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Jeremy Bentham

An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789)

Chapter I: Of the Principle of Utility.

Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for
them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do. On the one hand
the standard of right and wrong, on the other the chain of causes and effects, are fastened to their throne.
They govern us in all we do, in all we say, in all we think: every effort we can make to throw off our
subjection, will serve but to demonstrate and confirm it. In words a man may pretend to abjure their
empire: but in reality he will remain subject to it all the while. The principle of utility* recognizes this
subjection, and assumes it for the foundation of that system, the object of which is to rear the fabric of
felicity by the hands of reason and of law. Systems which attempt to question it, deal in sounds instead

of sense, in caprice instead of reason, in darkness instead of light.
But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by such means that moral science is to be improved.
II.

The principle of utility is the foundation of the present work: it will be proper therefore at the outset to
give an explicit and determinate account of what is meant by it. By the principle of utility is meant that
principle which approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever, according to the tendency which it
appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party whose interest is in question: or,
what is the same thing in other words, to promote or to oppose that happiness. I say of every action
whatsoever; and therefore not only of every action of a private individual, but of every measure of

government.
I11.

By utility is meant that property in any object, whereby it tends to produce benefit, advantage, pleasure,
good, or happiness (all this in the present case comes to the same thing), or (what comes again to the
same thing) to prevent the happening of mischief, pain, evil, or unhappiness to the party whose interest
is considered: if that party be the community in general, then the happiness of the community: if a

particular individual, then the happiness of that individual.
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Iv.

The interest of the community is one of the most general expressions that can occur in the phraseology
of morals: no wonder that the meaning of it is often lost. When it has a meaning, it is this. The
community is a fictitious body, composed of the individual persons who are considered as constituting
as it were its members. The interest of the community then is, what? — the sum of the interests of the

several members who compose it.

V.

It is in vain to talk of the interest of the community, without understanding what is the interest of the
individual. A thing is said to promote the interest, or to be for the interest, of an individual, when it
tends to add to the sum total of his pleasures: or, what comes to the same thing, to diminish the sum

total of his pains.

VI.

An action then may be said to be conformable to the principle of utility, or, for shortness sake, to utility
(meaning with respect to the community at large), when the tendency it has to augment the happiness

of the community is greater than any it has to diminish it.

VII.

A measure of government (which is but a particular kind of action, performed by a particular person or
persons) may be said to be conformable to or dictated by the principle of utility, when in like manner
the tendency which it has to augment the happiness of the community is greater than any which it has

to diminish it.

VIII.

When an action, or in particular a measure of government, is supposed by a man to be conformable to
the principle of utility, it may be convenient, for the purposes of discourse, to imagine a kind of law or
dictate, called a law or dictate of utility: and to speak of the action in question, as being conformable to

such law or dictate.

IX.
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A man may be said to be a partisan of the principle of utility, when the approbation or disapprobation
he annexes to any action, or to any measure, is determined, by and proportioned to the tendency which
he conceives it to have to augment or to diminish the happiness of the community: or in other words,

to its conformity or unconformity to the laws or dictates of utility.
X.

Of an action that is conformable to the principle of utility, one may always say either that it is one that
ought to be done, or at least that it is not one that ought not to be done. One may say also, that it is right
it should be done; at least that it is not wrong it should be done: that it is a right action; at least that it
is not a wrong action. When thus interpreted, the words ought, and right and wrong, and others of that

stamp, have a meaning: when otherwise, they have none.
XI.

Has the rectitude of this principle been ever formally contested? It should seem that it had, by those
who have not known what they have been meaning. Is it susceptible of any direct proof? It should seem
not: for that which is used to prove everything else, cannot itself be proved: a chain of proofs must have

their commencement somewhere. To give such proof is as impossible as it is needless.
XII.

Not that there is or ever has been that human creature breathing, however stupid or perverse, who has
not on many, perhaps on most occasions of his life, deferred to it. By the natural constitution of the
human frame, on most occasions of their lives men in general embrace this principle, without thinking
of it: if not for the ordering of their own actions, yet for the trying of their own actions, as well as of those
of other men. There have been, at the same time, not many, perhaps, even of the most intelligent, who
have been disposed to embrace it purely and without reserve. There are even few who have not taken
some occasion or other to quarrel with it, either on account of their not understanding always how to
apply it, or on account of some prejudice or other which they were afraid to examine into, or could not
bear to part with. For such is the stuff that man is made of: in principle and in practice, in a right track

and in a wrong one, the rarest of all human qualities is consistency.
XTII1.

When a man attempts to combat the principle of utility, it is with reasons drawn, without his being

aware of it, from that very principle itself.2 His arguments, if they prove any thing, prove not that the
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principle is wrong, but that, according to the applications he supposes to be made of it, it is misapplied.

Is it possible for a man to move the earth? Yes; but he must first find out another earth to stand upon.
XI1V.

To disprove the propriety of it by arguments is impossible; but, from the causes that have been
mentioned, or from some confused or partial view of it, a man may happen to be disposed not to relish
it. Where this is the case, if he thinks the settling of his opinions on such a subject worth the trouble, let

him take the following steps, and at length, perhaps, he may come to reconcile himself to it.

1. Let him settle with himself, whether he would wish to discard his principle altogether; if so, let him

consider what it is that all his reasonings (in matters of politics especially) can amount to?

2. If he would, let him settle with himself, whether he would judge and act without any principle, or

whether there is any other he would judge and act by?

3. If there be, let him examine and satisfy himself whether the principle he thinks he has found is really
any separate intelligible principle; or whether it be not a mere principle in words, a kind of phrase,
which at bottom expresses neither more nor less than the mere averment of his own unfounded

sentiments; that is, what in another person he might be apt to call caprice?

4. If he is inclined to think that his own approbation or disapprobation, annexed to the idea of an act,
without any regard to its consequences, is a sufficient foundation for him to judge and act upon, let him
ask himself whether his sentiment is to be a standard of right and wrong, with respect to every other

man, or whether every man’s sentiment has the same privilege of being a standard to itself?

5. In the first case, let him ask himself whether his principle is not despotic, and hostile to all the rest of

human race?

6. In the second case, whether it is not anarchic, and whether at this rate there are not as many different
standards of right and wrong as there are men? and whether even to the same man, the same thing,
which is right to-day, may not (without the least change in its nature) be wrong to-morrow? and whether
the same thing is not right and wrong in the same place at the same time? and in either case, whether
all argument is not at an end? and whether, when two men have said, “I like this,” and “I don’t like it,”

they can (upon such a principle) have any thing more to say?

7. If he should have said to himself, No: for that the sentiment which he proposes as a standard must be

grounded on reflection, let him say on what particulars the reflection is to turn? If on particulars having
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relation to the utility of the act, then let him say whether this is not deserting his own principle, and
borrowing assistance from that very one in opposition to which he sets it up: or if not on those

particulars, on what other particulars?

8. If he should be for compounding the matter, and adopting his own principle in part, and the principle

of utility in part, let him say how far he will adopt it?

9. When he has settled with himself where he will stop, then let him ask himself how he justifies to
himself the adopting it so far? and why he will not adopt it any farther?

10. Admitting any other principle than the principle of utility to be a right principle, a principle that it
is right for a man to pursue; admitting (what is not true) that the word right can have a meaning without
reference to utility, let him say whether there is any such thing as a motive that a man can have to pursue
the dictates of it: if there is, let him say what that motive is, and how it is to be distinguished from those
which enforce the dictates of utility: if not, then lastly let him say what it is this other principle can be

good for?

