to have someth�ng wh�ch soc�ety
ought to defend me �n the possess�on of. If the objector goes on to ask why
�t ought, I can g�ve h�m no other reason than general ut�l�ty. If that
express�on does not seem to convey a suff�c�ent feel�ng of the strength of
the obl�gat�on, nor to account for the pecul�ar energy of the feel�ng, �t �s
because there goes to the compos�t�on of the sent�ment, not a rat�onal only
but also an an�mal element, the th�rst for retal�at�on; and th�s th�rst der�ves
�ts �ntens�ty, as well as �ts moral just�f�cat�on, from the extraord�nar�ly
�mportant and �mpress�ve k�nd of ut�l�ty wh�ch �s concerned. The �nterest
�nvolved �s that of secur�ty, to every one's feel�ngs the most v�tal of all
�nterests. Nearly all other earthly benef�ts are needed by one person, not
needed by another; and many of them can, �f necessary, be cheerfully
foregone, or replaced by someth�ng else; but secur�ty no human be�ng can
poss�bly do w�thout; on �t we depend for all our �mmun�ty from ev�l, and for
the whole value of all and every good, beyond the pass�ng moment; s�nce
noth�ng but the grat�f�cat�on of the �nstant could be of any worth to us, �f we
could be depr�ved of everyth�ng the next �nstant by whoever was
momentar�ly stronger than ourselves. Now th�s most �nd�spensable of all
necessar�es, after phys�cal nutr�ment, cannot be had, unless the mach�nery
for prov�d�ng �t �s kept un�nterm�ttedly �n act�ve play. Our not�on, therefore,
of the cla�m we have on our fellow creatures to jo�n �n mak�ng safe for us
the very groundwork of our ex�stence, gathers feel�ngs round �t so much
more �ntense than those concerned �n any of the more common cases of
ut�l�ty, that the d�fference �n degree (as �s often the case �n psychology)
becomes a real d�fference �n k�nd. The cla�m assumes that character of
absoluteness, that apparent �nf�n�ty, and �ncommensurab�l�ty w�th all other
cons�derat�ons, wh�ch const�tute the d�st�nct�on between the feel�ng of r�ght
and wrong and that of ord�nary exped�ency and �nexped�ency. The feel�ngs
concerned are so powerful, and we count so pos�t�vely on f�nd�ng a



respons�ve feel�ng �n others (all be�ng al�ke �nterested), that ought and
should grow �nto must, and recogn�zed �nd�spensab�l�ty becomes a moral
necess�ty, analogous to phys�cal, and often not �nfer�or to �t �n b�nd�ng force.

If the preced�ng analys�s, or someth�ng resembl�ng �t, be not the correct
account of the not�on of just�ce; �f just�ce be totally �ndependent of ut�l�ty,
and be a standard per se, wh�ch the m�nd can recogn�ze by s�mple
�ntrospect�on of �tself; �t �s hard to understand why that �nternal oracle �s so
amb�guous, and why so many th�ngs appear e�ther just or unjust, accord�ng
to the l�ght �n wh�ch they are regarded. We are cont�nually �nformed that
Ut�l�ty �s an uncerta�n standard, wh�ch every d�fferent person �nterprets
d�fferently, and that there �s no safety but �n the �mmutable, �neffaceable,
and unm�stakeable d�ctates of Just�ce, wh�ch carry the�r ev�dence �n
themselves, and are �ndependent of the fluctuat�ons of op�n�on. One would
suppose from th�s that on quest�ons of just�ce there could be no controversy;
that �f we take that for our rule, �ts appl�cat�on to any g�ven case could leave
us �n as l�ttle doubt as a mathemat�cal demonstrat�on. So far �s th�s from
be�ng the fact, that there �s as much d�fference of op�n�on, and as f�erce
d�scuss�on, about what �s just, as about what �s useful to soc�ety. Not only
have d�fferent nat�ons and �nd�v�duals d�fferent not�ons of just�ce, but, �n the
m�nd of one and the same �nd�v�dual, just�ce �s not some one rule, pr�nc�ple,
or max�m, but many, wh�ch do not always co�nc�de �n the�r d�ctates, and �n
choos�ng between wh�ch, he �s gu�ded e�ther by some extraneous standard,
or by h�s own personal pred�lect�ons.

