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2 Classical Theories

Happiness, Function, and Virtue

ARISTOTLE

Aristotle was bom in 384 B.C. in a town near Macedonia. When he was seventeen
years old, he went to Athens and studied with Plato for twenty years. When Plato
dicd, Aristotle left Athens and became a tutor to Alexander, the young heir to the
Macedonian throne, who was later to become known as Alexander the Great. In
334 B.C. Aristotle returned to Athens and founded his own school, the Lyceum.
When Alexander died in 323, there was strong anti-Macedonian feeling in Athens,
and Aristotle left the city. He died the next year at the age of sixty-two.

Aristotle studied and wrote about an astonishing range of subjects. His knowl-
edge was encyclopedic and deep. No one person has ever founded and advanced so
many ficlds of learning. Aristotic wrote scparate treatises on physics, biology, logic,
psychology, politics, metaphysics, aesthetics, litcrary criticism, and political science.
In the Middle Ages, Aristotle was known simply as the Philosopher.

Nicomachean Ethics, from which the reading selection below is drawn, is a classic in
the history of philosophy. Thought to have been named after Aristotle’s son, Nicom-
achean Ethics appears to have been prepared as a series of lectures. In them Aristotle
argucs that the good for human beings is happiness and that happiness consists in
their fulfilling their function as human beings. He then goes on to describe the nature

of virtue, which he sees as a mean berween excess and deficiency.

Study Questions

1. What are some of the ordinary views of good or happiness that people have? What does
Aristotle have to say about them?
2. Why is happiness the supreme or highest good?
3. What is the function of human beings?
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36 PART ONE: ETHICAL THEORY

4. What is the connection between function and happiness? What other factors influence

human happiness?

5. What is Aristotle’s theory of virtue as a mean?

Book I: Happiness

All human activities
aim at some good

EVERY ART AND EVERY SCIENTIFIC INQUIRY,
and similarly every action and purpose, may be
said to aim at some good. Hence the good has
been well defined as that at which all things aim.
But it is clear that there is a difference in ends;
for the ends are sometimes activities, and some-
tumes results beyond the mere activites. Where
there are ends beyond the action, the results are
naturally superior to the action.

As there are various actions, arts, and sci-
ences, it follows that the ends are also various.
Thus health is the end of the medical art, a ship
of shipbuilding, victory of strategy, and wealth
of economics. It often happens that a number of
such arts or sciences combine for a single enter-
prise, as the art of making bridles and all such
other arts as furnish the implements of horse-
manship combine for horsemanship, and horse-
manship and every military action for strategy;
and in the same way, other arts or sciences com-
bine for others. In all these cases, the ends of the
master arts or sciences, whatever they may be,
are more desirable than those of the subordinate
arts or sciences, as it is for the sake of the former
that the latter are pursued. . ..

If it is true that in the sphere of action there
is some end which we wish for its own sake, and
for the sake of which we wish everything clse,
and if we do not desire everything for the sake
of something else (for, if that is so, the process
will go on ad nfinitum, and our desire will be
idle and futile), clearly this end will be good and
the supreme good. Does it not follow then that
the knowledge of this good is of great-impor-
tance for the conduct of life? Like archers who
have a mark at which to aim, shall we not have a

" better chance of attaining what we wane? If this

is so, we must endeavor to comprehend, at least
in outline, what this good is. . . .

Ethics is not an exact science

This then is the object at which the present in-
quiry aims. . . . But our statement of the case
will be adequate, if it be made with all such clear-
ness as the subject-matter admits; for it would
be as wrong to expect the same degree of accu-
racy in all reasonings. . . . Things noble and just

. exhibit so great a d1vcrsxty and uncertainty
that they arc sometimes thought to have only a
conventonal, and not a natural, existence. There
is the same sort of uncertainty in regard to good
things, as it often happens that injuries result
from them,; thus there have been cases in which
people were ruined by wealth, or again by cour-
age. As our subjects then and our premisses are
of this nature, we must be content to indicate
the truth roughly and in outline; and as our sub-
jects and premisses are true generally buz not uni-
versally, we must be content to arrive at conclu-
sions which are only generally true. It is right to
receive the particular statements which are made
in the same spirit for an educated person will
expect accuracy in each subject only so ﬁtr as the
nature of the subject allows. .