Chapter II: Of Principles Adverse to that of Utility.

XI.

Among principles adverse to that of utility, that which at this day seems to have most influence in
matters of government, is what may be called the principle of sympathy and antipathy. By the principle
of sympathy and antipathy, I mean that principle which approves or disapproves of certain actions, not
on account of their tending to augment the happiness, nor yet on account of their tending to diminish
the happiness of the party whose interest is in question, but merely because a man finds himself
disposed to approve or disapprove of them: holding up that approbation or disapprobation as a
sufficient reason for itself, and disclaiming the necessity of looking out for any extrinsic ground. Thus
far in the general department of morals: and in the particular department of politics, measuring out the

quantum (as well as determining the ground) of punishment, by the degree of the disapprobation.
XII.

It is manifest, that this is rather a principle in name than in reality: it is not a positive principle of itself,
so much as a term employed to signify the negation of all principle. What one expects to find in a

principle is something that points out some external consideration, as a means of warranting and
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guiding the internal sentiments of approbation and disapprobation: this expectation is but ill fulfilled
by a proposition, which does neither more nor less than hold up each of those sentiments as a ground

and standard for itself.
XI11.

In looking over the catalogue of human actions (says a partisan of this principle) in order to determine
which of them are to be marked with the seal of disapprobation, you need but to take counsel of your
own feelings: whatever you find in yourself a propensity to condemn, is wrong for that very reason. For
the same reason it is also meet for punishment: in what proportion it is adverse to utility, or whether it
be adverse to utility at all, is a matter that makes no difference. In that same proportion also is it meet
for punishment: if you hate much, punish much: if you hate little, punish little: punish as you hate. If
you hate not at all, punish not at all: the fine feelings of the soul are not to be overborne and tyrannized

by the harsh and rugged dictates of political utility.
XI1V.

The various systems that have been formed concerning the standard of right and wrong, may all be
reduced to the principle of sympathy and antipathy. One account may serve for all of them. They consist
all of them in so many contrivances for avoiding the obligation of appealing to any external standard,
and for prevailing upon the reader to accept of the author’s sentiment or opinion as a reason, and that

a sufficient one, for itself. The phrases different, but the principle the same.

It is curious enough to observe the variety of inventions men have hit upon, and the variety of phrases
they have brought forward, in order to conceal from the world, and, if possible, from themselves, this

very general and therefore very pardonable self-sufficiency.

1. One man [Lord Shaftesbury, Hutchinson, Hume, etc.] says, he has a thing made on purpose to tell
him what is right and what is wrong; and that it is called a moral sense: and then he goes to work at his
ease, and says, such a thing is right, and such a thing is wrong — why? “because my moral sense tells

me itis.”

2. Another man [Dr. Beattie] comes and alters the phrase: leaving out moral, and putting in common,
in the room of it. He then tells you, that his common sense teaches him what is right and wrong, as
surely as the other’s moral sense did: meaning by common sense, a sense of some kind or other, which,
he says, is possessed by all mankind: the sense of those, whose sense is not the same as the author’s,

being struck out of the account as not worth taking. This contrivance does better than the other; for a
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moral sense, being a new thing, a man may feel about him a good while without being able to find it out:
but common sense is as old as the creation; and there is no man but would be ashamed to be thought
not to have as much of it as his neighbors. It has another great advantage: by appearing to share power,
it lessens envy: for when a man gets up upon this ground, in order to anathematize those who differ
from him, it is not by a sic volo sic jubeo [thus I wish, thus I command], but by a velitis jubeatis [you

wish, you command].

3. Another man [Dr. Price] comes, and says, that as to a moral sense indeed, he cannot find that he has
any such thing: that however he has an understanding, which will do quite as well. This understanding,
he says, is the standard of right and wrong: it tells him so and so. All good and wise men understand as
he does: if other men’s understandings differ in any point from his, so much the worse for them: it is a

sure sign they are either defective or corrupt.

4. Another man says, that here is an eternal and immutable Rule of Right: that that rule of right dictates
so and so: and then he begins giving you his sentiments upon any thing that comes uppermost: and

these sentiments (you are to take for granted) are so many branches of the eternal rule of right.

5. Another man [Dr. Clark], or perhaps the same man (it's no matter) says, that there are certain
practices conformable, and others repugnant, to the Fitness of Things; and then he tells you at his

leisure, what practices are conformable and what repugnant: just as he happens to like a practice or
dislike it.

6. A great multitude of people are continually talking of the Law of Nature; and then they go on giving
you their sentiments about what is right and what is wrong: and these sentiments, you are to

understand, are so many chapters, and sections of the Law of Nature.

7. Instead of the phrase, Law of Nature, you have sometimes Law of Reason, Right Reason, Natural
Justice, Natural Equity, Good Order. Any of them will do equally well. This latter is most used in politics.
The three last are much more tolerable than the others, because they do not very explicitly claim to be
any thing more than phrases: they insist but feebly upon the being looked upon as so many positive
standards of themselves, and seem content to be taken, upon occasion, for phrases expressive of the
conformity of the thing in question to the proper standard, whatever that may be. On most occasions,

however, it will be better to say utility: utility is clearer, as referring more explicitly to pain and pleasure.

8. We have one philosopher [Woolaston], who says, there is no harm in any thing in the world but in
telling a lie: and that if, for example, you were to murder your own father, this would only be a particular

way of saying, he was not your father. Of course, when this philosopher sees any thing that he does not
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like, he says, it is a particular way of telling a lie. It is saying, that the act ought to be done, or may be

done, when, in truth, it ought not to be done.

9. The fairest and most open of them all is that sort of man who speaks out, and says, I am of the number
of the Elect: now God himself takes care to inform the Elect what is right: and that with so good effect,
that let them strive ever so, they cannot help not only knowing it but practicing it. If therefore a man

wants to know what is right and what is wrong, he has nothing to do but come to me.

It is upon the principle of antipathy that such and such acts are often reprobated on the score of their
being unnatural: the practice of exposing children, established among the Greeks and Romans, was an
unnatural practice. Unnatural, when it means any thing, means infrequent: and there it means
something; although nothing to the present purpose. But here it means no such thing: for the frequency
of such acts is perhaps the great complaint. It therefore means nothing; nothing, I mean, which there is
in the act itself. All it can serve to express is, the disposition of the person who is talking of it: the
disposition he is in to be angry at the thoughts of it. Does it merit his anger? Very likely it may: but
whether it does or no is a question, which, to be answered rightly, can only be answered upon the

principle of utility.

Unnatural, is as good a word as moral sense, or common sense; and would be as good a foundation for
a system. Such an act is unnatural; that is, repugnant to nature: for I do not like to practice it; and,
consequently, do not practice it. It is therefore repugnant to what ought to be the nature of every body

else.

The mischief common to all these ways of thinking and arguing (which, in truth, as we have seen, are
but one and the same method, couched in different forms of words) is their serving as a cloak, and
pretense, and aliment, to despotism: if not a despotism in practice, a despotism however in disposition:
which is but too apt, when pretense and power offer, to show itself in practice. The consequence is, that
with intentions very commonly of the purest kind, a man becomes a torment either to himself or his
fellow-creatures. If he be of the melancholy cast [Dr. Price,] he sits in silent grief, bewailing their
blindness and depravity: if of the irascible [Dr. Beattie,] he declaims with fury and virulence against all
who differ from him; blowing up the coals of fanaticism, and branding with the charge of corruption

and insincerity, every man who does not think, or profess to think as he does.