For �nstance, there are some who say, that �t �s unjust to pun�sh any one
for the sake of example to others; that pun�shment �s just, only when
�ntended for the good of the sufferer h�mself. Others ma�nta�n the extreme
reverse, contend�ng that to pun�sh persons who have atta�ned years of
d�scret�on, for the�r own benef�t, �s despot�sm and �njust�ce, s�nce �f the
matter at �ssue �s solely the�r own good, no one has a r�ght to control the�r
own judgment of �t; but that they may justly be pun�shed to prevent ev�l to
others, th�s be�ng an exerc�se of the leg�t�mate r�ght of self-defence. Mr.
Owen, aga�n, aff�rms that �t �s unjust to pun�sh at all; for the cr�m�nal d�d
not make h�s own character; h�s educat�on, and the c�rcumstances wh�ch
surround h�m, have made h�m a cr�m�nal, and for these he �s not
respons�ble. All these op�n�ons are extremely plaus�ble; and so long as the
quest�on �s argued as one of just�ce s�mply, w�thout go�ng down to the



pr�nc�ples wh�ch l�e under just�ce and are the source of �ts author�ty, I am
unable to see how any of these reasoners can be refuted. For, �n truth, every
one of the three bu�lds upon rules of just�ce confessedly true. The f�rst
appeals to the acknowledged �njust�ce of s�ngl�ng out an �nd�v�dual, and
mak�ng h�m a sacr�f�ce, w�thout h�s consent, for other people's benef�t. The
second rel�es on the acknowledged just�ce of self-defence, and the adm�tted
�njust�ce of forc�ng one person to conform to another's not�ons of what
const�tutes h�s good. The Owen�te �nvokes the adm�tted pr�nc�ple, that �t �s
unjust to pun�sh any one for what he cannot help. Each �s tr�umphant so
long as he �s not compelled to take �nto cons�derat�on any other max�ms of
just�ce than the one he has selected; but as soon as the�r several max�ms are
brought face to face, each d�sputant seems to have exactly as much to say
for h�mself as the others. No one of them can carry out h�s own not�on of
just�ce w�thout trampl�ng upon another equally b�nd�ng. These are
d�ff�cult�es; they have always been felt to be such; and many dev�ces have
been �nvented to turn rather than to overcome them. As a refuge from the
last of the three, men �mag�ned what they called the freedom of the w�ll;
fancy�ng that they could not just�fy pun�sh�ng a man whose w�ll �s �n a
thoroughly hateful state, unless �t be supposed to have come �nto that state
through no �nfluence of anter�or c�rcumstances. To escape from the other
d�ff�cult�es, a favour�te contr�vance has been the f�ct�on of a contract,
whereby at some unknown per�od all the members of soc�ety engaged to
obey the laws, and consented to be pun�shed for any d�sobed�ence to them;
thereby g�v�ng to the�r leg�slators the r�ght, wh�ch �t �s assumed they would
not otherw�se have had, of pun�sh�ng them, e�ther for the�r own good or for
that of soc�ety. Th�s happy thought was cons�dered to get r�d of the whole
d�ff�culty, and to leg�t�mate the �nfl�ct�on of pun�shment, �n v�rtue of another
rece�ved max�m of just�ce, volent� non f�t �njur�a; that �s not unjust wh�ch �s
done w�th the consent of the person who �s supposed to be hurt by �t. I need
hardly remark, that even �f the consent were not a mere f�ct�on, th�s max�m
�s not super�or �n author�ty to the others wh�ch �t �s brought �n to supersede.
It �s, on the contrary, an �nstruct�ve spec�men of the loose and �rregular
manner �n wh�ch supposed pr�nc�ples of just�ce grow up. Th�s part�cular one
ev�dently came �nto use as a help to the coarse ex�genc�es of courts of law,
wh�ch are somet�mes obl�ged to be content w�th very uncerta�n
presumpt�ons, on account of the greater ev�ls wh�ch would often ar�se from
any attempt on the�r part to cut f�ner. But even courts of law are not able to