Everybody is competent to ]udgc the subjects
which he understands, and is a good judge of
them. It follows that in particular subjectsit is a
person of special education, and in general a per-
son of universal education, who is a good judge.
Hence the young are not proper students of po-
litical science,* as they have no experience of the
actions of lifc which form the premisses and sub-
jects of the reasonings. Also it may be added that

* Politcal science as Aristotde understands it includes
moral philosophy.—ED.

From Nicomachcan Ethics, transiated by James E. C. Weldon (1857). Subbcadings added.
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from their tendency to follow their emotions
“they will not study the subject to any purpose or
profit, as its end is not knowledge but action. It
makes no difference whether a person is young
in years or youthful in character; for the defect
of which I speak is not one of time, but is due to
the emotional character of his life and pursuits.
Knowledge is as useless to such a person as it is
to an intemperate person. But where the desires
and actions of people are regulated by reason the
knowledge of these subjects will be extremely
valuable. '

But having said so much by way of preface as
to the students of [the subject], the spirit in
which it should be studied, and the object
which we set before ourselves, let us resume our

argumcnt.

Different conceptions
of happiness

As every science and undertaking aims at some
good, what is in our view . . . the highest of all
practical goods? As to its name there is, I may
say, a general agreement. The masses and the
cultured classes agree in calling it happiness, and
conceive that “to live well” or “to do well” is the
same thing as “to be happy.” But as to what hap-
piness is they do not agree, nor do the masses
give the same account of it as the philosophers.
The former take it to be something visible and
palpable, such as pleasure, wealth, or honor;
different people, however, give different defini-
tions of it, and often even the same man gives
different definitions at different times. When he
s ill, it is health, when he is poor, it is wealth; if
he is conscious of his own ignorance, he envies
people who use grand language above his own
somprehension. . . .

Men’s conception of the good or of happi-
1¢ess may be read in the lives they lead. Ordinary
x vulgar people conceive it to be a pleasure,
nd accordingly choose a life of enjoyment. For
here are, we may say, three conspicuous types
ff life, the sensual, the political, and, thirdly, the
if of thought. Now the mass of men present an
bsolurely slavish appearance, choosing the life

of brute beasts, but they have ground for so do-
ing because so many persons in authority share
the tastes of Sardanapalus.* Cultivated and en-
ergetic people, on the other hand, identify hap-
piness with honor, as honor is the general end of
political life. But this scems too superficial an
idea for our present purpose; for honor depends
more upon the people who pay it than upon the
person to whom it is paid, and the good we feel
is something which is proper to 2 man himself
and cannot be easily taken away from him. Men
too appear to seek honor in order to be assured
of their own goodness. Accordingly, they seek it
at the hands of the sage and of those who know
them well, and they seck it on the ground of
their virtue; clearly then, in their judgment at
any rate, virtue is better than honor. Perhaps then
we mught look on virtue rather than honor as the
end of polidcal life. Yet even this idea appears
not quite complete; for a man may possess virtuc
and yet be asleep or inactive throughout life, and
not only so, but he may experience the greatest
calamities and misfortunes. Yet no one would
call such a life a life of happiness, unless he were
maintaining a paradox. . . . The third life is the
life of thought, which we will discuss later.*

The life of money making is a life of con-
straint; and wealth is obviously not the good of
which we are in quest; for it is useful merely
as a means to something else. It would be
more reasonable to take the things mentioned
before—sensual pleasure, honor, and virrue—as
ends than wealth, since they are things desired
on their own account. Yet these too are evidendy
not ends, although much argument has been
employed to show that they are. . . . '

Characteristics of the good

But leaving this subject for the present, let us
revert to the good of which we are in quest and
consider what it may be. For it scems different
in different-activities or arts; it is one thing in

* A half-legendary ruler whose name to the Greeks stood
for extreme luxury and extravagance.—ED.
t In Book X of Nicomachean Ethis.—ED.
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medicine, another in strategy, and so on. What
is the good in each of these instances? It is pre-
sumably that for the sake of which all clse is
done. In medicine this is health, in strategy vic-
tory, in architecture a house, and so on. In every
activity and undertaking it is the end, since it is
for the sake of the end thar all people do what-
ever clse they do. If then there is an end for all
our activity, this will be the good to be accom-
plished; and if there are several such ends, it will
be these.