If such a man happens to possess the advantages of style, his book may do a considerable deal of

mischief before the nothingness of it is understood.
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These principles, if such they can be called, it is more frequent to see applied to morals than to politics:
but their influence extends itself to both. In politics, as well as morals, a man will be at least equally glad
of a pretense for deciding any question in the manner that best pleases him, without the trouble of
inquiry. If a man is an infallible judge of what is right and wrong in the actions of private individuals,
why not in the measures to be observed by public men in the direction of those actions? Accordingly
(not to mention other chimeras) I have more than once known the pretended law of nature set up in

legislative debates, in opposition to arguments derived from the principle of utility.

“But is it never, then, from any other considerations than those of utility, that we derive our notions of
right and wrong?” I do not know: I do not care. Whether a moral sentiment can be originally conceived
from any other source than a view of utility, is one question: whether upon examination and reflection
it can, in point of fact, be actually persisted in and justified on any other ground, by a person reflecting
within himself, is another: whether in point of right it can properly be justified on any other ground, by
a person addressing himself to the community, is a third. The two first are questions of speculation: it
matters not, comparatively speaking, how they are decided. The last is a question of practice: the

decision of it is of as much importance as that of any can be.

“I feel in myself,” say you, “a disposition to approve of such or such an action in a moral view: but this
is not owing to any notions I have of its being a useful one to the community. I do not pretend to know
whether it be a useful one or not: it may be, for aught I know, a mischievous one.” ‘But is it then,” say I,
‘a mischievous one? Examine; and if you can make yourself sensible that it is so, then, if duty means any
thing, that is, moral duty, it is your duty at least to abstain from it: and more than that, if it is what lies
in your power, and can be done without too great a sacrifice, to endeavor to prevent it. It is not your

cherishing the notion of it in your bosom, and giving it the name of virtue, that will excuse you.’

“I feel in myself,” say you again, “a disposition to detest such or such an action in a moral view; but this
is not owing to any notions I have of its being a mischievous one to the community. I do not pretend to
know whether it be a mischievous one or not: it may be not a mischievous one: it may be, for aught I
know, an useful one.”—‘May it indeed,” say I, ‘an useful one? but let me tell you then, that unless duty,
and right and wrong, be just what you please to make them, if it really be not a mischievous one, and
any body has a mind to do it, it is no duty of yours, but, on the contrary, it would be very wrong in you,
to take upon you to prevent him: detest it within yourself as much as you please; that may be a very
good reason (unless it be also a useful one) for your not doing it yourself: but if you go about, by word
or deed, to do any thing to hinder him, or make him suffer for it, it is you, and not he, that have done
wrong;: it is not your setting yourself to blame his conduct, or branding it with the name of vice, that will

make him culpable, or you blameless. Therefore, if you can make yourself content that he shall be of one
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mind, and you of another, about that matter, and so continue, it is well: but if nothing will serve you,
but that you and he must needs be of the same mind, I'll tell you what you have to do: it is for you to get

the better of your antipathy, not for him to truckle to it.’
XV.

It is manifest, that the dictates of this principle will frequently coincide with those of utility, though
perhaps without intending any such thing. Probably more frequently than not: and hence it is that the
business of penal justice is carried on upon that tolerable sort of footing upon which we see it carried
on in common at this day. For what more natural or more general ground of hatred to a practice can
there be, than the mischievousness of such practice? What all men are exposed to suffer by, all men will
be disposed to hate. It is far yet, however, from being a constant ground: for when a man suffers, it is
not always that he knows what it is he suffers by. A man may suffer grievously, for instance, by a new
tax, without being able to trace up the cause of his sufferings to the injustice of some neighbor, who has

eluded the payment of an old one.
XVI.

The principle of sympathy and antipathy is most apt to err on the side of severity. It is for applying
punishment in many cases which deserve none: in many cases which deserve some, it is for applying
more than they deserve. There is no incident imaginable, be it ever so trivial, and so remote from
mischief, from which this principle may not extract a ground of punishment. Any difference in taste:
any difference in opinion: upon one subject as well as upon another. No disagreement so trifling which
perseverance and altercation will not render serious. Each becomes in the other’s eyes an enemy, and,
if laws permit, a criminal.3 This is one of the circumstances by which the human race is distinguished

(not much indeed to its advantage) from the brute creation.
XVII.

It is not, however, by any means unexampled for this principle to err on the side of lenity. A near and
perceptible mischief moves antipathy. A remote and imperceptible mischief, though not less real, has
no effect. Instances in proof of this will occur in numbers in the course of the work. It would be breaking

in upon the order of it to give them here.
XVIII.

It may be wondered, perhaps, that in all this while no mention has been made of the theological

principle; meaning that principle which professes to recur for the standard of right and wrong to the
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will of God. But the case is, this is not in fact a distinct principle. It is never any thing more or less than
one or other of the three before-mentioned principles presenting itself under another shape. The will of
God here meant cannot be his revealed will, as contained in the sacred writings: for that is a system
which nobody ever thinks of recurring to at this time of day, for the details of political administration:
and even before it can be applied to the details of private conduct, it is universally allowed, by the most
eminent divines of all persuasions, to stand in need of pretty ample interpretations: else to what use are
the works of those divines? And for the guidance of these interpretations, it is also allowed, that some
other standard must be assumed. The will then which is meant on this occasion, is that which may be
called the presumptive will: that is to say, that which is presumed to be his will on account of the
conformity of its dictates to those of some other principle. What then may be this other principle? it
must be one or other of the three mentioned above: for there cannot, as we have seen, be any more. It
is plain, therefore, that, setting revelation out of the question, no light can ever be thrown upon the
standard of right and wrong, by any thing that can be said upon the question, what is God’s will. We
may be perfectly sure, indeed, that whatever is right is conformable to the will of God: but so far is that
from answering the purpose of showing us what is right, that it is necessary to know first whether a

thing is right, in order to know from thence whether it be conformable to the will of God.4
XIX.

There are two things which are very apt to be confounded, but which it imports us carefully to
distinguish: the motive or cause, which, by operating on the mind of an individual, is productive of any
act; and the ground or reason which warrants a legislator, or other by-stander, in regarding that act with
an eye of approbation. When the act happens, in the particular instance in question, to be productive of
effects which we approve of, much more if we happen to observe that the same motive may frequently
be productive, in other instances, of the like effects, we are apt to transfer our approbation to the motive
itself, and to assume, as the just ground for the approbation we bestow on the act, the circumstance of
its originating from that motive. It is in this way that the sentiment of antipathy has often been
considered as a just ground of action. Antipathy, for instance, in such or such a case, is the cause of an
action which is attended with good effects: but this does not make it a right ground of action in that
case, any more than in any other. Still farther. Not only the effects are good, but the agent sees
beforehand that they will be so. This may make the action indeed a perfectly right action: but it does not
make antipathy a right ground of action. For the same sentiment of antipathy, if implicitly deferred to,
may be, and very frequently is, productive of the very worst effects. Antipathy, therefore, can never be a
right ground of action. No more, therefore, can resentment, which, as will be seen more particularly
hereafter, is but a modification of antipathy. The only right ground of action, that can possibly subsist,

is, after all, the consideration of utility, which, if it is a right principle of action, and of approbation, in
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any one case, is so in every other. Other principles in abundance, that is, other motives, may be the
reasons why such and such an act has been done: that is, the reasons or causes of its being done: but it
is this alone that can be the reason why it might or ought to have been done. Antipathy or resentment
requires always to be regulated, to prevent its doing mischief: to be regulated by what? always by the

principle of utility. The principle of utility neither requires nor admits of any other regulator than itself.