adhere cons�stently to the max�m, for they allow voluntary engagements to
be set as�de on the ground of fraud, and somet�mes on that of mere m�stake
or m�s�nformat�on.



Aga�n, when the leg�t�macy of �nfl�ct�ng pun�shment �s adm�tted, how
many confl�ct�ng concept�ons of just�ce come to l�ght �n d�scuss�ng the
proper apport�onment of pun�shment to offences. No rule on th�s subject
recommends �tself so strongly to the pr�m�t�ve and spontaneous sent�ment
of just�ce, as the lex tal�on�s, an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.
Though th�s pr�nc�ple of the Jew�sh and of the Mahomedan law has been
generally abandoned �n Europe as a pract�cal max�m, there �s, I suspect, �n
most m�nds, a secret hanker�ng after �t; and when retr�but�on acc�dentally
falls on an offender �n that prec�se shape, the general feel�ng of sat�sfact�on
ev�nced, bears w�tness how natural �s the sent�ment to wh�ch th�s repayment
�n k�nd �s acceptable. W�th many the test of just�ce �n penal �nfl�ct�on �s that
the pun�shment should be proport�oned to the offence; mean�ng that �t
should be exactly measured by the moral gu�lt of the culpr�t (whatever be
the�r standard for measur�ng moral gu�lt): the cons�derat�on, what amount of
pun�shment �s necessary to deter from the offence, hav�ng noth�ng to do
w�th the quest�on of just�ce, �n the�r est�mat�on: wh�le there are others to
whom that cons�derat�on �s all �n all; who ma�nta�n that �t �s not just, at least
for man, to �nfl�ct on a fellow creature, whatever may be h�s offences, any
amount of suffer�ng beyond the least that w�ll suff�ce to prevent h�m from
repeat�ng, and others from �m�tat�ng, h�s m�sconduct.

To take another example from a subject already once referred to. In a co-
operat�ve �ndustr�al assoc�at�on, �s �t just or not that talent or sk�ll should
g�ve a t�tle to super�or remunerat�on? On the negat�ve s�de of the quest�on �t
�s argued, that whoever does the best he can, deserves equally well, and
ought not �n just�ce to be put �n a pos�t�on of �nfer�or�ty for no fault of h�s
own; that super�or ab�l�t�es have already advantages more than enough, �n
the adm�rat�on they exc�te, the personal �nfluence they command, and the
�nternal sources of sat�sfact�on attend�ng them, w�thout add�ng to these a
super�or share of the world's goods; and that soc�ety �s bound �n just�ce
rather to make compensat�on to the less favoured, for th�s unmer�ted
�nequal�ty of advantages, than to aggravate �t. On the contrary s�de �t �s
contended, that soc�ety rece�ves more from the more eff�c�ent labourer; that
h�s serv�ces be�ng more useful, soc�ety owes h�m a larger return for them;
that a greater share of the jo�nt result �s actually h�s work, and not to allow
h�s cla�m to �t �s a k�nd of robbery; that �f he �s only to rece�ve as much as
others, he can only be justly requ�red to produce as much, and to g�ve a



smaller amount of t�me and exert�on, proport�oned to h�s super�or
eff�c�ency. Who shall dec�de between these appeals to confl�ct�ng pr�nc�ples
of just�ce? Just�ce has �n th�s case two s�des to �t, wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble to
br�ng �nto harmony, and the two d�sputants have chosen oppos�te s�des; the
one looks to what �t �s just that the �nd�v�dual should rece�ve, the other to
what �t �s just that the commun�ty should g�ve. Each, from h�s own po�nt of
v�ew, �s unanswerable; and any cho�ce between them, on grounds of just�ce,
must be perfectly arb�trary. Soc�al ut�l�ty alone can dec�de the preference.