Objections to the Principle of Utility Answered.

Trifling scruples and “trifling verbal difficulties may be raised in opposition to the principle of utility,
but no real and distinct objection can be opposed to it. Indeed, how can it be combated, if not by reasons
drawn from the principle itself? To say that it is dangerous, is to say that to consult utility is contrary to

utility.

The difficulty in this question arises from the perversity of language. Virtue has been represented as
opposed to utility. Virtue, it has been said, consists in the sacrifice of our interests to our duties. In order
to express these ideas clearly; it is necessary to observe, that there are interests of different orders, and
that different interests are in certain circumstances incompatible. Virtue is the sacrifice of a smaller to
a greater interest — of a momentary to a permanent interest — of a doubtful to a certain interest. Every

idea of virtue, which is not derived from this notion, is as obscure as the motive to it is precarious.

Those who, for the sake of peace, seeking to distinguish politics and morals, assign utility as the principle
of the first, and justice of the second, only exhibit the confusion of their ideas. The whole difference
between politics and morals is this: the one directs the operations of governments, the other directs the
proceedings of individuals; their common object is happiness. That which is politically good cannot be
morally bad; unless the rules of arithmetic, which are true for great numbers, are false as respects those

which are small.

Evil may be done, whilst it is believed that the principle of utility is followed. A feeble and limited mind
may deceive itself, by considering only a part of the good and evil. A man under the influence of passion
may deceive himself, by setting an extreme value upon one advantage which hides from him the
inconveniences attending upon it. What constitutes a wicked man, is the habit of seeking pleasures
hurtful to others; and even this supposes the absence of many kinds of pleasures. But we ought not to
charge upon this principle the faults which are opposed to it, and which it alone can serve to remove. If
a man calculate badly, it is not arithmetic which is in fault, it is himself. If the reproaches which are
heaped upon Machiavel are well founded, his errors do not arise from his having made use of the

principle of utility; but from his having made false applications of it. The author of Anti-Machiavel has
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well understood this. He has refuted “The Prince,” by shewing that its maxims are mischievous, and that
bad faith is bad policy.

Those who, after reading the Offices of Cicero and the platonic moralists, have a confused notion of
utility as opposed to honesty, often quote the saying of Aristides with regard to the project which
Themistocles had unfolded to him alone: “The project of Themistocles is very advantageous,” said
Aristides to the assembled people, “but it is very unjust.” They think they see here a decided opposition
between utility and justice; but they deceive themselves: there is only a comparison of good and evil.
Injustice is a term which presents to the mind the collection of all the evils resulting from a situation in
which men can no longer trust one another. Aristides should have said, “The project of Themistocles
would be useful for a moment, and hurtful for ages: what it would bestow is nothing in comparison with

what it would take away.”

This principle of utility, it is said, is only the renewal of Epicureanism, and it is known what ravages this

doctrine made in manners: it was always the doctrine of the most corrupt men.

Epicurus, it is true, is the only one among the ancients who has the merit of having known the true
source of morality; but to suppose that his doctrine leads to the consequences imputed to it, is to
suppose that happiness can be the enemy of happiness itself. “Sic prasentibus utaris voluptatibus ut
futuris non noceas.” Seneca is here in accordance with Epicurus: and what more can be desired in
morals than the cutting off of every pleasure hurtful to one’s self or to others. But is not this the principle
of utility?

“But it may be said, everyone will be constituting himself judge of this utility: every obligation will cease

when he no longer thinks he perceives in it his own interest.

Everyone will constitute himself judge of his own utility; this is and this ought to be, otherwise man
would not be a reasonable being. He who is not a judge of what is suitable for himself, is less than an
infant, is a fool. The obligation which binds men to their engagements, is nothing but a feeling of an
interest of a superior class, which outweighs an inferior interest. Men are not always held by the
particular utility of a certain engagement; but in the case in which the engagement becomes
burthensome to one of the parties, they are still held by the general utility of engagements — by the
confidence that each enlightened man wishes to have placed in his word, that he may be considered as
trustworthy, and enjoy the advantages attached to probity and esteem. It is not the engagement which
constitutes the obligation by itself; for there are some void engagements; there are some unlawful. Why?

Because they are considered as hurtful. It is the utility of the contract which gives it force.
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The most exalted acts of virtue may be easily reduced to a calculation of good and evil. This is neither to
degrade nor to weaken them, but to represent them as the effects of reason, and to explain them in a

simple and intelligible manner.

Let us observe the circle in which we are compelled to move when the principle of utility is not
recognized. I ought to keep my promise. Why? Because my conscience prescribes it. How do you know
that your conscience prescribes it? Because I have an internal feeling of it. Why ought you to obey your
conscience? Because God is the author of my nature; and to obey my conscience, is to obey God. Why
ought you to obey God? Because it is my first duty. How do you know this? Because my conscience tells
me so —etc. Such is the eternal round from which there is no exit: such is the source of obstinate and
invincible errors; for if there is nowhere any judge but feeling, there is no method of distinguishing
between the injunctions of an enlightened and a blind conscience. All persecutors have had the same

title, and all fanatics possess the same right.

If you would reject the principle of utility, because it may be ill applied, what would you substitute in

its stead? What rule have you found which cannot be abused? — what infallible guide do you possess?

Would you substitute some despotic principle, which directs men to act in a certain manner, without

knowing why, from pure obsequiousness?

Would you substitute some anarchical and capricious principle, founded solely upon internal and

peculiar feelings?

In these cases, what are the motives by which you would determine men to follow you? Would they be
independent of their interest? If they do not agree with you, how will you reason with them? — how will
you attempt to conciliate them? Where would you cite all the sects, all the opinions, all the

contradictions, which overspread the earth, if not to the tribunal of their common interest.

The most obstinate adversaries of the principle of utility are those who fix themselves upon what they
call the religious principle. They profess to take the will of God for the sole rule of good and evil. It is
the only rule, they say, which possesses all the requisite characters, being infallible, universal, supreme,

etc.

I reply, that the religious principle is not a distinct principle; that it is one or other of those of which we
have already spoken, presented under another aspect. What is called the will of God, can only be
presumed to be his will, except where God has explained himself to us by immediate and peculiar

revelations. But how shall a man presume upon the will of God? According to his own will? Now his own
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will is always directed by one of the three before-mentioned principles. How do you know that God has
willed a certain thing? “Because it would be prejudicial to the happiness of men,” replies the partisan of
utility. “Because it includes a gross and sensual pleasure that God disapproves,” replies the ascetic.
“Because it wounds my conscience, because it is contrary to my natural feelings, and ought to be

detested without examination,” is the language of antipathy.

But revelation, it may be said, is the direct expression of the will of God. In it there is nothing arbitrary.

It is a guide which ought to govern all human reasoning.

I shall not indirectly reply, that revelation is not universal; that among Christian nations there are many

individuals who do not admit it, and that some common principle of reasoning is required for all men.

But I say that revelation is not a system of politics or of morals; that its precepts require to be explained,
modified, limited the one by the other; that taken in a literal sense, they would overturn the world,
annihilate self-defense, industry, commerce, reciprocal attachments. Ecclesiastical history is one

incontestable proof of the frightful evils which result from religious maxims ill understood.