How many, aga�n, and how �rreconc�leable, are the standards of just�ce to
wh�ch reference �s made �n d�scuss�ng the repart�t�on of taxat�on. One
op�n�on �s, that payment to the State should be �n numer�cal proport�on to
pecun�ary means. Others th�nk that just�ce d�ctates what they term
graduated taxat�on; tak�ng a h�gher percentage from those who have more to
spare. In po�nt of natural just�ce a strong case m�ght be made for
d�sregard�ng means altogether, and tak�ng the same absolute sum (whenever
�t could be got) from every one: as the subscr�bers to a mess, or to a club, all
pay the same sum for the same pr�v�leges, whether they can all equally
afford �t or not. S�nce the protect�on (�t m�ght be sa�d) of law and
government �s afforded to, and �s equally requ�red by, all, there �s no
�njust�ce �n mak�ng all buy �t at the same pr�ce. It �s reckoned just�ce, not
�njust�ce, that a dealer should charge to all customers the same pr�ce for the
same art�cle, not a pr�ce vary�ng accord�ng to the�r means of payment. Th�s
doctr�ne, as appl�ed to taxat�on, f�nds no advocates, because �t confl�cts
strongly w�th men's feel�ngs of human�ty and percept�ons of soc�al
exped�ency; but the pr�nc�ple of just�ce wh�ch �t �nvokes �s as true and as
b�nd�ng as those wh�ch can be appealed to aga�nst �t. Accord�ngly, �t exerts
a tac�t �nfluence on the l�ne of defence employed for other modes of
assess�ng taxat�on. People feel obl�ged to argue that the State does more for
the r�ch than for the poor, as a just�f�cat�on for �ts tak�ng more from them:
though th�s �s �n real�ty not true, for the r�ch would be far better able to
protect themselves, �n the absence of law or government, than the poor, and
�ndeed would probably be successful �n convert�ng the poor �nto the�r
slaves. Others, aga�n, so far defer to the same concept�on of just�ce, as to
ma�nta�n that all should pay an equal cap�tat�on tax for the protect�on of
the�r persons (these be�ng of equal value to all), and an unequal tax for the
protect�on of the�r property, wh�ch �s unequal. To th�s others reply, that the



all of one man �s as valuable to h�m as the all of another. From these
confus�ons there �s no other mode of extr�cat�on than the ut�l�tar�an.

Is, then, the d�fference between the Just and the Exped�ent a merely
�mag�nary d�st�nct�on? Have mank�nd been under a delus�on �n th�nk�ng that
just�ce �s a more sacred th�ng than pol�cy, and that the latter ought only to
be l�stened to after the former has been sat�sf�ed? By no means. The
expos�t�on we have g�ven of the nature and or�g�n of the sent�ment,
recogn�ses a real d�st�nct�on; and no one of those who profess the most
subl�me contempt for the consequences of act�ons as an element �n the�r
moral�ty, attaches more �mportance to the d�st�nct�on than I do. Wh�le I
d�spute the pretens�ons of any theory wh�ch sets up an �mag�nary standard
of just�ce not grounded on ut�l�ty, I account the just�ce wh�ch �s grounded on
ut�l�ty to be the ch�ef part, and �ncomparably the most sacred and b�nd�ng
part, of all moral�ty. Just�ce �s a name for certa�n classes of moral rules,
wh�ch concern the essent�als of human well-be�ng more nearly, and are
therefore of more absolute obl�gat�on, than any other rules for the gu�dance
of l�fe; and the not�on wh�ch we have found to be of the essence of the �dea
of just�ce, that of a r�ght res�d�ng �n an �nd�v�dual, �mpl�es and test�f�es to
th�s more b�nd�ng obl�gat�on.