How great the differences between Protestant and Catholic theologians! between the moderns and the
ancients! The evangelical morality of Paley is not the evangelical morality of St. Nicholas; that of the
Jansenists is not the same as that of the Jesuits. The interpreters of the sacred writings divide
themselves into three classes: one class is guided by criticism; the principle of utility; another follows
ascetism; the other follows the confused impressions of sympathy and antipathy. The first, far from
excluding pleasures, offer them as a proof of the goodness of God. The ascetics are the mortal enemies
of pleasures: if they allow them, it is never for their own sake, but as a means to a certain necessary end.
The last approve or condemn them according to their fancy, without being determined by the
consideration of their consequences. Revelation is not therefore a separate principle: this title can only

be given to what does not require proof, and which may be employed to prove everything else....

Chapter IV: Value of a Lot of Pleasure or Pain, How to Be Measured.

Pleasures then, and the avoidance of pains are the ends which the legislator has in view: it behooves
him therefore to understand their value. Pleasures and pains are the instruments he has to work with:

it behooves him therefore to understand their force, which is again, in another point of view, their value.
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II.

To a person considered by himself, the value of a pleasure or pain considered by itself, will be greater

or less, according to the four following circumstances or dimensions of value:

=

Its intensity.
Its duration.

Its certainty or uncertainty.

P @ DN

Its propinquity or remoteness.

Not long after the publication of the first edition, the following memoriter verses were framed, in the
view of lodging more effectually, in the memory, these points, on which the whole fabric of morals and

legislation may be seen to rest.

o Intense, long, certain, speedy, fruitful, pure —
e Such marks in pleasures and in pains endure.
e Such pleasures seek, if private be thy end:

o Ifit be public, wide let them extend.

e Such pains avoid, whichever be thy view:

o If pains must come, let them extend to few.

III.

These are the circumstances which are to be considered in estimating a pleasure or a pain considered
each of them by itself. But when the value of any pleasure or pain is considered for the purpose of
estimating the tendency of any act by which it is produced, there are two other circumstances to be

taken into the account; these are,

5. Its fecundity, or the chance it has of being followed by sensations of the same kind: that is,

pleasures, if it be a pleasure: pains, if it be a pain.

6. Its purity, or the chance it has of not being followed by sensations of the opposite kind: that is,

pains, if it be a pleasure: pleasures, if it be a pain.

These two last, however, are in strictness scarcely to be deemed properties of the pleasure or the pain
itself; they are not, therefore, in strictness to be taken into the account of the value of that pleasure or

that pain. They are in strictness to be deemed properties only of the act, or other event, by which such
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pleasure or pain has been produced; and accordingly are only to be taken into the account of the

tendency of such act or such event.
IV.

To a number of persons, with reference to each of whom the value of a pleasure or a pain is considered,

it will be greater or less, according to seven circumstances: to wit, the six preceding ones; viz.

1. Its intensity.

2. [Its duration.

3. Its certainty or uncertainty.

4. Its propinquity or remoteness.
5. Its fecundity.

6. Its purity.

And one other; to wit:

7. Its extent; that is, the number of persons to whom it extends; or (in other words) who are
affected by it.

V.

To take an exact account, then, of the general tendency of any act, by which the interests of a community
are affected, proceed as follows. Begin with any one person of those whose interests seem most

immediately to be affected by it: and take an account.
1. Of the value of each distinguishable pleasure which appears to be produced by it in the first instance.
2. Of the value of each pain which appears to be produced by it in the first instance.

3. Of the value of each pleasure which appears to be produced by it after the first. This constitutes the
Sfecundity of the first pleasure and the impurity of the first pain.

4. Of the value of each pain which appears to be produced by it after the first. This constitutes the
Sfecundity of the first pain, and the impurity of the first pleasure.

5. Sum up all the values of all the pleasures on the one side, and those of all the pains on the other. The

balance, if it be on the side of pleasure, will give the good tendency of the act upon the whole, with
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respect to the interests of that individual person; if on the side of pain, the bad tendency of it upon

the whole.

6. Take an account of the number of persons whose interests appear to be concerned; and repeat the
above process with respect to each. Sum up the numbers expressive of the degrees of good tendency,
which the act has, with respect to each individual, in regard to whom the tendency of it is good upon
the whole: do this again with respect to each individual, in regard to whom the tendency of it is good
upon the whole: do this again with respect to each individual, in regard to whom the tendency of it is
bad upon the whole. Take the balance; which, if on the side of pleasure, will give the general good
tendency of the act, with respect to the total number or community of individuals concerned; if on

the side of pain, the general evil tendency, with respect to the same community.
VI.

It is not to be expected that this process should be strictly pursued previously to every moral judgment,
or to every legislative or judicial operation. It may, however, be always kept in view: and as near as the
process actually pursued on these occasions approaches to it, so near will such process approach to the

character of an exact one.
VII.

The same process is alike applicable to pleasure and pain, in whatever shape they appear; and by
whatever denomination they are distinguished: to pleasure, whether it be called good (which is properly
the cause or instrument of pleasure), or profit (which is distant pleasure, or the cause or instrument of
distant pleasure), or convenience, or advantage, benefit, emolument, happiness, and so forth: to pain,
whether it be called evil (which corresponds to good), or mischief, or inconvenience, or disadvantage,

or loss, or unhappiness, and so forth.
VIII.

Nor is this a novel and unwarranted, any more than it is a useless theory. In all this there is nothing but
what the practice of mankind, wheresoever they have a clear view of their own interest, is perfectly
conformable to. An article of property, an estate in land, for instance, is valuable: on what account? On
account of the pleasures of all kinds which it enables a man to produce, and, what comes to the same
thing, the pains of all kinds which it enables him to avert. But the value of such an article of property is
universally understood to rise or fall according to the length or shortness of the time which a man has

in it the certainty or uncertainty of its coming into possession: and the nearness or remoteness of the
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time at which, if at all, it is to come into possession. As to the intensity of the pleasures which a man
may derive from it, this is never thought of, because it depends upon the use which each particular
person may come to make of it; which cannot be estimated till the particular pleasures he may come to
derive from it, or the particular pains he may come to exclude by means of it, are brought to view. For

the same reason, neither does he think of the fecundity or purity of those pleasures.

Thus much for pleasure and pain, happiness and unhappiness, in general. We come now to consider

the several particular kinds of pain and pleasure.

Chapter V: Pleasures and Pains, Their Kinds.

Having represented what belongs to all sorts of pleasures and pains alike, we come now to exhibit, each
by itself, the several sorts of pains and pleasures. Pains and pleasures may be called by one general word,
interesting perceptions. Interesting perceptions are either simple or complex. The simple ones are those
which cannot any one of them be resolved into more: complex are those which are resolvable into
diverse simple ones. A complex interesting perception may accordingly be composed either, 1. Of
pleasures alone: 2. Of pains alone: or, 3. Of a pleasure or pleasures, and a pain or pains together. What
determines a lot of pleasure, for example, to be regarded as one complex pleasure, rather than as diverse
simple ones, is the nature of the exciting cause. Whatever pleasures are excited all at once by the action

of the same cause, are apt to be looked upon as constituting all together but one pleasure.
II.

The several simple pleasures of which human nature is susceptible, seem to be as follows: 1. The
pleasures of sense. 2. The pleasures of wealth. 3. The pleasures of skill. 4. The pleasures of amity. 5. The
pleasures of a good name. 6. The pleasures of power. 7. The pleasures of piety. 8. The pleasures of
benevolence. 9. The pleasures of malevolence. 10. The pleasures of memory. 11. The pleasures of
imagination. 12. The pleasures of expectation. 13. The pleasures dependent on association. 14. The

pleasures of relief.
I11.

The several simple pains seem to be as follows: 1. The pains of privation. 2. The pains of the senses. 3.
The pains of awkwardness. 4. The pains of enmity. 5. The pains of an ill name. 6. The pains of piety. 7.
The pains of benevolence. 8. The pains of malevolence. 9. The pains of the memory. 10. The pains of the

imagination. 11. The pains of expectation. 12. The pains dependent on association.5
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Iv.

1. The pleasures of sense seem to be as follows: 1. The pleasures of the taste or palate; including whatever
pleasures are experienced in satisfying the appetites of hunger and thirst. 2. The pleasure of
intoxication. 3. The pleasures of the organ of smelling. 4. The pleasures of the touch. 5. The simple
pleasures of the ear; independent of association. 6. The simple pleasures of the eye; independent of
association. 7. The pleasure of the sexual sense. 8. The pleasure of health: or, the internal pleasurable
feeling or flow of spirits (as it is called) which accompanies a state of full health and vigor; especially at
times of moderate bodily exertion. 9. The pleasures of novelty: or, the pleasures derived from the
gratification of the appetite of curiosity, by the application of new objects to any of the senses. (There
are also pleasures of novelty, excited by the appearance of new ideas; these are pleasures of the

imagination.)
V.

2. By the pleasures of wealth may be meant those pleasures which a man is apt to derive from the
consciousness of possessing any article or articles which stand in the list of instruments of enjoyment
or security, and more particularly at the time of his first acquiring them; at which time the pleasure may

be styled a pleasure of gain or a pleasure of acquisition: at other times a pleasure of possession.

3. The pleasures of skill, as exercised upon particular objects, are those which accompany the
application of such particular instruments of enjoyment to their uses, as cannot be so applied without a
greater or less share of difficulty or exertion. For instance, the pleasure of being able to gratify the sense
of hearing, by singing, or performing upon any musical instrument. The pleasure thus obtained, is a
thing superadded to, and perfectly distinguishable from, that which a man enjoys from hearing another

person perform in the same manner.
VI.

4. The pleasures of amity, or self-recommendation, are the pleasures that may accompany the
persuasion of a man’s being in the acquisition or the possession of the good-will of such or such
assignable person or persons in particular: or, as the phrase is, of being upon good terms with him or
them and as a fruit of it, of his being in a way to have the benefit of their spontaneous and gratuitous

services.

VII.
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5. The pleasures of a good name are the pleasures that accompany the persuasion of a man’s being in
the acquisition or the possession of the good-will of the world about him; that is, of such members of
society as he is likely to have concerns with; and as a means of it, either their love or their esteem, or
both: and as a fruit of it, of his being in the way to have the benefit of their spontaneous and gratuitous
services. These may likewise be called the pleasures of good repute, the pleasures of honor, or the

pleasures of the moral sanction.
VIII.

6. The pleasures of power are the pleasures that accompany the persuasion of a man’s being in a
condition to dispose people, by means of their hopes and fears, to give him the benefit of their services:
that is, by the hope of some service, or by the fear of some disservice, that he may be in the way to render

them.

IX.

7. The pleasures of piety are the pleasures that accompany the belief of a man’s being in the acquisition
or in possession of the good-will or favor of the Supreme Being: and as a fruit of it, of his being in a way
of enjoying pleasures to be received by God’s special appointment, either in this life, or in a life to come.
These may also be called the pleasures of religion, the pleasures of a religious disposition, or the

pleasures of the religious sanction.
X.

8. The pleasures of benevolence are the pleasures resulting from the view of any pleasures supposed to
be possessed by the beings who may be the objects of benevolence; to wit, the sensitive beings we are
acquainted with; under which are commonly included, 1. The Supreme Being. 2. Human beings. 3.
Other animals. These may also be called the pleasures of good-will, the pleasures of sympathy, or the

pleasures of the benevolent or social affections.

XI.

9. The pleasures of malevolence are the pleasures resulting from the view of any pain supposed to be
suffered by the beings who may become the objects of malevolence; to wit, 1. Human beings. 2. Other
animals. These may also be styled the pleasures of ill-will, the pleasures of the irascible appetite, the

pleasures of antipathy, or the pleasures of the malevolent or dissocial affections.

XT1I.
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10. The pleasures of the memory are the pleasures which, after having enjoyed such and such pleasures,
or even in some cases after having suffered such and such pains, a man will now and then experience,
at recollecting them exactly in the order and in the circumstances in which they were actually enjoyed
or suffered. These derivative pleasures may of course be distinguished into as many species as there are
of original perceptions, from whence they may be copied. They may also be styled pleasures of simple

recollection.
X1I11.

11. The pleasures of the imagination are the pleasures which may be derived from the contemplation of
any such pleasures as may happen to be suggested by the memory, but in a different order, and
accompanied by different groups of circumstances. These may accordingly be referred to any one of the
three cardinal points of time, present, past, or future. It is evident they may admit of as many

distinctions as those of the former class.
X1V.

12. The pleasures of expectation are the pleasures that result from the contemplation of any sort of
pleasure, referred to time future, and accompanied with the sentiment of belief. These also may admit
of the same distinctions. (In contradistinction to these, all other pleasures may be termed pleasures of

enjoyment.)
XV.

13. The pleasures of association are the pleasures which certain objects or incidents may happen to
afford, not of themselves, but merely in virtue of some association they have contracted in the mind
with certain objects or incidents which are in themselves pleasurable. Such is the case, for instance, with
the pleasure of skill, when afforded by such a set of incidents as compose a game of chess. This derives
its pleasurable quality from its association partly with the pleasures of skill, as exercised in the
production of incidents pleasurable of themselves: partly from its association with the pleasures of
power. Such is the case also with the pleasure of good luck, when afforded by such incidents as compose
the game of hazard, or any other game of chance, when played at for nothing. This derives its pleasurable

quality from its association with one of the pleasures of wealth; to wit, with the pleasure of acquiring it.
XVI.

14. Farther on we shall see pains grounded upon pleasures; in like manner may we now see pleasures

grounded upon pains. To the catalogue of pleasures may accordingly be added the pleasures of relief:
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or, the pleasures which a man experiences when, after he has been enduring a pain of any kind for a
certain time, it comes to cease, or to abate. These may of course be distinguished into as many species
as there are of pains: and may give rise to so many pleasures of memory, of imagination, and of

expectation.
XVII.

1. Pains of privation are the pains that may result from the thought of not possessing in the time present
any of the several kinds of pleasures. Pains of privation may accordingly be resolved into as many kinds
as there are of pleasures to which they may correspond, and from the absence whereof they may be

derived.
XVIII.

There are three sorts of pains which are only so many modifications of the several pains of privation.
When the enjoyment of any particular pleasure happens to be particularly desired, but without any
expectation approaching to assurance, the pain of privation which thereupon results takes a particular

name, and is called the pain of desire, or of unsatisfied desire.
XIX.

Where the enjoyment happens to have been looked for with a degree of expectation approaching to

assurance, and that expectation is made suddenly to cease, it is called a pain of disappointment.
XX.

A pain of privation takes the name of a pain of regret in two cases. 1. Where it is grounded on the memory
of a pleasure, which having been once enjoyed, appears not likely to be enjoyed again: 2. Where it is
grounded on the idea of a pleasure, which was never actually enjoyed, nor perhaps so much as expected,
but which might have been enjoyed (it is supposed) had such or such a contingency happened, which,

in fact, did not happen.
XXI.