The moral rules wh�ch forb�d mank�nd to hurt one another (�n wh�ch we
must never forget to �nclude wrongful �nterference w�th each other's
freedom) are more v�tal to human well-be�ng than any max�ms, however
�mportant, wh�ch only po�nt out the best mode of manag�ng some
department of human affa�rs. They have also the pecul�ar�ty, that they are
the ma�n element �n determ�n�ng the whole of the soc�al feel�ngs of
mank�nd. It �s the�r observance wh�ch alone preserves peace among human
be�ngs: �f obed�ence to them were not the rule, and d�sobed�ence the
except�on, every one would see �n every one else a probable enemy, aga�nst
whom he must be perpetually guard�ng h�mself. What �s hardly less
�mportant, these are the precepts wh�ch mank�nd have the strongest and the
most d�rect �nducements for �mpress�ng upon one another. By merely g�v�ng
to each other prudent�al �nstruct�on or exhortat�on, they may ga�n, or th�nk
they ga�n, noth�ng: �n �nculcat�ng on each other the duty of pos�t�ve
benef�cence they have an unm�stakeable �nterest, but far less �n degree: a
person may poss�bly not need the benef�ts of others; but he always needs



that they should not do h�m hurt. Thus the moral�t�es wh�ch protect every
�nd�v�dual from be�ng harmed by others, e�ther d�rectly or by be�ng
h�ndered �n h�s freedom of pursu�ng h�s own good, are at once those wh�ch
he h�mself has most at heart, and those wh�ch he has the strongest �nterest �n
publ�sh�ng and enforc�ng by word and deed. It �s by a person's observance
of these, that h�s f�tness to ex�st as one of the fellowsh�p of human be�ngs, �s
tested and dec�ded; for on that depends h�s be�ng a nu�sance or not to those
w�th whom he �s �n contact. Now �t �s these moral�t�es pr�mar�ly, wh�ch
compose the obl�gat�ons of just�ce. The most marked cases of �njust�ce, and
those wh�ch g�ve the tone to the feel�ng of repugnance wh�ch character�zes
the sent�ment, are acts of wrongful aggress�on, or wrongful exerc�se of
power over some one; the next are those wh�ch cons�st �n wrongfully
w�thhold�ng from h�m someth�ng wh�ch �s h�s due; �n both cases, �nfl�ct�ng
on h�m a pos�t�ve hurt, e�ther �n the form of d�rect suffer�ng, or of the
pr�vat�on of some good wh�ch he had reasonable ground, e�ther of a
phys�cal or of a soc�al k�nd, for count�ng upon.

The same powerful mot�ves wh�ch command the observance of these
pr�mary moral�t�es, enjo�n the pun�shment of those who v�olate them; and as
the �mpulses of self-defence, of defence of others, and of vengeance, are all
called forth aga�nst such persons, retr�but�on, or ev�l for ev�l, becomes
closely connected w�th the sent�ment of just�ce, and �s un�versally �ncluded
�n the �dea. Good for good �s also one of the d�ctates of just�ce; and th�s,
though �ts soc�al ut�l�ty �s ev�dent, and though �t carr�es w�th �t a natural
human feel�ng, has not at f�rst s�ght that obv�ous connex�on w�th hurt or
�njury, wh�ch, ex�st�ng �n the most elementary cases of just and unjust, �s the
source of the character�st�c �ntens�ty of the sent�ment. But the connex�on,
though less obv�ous, �s not less real. He who accepts benef�ts, and den�es a
return of them when needed, �nfl�cts a real hurt, by d�sappo�nt�ng one of the
most natural and reasonable of expectat�ons, and one wh�ch he must at least
tac�tly have encouraged, otherw�se the benef�ts would seldom have been
conferred. The �mportant rank, among human ev�ls and wrongs, of the
d�sappo�ntment of expectat�on, �s shown �n the fact that �t const�tutes the
pr�nc�pal cr�m�nal�ty of two such h�ghly �mmoral acts as a breach of
fr�endsh�p and a breach of prom�se. Few hurts wh�ch human be�ngs can
susta�n are greater, and none wound more, than when that on wh�ch they
hab�tually and w�th full assurance rel�ed, fa�ls them �n the hour of need; and



few wrongs are greater than th�s mere w�thhold�ng of good; none exc�te
more resentment, e�ther �n the person suffer�ng, or �n a sympath�z�ng
spectator. The pr�nc�ple, therefore, of g�v�ng to each what they deserve, that
�s, good for good as well as ev�l for ev�l, �s not only �ncluded w�th�n the �dea
of Just�ce as we have def�ned �t, but �s a proper object of that �ntens�ty of
sent�ment, wh�ch places the Just, �n human est�mat�on, above the s�mply
Exped�ent.

Most of the max�ms of just�ce current �n the world, and commonly
appealed to �n �ts transact�ons, are s�mply �nstrumental to carry�ng �nto
effect the pr�nc�ples of just�ce wh�ch we have now spoken of. That a person
�s only respons�ble for what he has done voluntar�ly, or could voluntar�ly
have avo�ded; that �t �s unjust to condemn any person unheard; that the
pun�shment ought to be proport�oned to the offence, and the l�ke, are
max�ms �ntended to prevent the just pr�nc�ple of ev�l for ev�l from be�ng
perverted to the �nfl�ct�on of ev�l w�thout that just�f�cat�on. The greater part
of these common max�ms have come �nto use from the pract�ce of courts of
just�ce, wh�ch have been naturally led to a more complete recogn�t�on and
elaborat�on than was l�kely to suggest �tself to others, of the rules necessary
to enable them to fulf�l the�r double funct�on, of �nfl�ct�ng pun�shment when
due, and of award�ng to each person h�s r�ght.

That f�rst of jud�c�al v�rtues, �mpart�al�ty, �s an obl�gat�on of just�ce,
partly for the reason last ment�oned; as be�ng a necessary cond�t�on of the
fulf�lment of the other obl�gat�ons of just�ce. But th�s �s not the only source
of the exalted rank, among human obl�gat�ons, of those max�ms of equal�ty
and �mpart�al�ty, wh�ch, both �n popular est�mat�on and �n that of the most
enl�ghtened, are �ncluded among the precepts of just�ce. In one po�nt of
v�ew, they may be cons�dered as corollar�es from the pr�nc�ples already la�d
down. If �t �s a duty to do to each accord�ng to h�s deserts, return�ng good
for good as well as repress�ng ev�l by ev�l, �t necessar�ly follows that we
should treat all equally well (when no h�gher duty forb�ds) who have
deserved equally well of us, and that soc�ety should treat all equally well
who have deserved equally well of �t, that �s, who have deserved equally
well absolutely. Th�s �s the h�ghest abstract standard of soc�al and
d�str�but�ve just�ce; towards wh�ch all �nst�tut�ons, and the efforts of all
v�rtuous c�t�zens, should be made �n the utmost poss�ble degree to converge.
But th�s great moral duty rests upon a st�ll deeper foundat�on, be�ng a d�rect