2. The several pains of the senses seem to be as follows: 1. The pains of hunger and thirst: or, the
disagreeable sensations produced by the want of suitable substances which need at times to be applied
to the alimentary canal. 2. The pains of the taste: or, the disagreeable sensations produced by the

application of various substances to the palate, and other superior parts of the same canal. 3. The pains
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of the organ of smell: or, the disagreeable sensations produced by the effluvia of various substances
when applied to that organ. 4. The pains of the touch: or, the disagreeable sensations produced by the
application of various substances to the skin. 5. The simple pains of the hearing: or, the disagreeable
sensations excited in the organ of that sense by various kinds of sounds; independently (as before) of
association. 6. The simple pains of the sight: or, the disagreeable sensations, if any such there be, that
may be excited in the organ of that sense by visible images, independent of the principle of association.
7. The pains resulting from excessive heat or cold, unless these be referable to the touch. 8. The pains of
disease: or, the acute and uneasy sensations resulting from the several diseases and indispositions to
which human nature is liable. 9. The pain of exertion, whether bodily or mental: or, the uneasy sensation

which is apt to accompany any intense effort, whether of mind or body.°
XXITI.

3.7 The pains of awkwardness are the pains which sometimes result from the unsuccessful endeavor to
apply any particular instruments of enjoyment or security to their uses, or from the difficulty a man

experiences in applying them.8
XXTII1.

4. The pains of enmity are the pains that may accompany the persuasion of a man’s being obnoxious to
the ill-will of such or such an assignable person or persons in particular: or, as the phrase is, of being
upon ill terms with him or them: and, in consequence, of being obnoxious to certain pains of some sort

or other, of which he may be the cause.
XXIV.

5. The pains of an ill-name are the pains that accompany the persuasion of a man’s being obnoxious, or
in a way to be obnoxious to the ill-will of the world about him. These may likewise be called the pains of

ill-repute, the pains of dishonor, or the pains of the moral sanction.

In as far as a man’s fellow-creatures are supposed to be determined by any event not to regard him with
any degree of esteem or good will, or to regard him with a less degree of esteem or good will than they
would otherwise; not to do him any sorts of good offices, or not to do him so many good offices as they
would otherwise; the pain resulting from such consideration may be reckoned a pain of privation: as far
as they are supposed to regard him with such a degree of aversion or disesteem as to be disposed to do
him positive ill offices, it may be reckoned a positive pain. The pain of privation, and the positive pain,

in this case run one into another indistinguishably.
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XXV.

6.9 The pains of piety are the pains that accompany the belief of a man’s being obnoxious to the
displeasure of the Supreme Being: and, in consequence, to certain pains to be inflicted by his especial
appointment, either in this life or in a life to come. These may also be called the pains of religion; the
pains of a religious disposition; or the pains of the religious sanction. When the belief is looked upon as
well-grounded, these pains are commonly called religious terrors; when looked upon as ill-grounded,

superstitious terrors.

The positive pains of piety, and the pains of privation, opposed to the pleasures of piety, run one into
another in the same manner as the positive pains of enmity, or of an ill name, do with respect to the
pains of privation, opposed to the pleasures of amity, and those of a good name. If what is apprehended
at the hands of God is barely the not receiving pleasure, the pain is of the privative class: if, moreover,

actual pain be apprehended, it is of the class of positive pains.
XXVI.

7. The pains of benevolence are the pains resulting from the view of any pains supposed to be endured
by other beings. These may also be called the pains of good-will, of sympathy, or the pains of the

benevolent or social affections.
XXVII.

8. The pains of malevolence are the pains resulting from the view of any pleasures supposed to be
enjoyed by any beings who happen to be the objects of a man’s displeasure. These may also be styled

the pains of ill-will, of antipathy, or the pains of the malevolent or dissocial affections.
XXVIII.

9. The pains of the memory may be grounded on every one of the above kinds, as well of pains of

privation as of positive pains. These correspond exactly to the pleasures of the memory.
XXIX.

10. The pains of the imagination may also be grounded on any one of the above kinds, as well of pains
of privation as of positive pains: in other respects they correspond exactly to the pleasures of the

imagination.
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XXX.

11. The pains of expectation may be grounded on each one of the above kinds, as well of pains of
privation as of positive pains. These may be also termed pains of apprehension. In contradistinction to

these, all other pains may be termed pains of sufferance.

XXXI.

12. The pains of association correspond exactly to the pleasures of association.
XXXII.

Of the above list, there are certain pleasures and pains which suppose the existence of some pleasure or
pain of some other person, to which the pleasure or pain of the person in question has regard: such
pleasures and pains may be termed extra-regarding. Others do not suppose any such thing: these may
be termed self-regarding. The only pleasures and pains of the extra-regarding class are those of
benevolence, and those of malevolence: all the rest are self-regarding. By this means the pleasures and
pains of amity may be the more clearly distinguished from those of benevolence: and on the other hand,
those of enmity from those of malevolence. The pleasures and pains of amity and enmity are of the self-

regarding cast: those of benevolence and malevolence of the extra-regarding.
XXXITII.

Of all these several sorts of pleasures and pains, there is scarce any one which is not liable, on more
accounts than one, to come under the consideration of the law. Is an offence committed? It is the
tendency which it has to destroy, in such or such persons, some of these pleasures, or to produce some
of these pains, that constitutes the mischief of it, and the ground for punishing it. It is the prospect of
some of these pleasures, or of security from some of these pains, that constitutes the motive or
temptation: it is the attainment of them that constitutes the profit of the offence. Is the offender to be
punished? It can be only by the production of one or more of these pains, that the punishment can be

inflicted.

It would be a matter not only of curiosity, but of some use, to exhibit a catalogue of the several complex
pleasures and pains, analyzing them at the same time into the several simple ones, of which they are
respectively composed. But such a disquisition would take up too much room to be admitted here. A

short specimen, however, for the purpose of illustration, can hardly be dispensed with.
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The pleasures taken in at the eye and ear are generally very complex. The pleasures of a country scene,

for instance, consist commonly, amongst others, of the following pleasures:
I. Pleasures of the senses.

1. The simple pleasure of sight, excited by the perception of agreeable colors and figures, green fields,

waving foliage, glistening water, and the like.

2. The simple pleasure of the ear, excited by the perceptions of the chirping of birds, the murmuring of

waters, the rustling of the wind among the trees.

3. The pleasures of the smell, excited by the perceptions of the fragrance of flowers, of new-mown hay,

or other vegetable substances, in the first stages of fermentation.

4. The agreeable inward sensation, produced by a brisk circulation of the blood, and the ventilation of
it in the lungs by a pure air, such as that in the country frequently is in comparison of that which is

breathed in towns.
II. Pleasures of the imagination produced by association.

1. The idea of the plenty, resulting from the possession of the objects that are in view, and of the

happiness arising from it.

2. The idea of the innocence and happiness of the birds, sheep, cattle, dogs, and other gentle or domestic

animals.

3. The idea of the constant flow of health, supposed to be enjoyed by all these creatures: a notion which

is apt to result from the occasional flow of health enjoyed by the supposed spectator.

4. The idea of gratitude, excited by the contemplation of the all-powerful and beneficent Being, who is

looked up to as the author of these blessings.
These four last are all of them, in some measure at least, pleasures of sympathy.

The depriving a man of this group of pleasures is one of the evils apt to result from imprisonment;

whether produced by illegal violence, or in the way of punishment, by appointment of the laws....