emanat�on from the f�rst pr�nc�ple of morals, and not a mere log�cal
corollary from secondary or der�vat�ve doctr�nes. It �s �nvolved �n the very
mean�ng of Ut�l�ty, or the Greatest-Happ�ness Pr�nc�ple. That pr�nc�ple �s a
mere form of words w�thout rat�onal s�gn�f�cat�on, unless one person's
happ�ness, supposed equal �n degree (w�th the proper allowance made for
k�nd), �s counted for exactly as much as another's. Those cond�t�ons be�ng
suppl�ed, Bentham's d�ctum, 'everybody to count for one, nobody for more
than one,' m�ght be wr�tten under the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty as an explanatory
commentary.[D] The equal cla�m of everybody to happ�ness �n the
est�mat�on of the moral�st and the leg�slator, �nvolves an equal cla�m to all
the means of happ�ness, except �n so far as the �nev�table cond�t�ons of
human l�fe, and the general �nterest, �n wh�ch that of every �nd�v�dual �s
�ncluded, set l�m�ts to the max�m; and those l�m�ts ought to be str�ctly
construed. As every other max�m of just�ce, so th�s, �s by no means appl�ed
or held appl�cable un�versally; on the contrary, as I have already remarked,
�t bends to every person's �deas of soc�al exped�ency. But �n whatever case �t
�s deemed appl�cable at all, �t �s held to be the d�ctate of just�ce. All persons
are deemed to have a r�ght to equal�ty of treatment, except when some
recogn�sed soc�al exped�ency requ�res the reverse. And hence all soc�al
�nequal�t�es wh�ch have ceased to be cons�dered exped�ent, assume the
character not of s�mple �nexped�ency, but of �njust�ce, and appear so
tyrann�cal, that people are apt to wonder how they ever could have been
tolerated; forgetful that they themselves perhaps tolerate other �nequal�t�es
under an equally m�staken not�on of exped�ency, the correct�on of wh�ch
would make that wh�ch they approve seem qu�te as monstrous as what they
have at last learnt to condemn. The ent�re h�story of soc�al �mprovement has
been a ser�es of trans�t�ons, by wh�ch one custom or �nst�tut�on after
another, from be�ng a supposed pr�mary necess�ty of soc�al ex�stence, has
passed �nto the rank of an un�versally st�gmat�zed �njust�ce and tyranny. So
�t has been w�th the d�st�nct�ons of slaves and freemen, nobles and serfs,
patr�c�ans and plebe�ans; and so �t w�ll be, and �n part already �s, w�th the
ar�stocrac�es of colour, race, and sex.

It appears from what has been sa�d, that just�ce �s a name for certa�n
moral requ�rements, wh�ch, regarded collect�vely, stand h�gher �n the scale
of soc�al ut�l�ty, and are therefore of more paramount obl�gat�on, than any
others; though part�cular cases may occur �n wh�ch some other soc�al duty



�s so �mportant, as to overrule any one of the general max�ms of just�ce.
Thus, to save a l�fe, �t may not only be allowable, but a duty, to steal, or
take by force, the necessary food or med�c�ne, or to k�dnap, and compel to
off�c�ate, the only qual�f�ed med�cal pract�t�oner. In such cases, as we do not
call anyth�ng just�ce wh�ch �s not a v�rtue, we usually say, not that just�ce
must g�ve way to some other moral pr�nc�ple, but that what �s just �n
ord�nary cases �s, by reason of that other pr�nc�ple, not just �n the part�cular
case. By th�s useful accommodat�on of language, the character of
�ndefeas�b�l�ty attr�buted to just�ce �s kept up, and we are saved from the
necess�ty of ma�nta�n�ng that there can be laudable �njust�ce.

The cons�derat�ons wh�ch have now been adduced resolve, I conce�ve,
the only real d�ff�culty �n the ut�l�tar�an theory of morals. It has always been
ev�dent that all cases of just�ce are also cases of exped�ency: the d�fference
�s �n the pecul�ar sent�ment wh�ch attaches to the former, as
contrad�st�ngu�shed from the latter. If th�s character�st�c sent�ment has been
suff�c�ently accounted for; �f there �s no necess�ty to assume for �t any
pecul�ar�ty of or�g�n; �f �t �s s�mply the natural feel�ng of resentment,
moral�zed by be�ng made coextens�ve w�th the demands of soc�al good; and
�f th�s feel�ng not only does but ought to ex�st �n all the classes of cases to
wh�ch the �dea of just�ce corresponds; that �dea no longer presents �tself as a
stumbl�ng-block to the ut�l�tar�an eth�cs. Just�ce rema�ns the appropr�ate
name for certa�n soc�al ut�l�t�es wh�ch are vastly more �mportant, and
therefore more absolute and �mperat�ve, than any others are as a class
(though not more so than others may be �n part�cular cases); and wh�ch,
therefore, ought to be, as well as naturally are, guarded by a sent�ment not
only d�fferent �n degree, but also �n k�nd; d�st�ngu�shed from the m�lder
feel�ng wh�ch attaches to the mere �dea of promot�ng human pleasure or
conven�ence, at once by the more def�n�te nature of �ts commands, and by
the sterner character of �ts sanct�ons.

THE END.



FOOTNOTES:

[C]

See th�s po�nt enforced and �llustrated by Professor Ba�n, �n an
adm�rable chapter (ent�tled "The Eth�cal Emot�ons, or the Moral
Sense") of the second of the two treat�ses compos�ng h�s elaborate
and profound work on the M�nd.

[D]

Th�s �mpl�cat�on, �n the f�rst pr�nc�ple of the ut�l�tar�an scheme,
of perfect �mpart�al�ty between persons, �s regarded by Mr.
Herbert Spencer (�n h�s Soc�al Stat�cs) as a d�sproof of the
pretent�ons of ut�l�ty to be a suff�c�ent gu�de to r�ght; s�nce (he
says) the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty presupposes the anter�or pr�nc�ple,
that everybody has an equal r�ght to happ�ness. It may be more
correctly descr�bed as suppos�ng that equal amounts of happ�ness
are equally des�rable, whether felt by the same or by d�fferent
persons. Th�s, however, �s not a pre-suppos�t�on; not a prem�se
needful to support the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty, but the very pr�nc�ple
�tself; for what �s the pr�nc�ple of ut�l�ty, �f �t be not that
'happ�ness' and 'des�rable' are synonymous terms? If there �s any
anter�or pr�nc�ple �mpl�ed, �t can be no other than th�s, that the
truths of ar�thmet�c are appl�cable to the valuat�on of happ�ness,
as of all other measurable quant�t�es.

[Mr. Herbert Spencer, �n a pr�vate commun�cat�on on the
subject of the preced�ng Note, objects to be�ng cons�dered an
opponent of Ut�l�tar�an�sm; and states that he regards happ�ness as
the ult�mate end of moral�ty; but deems that end only part�ally
atta�nable by emp�r�cal general�zat�ons from the observed results
of conduct, and completely atta�nable only by deduc�ng, from the
laws of l�fe and the cond�t�ons of ex�stence, what k�nds of act�on
necessar�ly tend to produce happ�ness, and what k�nds to produce
unhapp�ness. W�th the except�on of the word "necessar�ly," I have
no d�ssent to express from th�s doctr�ne; and (om�tt�ng that word)
I am not aware that any modern advocate of ut�l�tar�an�sm �s of a
d�fferent op�n�on. Bentham, certa�nly, to whom �n the Soc�al



Stat�cs Mr. Spencer part�cularly referred, �s, least of all wr�ters,
chargeable w�th unw�ll�ngness to deduce the effect of act�ons on
happ�ness from the laws of human nature and the un�versal
cond�t�ons of human l�fe. The common charge aga�nst h�m �s of
rely�ng too exclus�vely upon such deduct�ons, and decl�n�ng
altogether to be bound by the general�zat�ons from spec�f�c
exper�ence wh�ch Mr. Spencer th�nks that ut�l�tar�ans generally
conf�ne themselves to. My own op�n�on (and, as I collect, Mr.
Spencer's) �s, that �n eth�cs, as �n all other branches of sc�ent�f�c
study, the cons�l�ence of the results of both these processes, each
corroborat�ng and ver�fy�ng the other, �s requ�s�te to g�ve to any
general propos�t�on the k�nd and degree of ev�dence wh�ch
const�tutes sc�ent�f�c proof.]
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