1 To this denomination has of late been added, or substituted, the greatest happiness or greatest felicity
principle: this for shortness, instead of saying at length that principle which states the greatest happiness of all
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those whose interest is in question, as being the right and proper, and only right and proper and universally
desirable, end of human action: of human action in every situation, and in particular in that of a functionary or
set of functionaries exercising the powers of Government. The word utility does not so clearly point to the ideas
of pleasure and pain as the words happiness and felicity do: nor does it lead us to the consideration of the
number, of the interests affected; to the number, as being the circumstance, which contributes, in the largest
proportion, to the formation of the standard here in question; the standard of right and wrong, by which alone
the propriety of human conduct, in every situation, can with propriety be tried. This want of a sufficiently
manifest connection between the ideas of happiness and pleasure on the one hand, and the idea of utility on the
other, I have every now and then found operating, and with but too much efficiency, as a bar to the acceptance,
that might otherwise have been given, to this principle.

2 “The principle of utility (I have heard it said) is a dangerous principle: it is dangerous on certain occasions to
consult it.” This is as much as to say, what? that it is not consonant to utility, to consult utility; in short, that it is
not consulting it, to consult it.

Not long after the publication of the Fragment on Government, anno 1776, in which, in the character of an all-
comprehensive and all-commanding principle, the principle of utility was brought to view, one person by whom
observation to the above effect was made was Alexander Wedderburn, at that time Attorney or Solicitor General,
afterwards successively Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and Chancellor of England, under the successive
titles of Lord Loughborough and Earl of Rosslyn. It was made — not indeed in my hearing, but in the hearing of
a person by whom it was almost immediately communicated to me. So far from being self-contradictory, it was a
shrewd and perfectly true one. By that distinguished functionary, the state of the Government was thoroughly
understood: by the obscure individual, at that time not so much as supposed to be so: his disquisitions had not
been as yet applied, with anything like a comprehensive view, to the field of Constitutional Law, nor therefore to
those features of the English Government, by which the greatest happiness of the ruling one with or without that
of a favored few, are now so plainly seen to be the only ends to which the course of it has at any time been
directed. The principle of utility was an appellative, at that time employed — employed by me, as it had been by
others, to designate that which, in a more perspicuous and instructive manner, may, as above, be designated by
the name of the greatest happiness principle. “This principle (said Wedderburn) is a dangerous one.” Saying so,
he said that which, to a certain extent, is strictly true: a principle, which lays down, as the only right and
justifiable end of Government, the greatest happiness of the greatest number — how can it be denied to be a
dangerous one? dangerous it unquestionably is, to every government which has for its actual end or object, the
greatest happiness of a certain one, with or without the addition of some comparatively small number of others,
whom it is matter of pleasure or accommodation to him to admit, each of them, to a share in the concern, on the
footing of so many junior partners. Dangerous it therefore really was, to the interest — the sinister interest — of
all those functionaries, himself included, whose interest it was, to maximize delay, vexation, and expense, in
judicial and other modes of procedure, for the sake of the profit, extractible out of the expense. In a Government
which had for its end in view the greatest happiness of the greatest number, Alexander Wedderburn might have
been Attorney General and then Chancellor: but he would not have been Attorney General with £15,000 a-year,
nor Chancellor with a peerage, with a veto upon all justice, with £25,000 a-year, and with 500 sinecures at his
disposal, under the name of Ecclesiastical Benefices, etc.

3 King James the First of England had conceived a violent antipathy against Arians: two of whom he burnt. This
gratification he procured himself without much difficulty: the notions of the times were favorable to it. He wrote
a furious book against Vorstius, for being what was called an Arminian: for Vorstius was at a distance. He also
wrote a furious book, called “A Counterblast to Tobacco,” against the use of that drug, which Sir Walter Raleigh
had then lately introduced. Had the notions of the times co-operated with him, he would have burnt the
Anabaptist and the smoker of tobacco in the same fire. However, he had the satisfaction of putting Raleigh to
death afterwards, though for another crime.

Disputes concerning the comparative excellence of French and Italian music have occasioned very
serious bickerings at Paris. One of the parties would not have been sorry (says Mr. D’Alembert) to have brought
government into the quarrel. Pretenses were sought after and urged. Long before that, a dispute of like nature,
and of at least equal warmth, had been kindled at London upon the comparative merits of two composers at
London; where riots between the approvers and disapprovers of a new play are, at this day, not infrequent. The
ground of quarrel between the Big-endians and the Little-endians in the fable, was not more frivolous than many
a one which has laid empires desolate. In Russia, it is said, there was a time when some thousands of persons
lost their lives in a quarrel, in which the government had taken part, about the number of fingers to be used in
making the sign of the cross. This was in days of yore: the ministers of Catherine II. are better instructed than to
take any other part in such disputes, than that of preventing the parties concerned from doing one another a
mischief.
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4 The principle of theology refers everything to God’s pleasure. But what is God’s pleasure? God does not, he
confessedly does not now, either speak or write to us. How then are we to know what is his pleasure? By
observing what is our own pleasure, and pronouncing it to be his. Accordingly, what is called the pleasure of God
is and must necessarily be (revelation apart) neither more nor less than the good pleasure of the person,
whoever he be, who is pronouncing what he believes, or pretends, to be God’s pleasure. How know you it to be
God’s pleasure that such or such an act should be abstained from? whence come you even to suppose as much?
“Because the engaging in it would, I imagine, be prejudicial upon the whole to the happiness of mankind;” says
the partisan of the principle of utility: “Because the commission of it is attended with a gross and sensual, or at
least with a trifling and transient satisfaction;” says the partisan of the principle of asceticism: “Because I detest
the thoughts of it; and I cannot, neither ought I to be called upon to tell why;” says he who proceeds upon the
principle of antipathy. In the words of one or other of these must that person necessarily answer (revelation
apart) who professes to take for his standard the will of God.

5 The catalogue here given, is what seemed to be a complete list of the several simple pleasures and pains of
which human nature is susceptible: insomuch, that if, upon any occasion whatsoever, a man feels pleasure or
pain, it is either referable at once to some one or other of these kinds, or resolvable into such as are. It might
perhaps have been a satisfaction to the reader, to have seen an analytical view of the subject, taken upon an
exhaustive plan, for the purpose of demonstrating the catalogue to be what it purports to be, a complete one. The
catalogue is in fact the result of such an analysis; which, however, I thought it better to discard at present, as
being of too metaphysical a cast, and not strictly within the limits of this design.

6 The pleasure of the sexual sense seems to have no positive pain to correspond to it: it has only a pain of
privation, or pain of the mental class, the pain of unsatisfied desire. If any positive pain of body result from the
want of such indulgence, it belongs to the head of pains of disease.

7 The pleasures of novelty have no positive pains corresponding to them. The pain which a man experiences
when he is in the condition of not knowing what to do with himself, that pain, which in French is expressed by a
single word ennui, is a pain of privation: a pain resulting from the absence, not only of all the pleasures of
novelty, but of all kinds of pleasure whatsoever.

The pleasures of wealth have also no positive pains corresponding to them: the only pains opposed to
them are pains of privation. If any positive pains result from the want of wealth, they are referable to some other
class of positive pains; principally to those of the senses. From the want of food, for instance, result the pains of
hunger; from the want of clothing, the pains of cold; and so forth.

8 It may be a question, perhaps, whether this be a positive pain of itself, or whether it be nothing more than a
pain of privation, resulting from the consciousness of a want of skill. It is, however, but a question of words, nor
does it matter which way it be determined.

9 There seem to be no positive pains to correspond to the pleasures of power. The pains that a man may feel from
the want or the loss of power, in as far as power is distinguished from all other sources of pleasure, seem to be
nothing more than pains of privation.