Our argument has arrived by a different path
at the same point as before; but we must en-
deavor to make it still plainer. Since there are
more ends than one, and some of these ends—
for example, wealth, flutes, and instruments
gencrally—we desire as means to something
clse, it is evident that not all are final ends. But
the highest good is clearly something final.
Hence if there is only one final end, this will be
the object of which we are in search; and if there
are more than onc, it will be the most final. We
call chat which is sought after for its own sake
more final than that which is sought after as a
means to something else; we call that which is
never desired as a means to something else more
final than things that are desired both for them-
sclves and as means to something else. There-
fore, we call absolutely final that which is always
desired for itself and never as a means to some-
thing clse. Now happiness more than anything
elsc answers to this description. For happiness
we always desire for its own sake and never as
a means to somcthing clse, whereas honor, plea-
sure, intelligence, and every virtue we desire
pardy for their own sakes (for we should desire
them independently of what might result from
them), but partly also as means to happiness, be-
cause we suppose they will prove instruments of
happiness. Happiness, on the other hand, no-
body desires for the sake of these things, nor in-
deed as a means to anything else atall. . . .

The function of man

Perhaps, however, it scems a commonplace to
say that happiness is the supreme good; what is

wanted is to define its nature a little more clearly.
The best way of arriving at such a definition will
probably be to ascertain the function of man.
For, as with a flute player, a sculptor, or any
artist, or in fact anybody who has a special func-
ton or activity, his goodness and excellence
scem to lie in his function, so it would scem to
be with man, if indeed he has a special function.
Can it be said that, while a carpenter and a cob-
bler have special functions and activities, man,
unlike them, is naturally functionless? Or, as the
eye, the hand, the foot, and similarly each part
of the body has a special function, so may man
be regarded as having a special function apart
from all these? What, then, can this function be?
It is not life; for life is apparentdy something
that man shares with plants; and we are looking
for something peculiar to him. We must exclude
therefore the life of nutrition and growth. There
is next what may be called the life of sensation.
But this too, apparently, is shared by man with
horses, cattle, and all other animals. There re-
mains what I may call the active life of the ratio-
nal part of man’s being. . . .

The function of man then is activity of soul
in accordance with reason, or not apart from
reason. Now, the function of a man of a cer-
tain kind, and of a man who is good of that
kind—for example, of a harpist and a good
harpist—are in our view the same in kind. This
is truc of all people of all kinds without excep-
ton, the superior excellence being only an addi-
tion to the function; for it is the function of a
harpist to play the harp, and of a good harpist
to play the harp well. This being so, if we define
the function of man as a kind of life, and this life
as an activity of the soul or a course of action in
accordance with reason, and if the function of a
good man is such actvity of a good and noble
kind, and if everything is well done when it is
done in accordance with its proper excellence, it
follows that the good of man is activity of soul
in accordance with virtue, or, if there are more
virtues than one, in accordance with the best and
most complete virtue. But we must add the
words “in a complete life.” For as one swallow

i
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or onc day docs not make a spring, so onc day
or a short tme does not make a man blessed or

happy. - - .
Human happiness

Sdll it 1s clear that happiness requires the ad-
diton of external goods; for it is impossible, or
at Jeast difficult, to do noble deeds with no out-
side means. For many things can be done only
through the aid of friends or wealth or political
power; and there are some things the lack of
which spoils our felicity, such as good birth,
wholcsome children, and personal beauty. For
a man who is extremely ugly in appearance or
low bom or solitary and childless can hardly be
happy; perhaps still less so, if he has exceedingly
bad children or friends, or has had good children
or friends and lost them by death. As we said,
then, happiness seems to need prosperity of this
kind in addition to virtue. For this reason some
persons identify happiness with good fortune,
though others do so with virtue. . . .

It is reasonable then not to call an ox or a
horse or any other animal happy; for none of
them is capable of sharing in this acuvitv. For
the same reason no child can be happy, since the
youth of a child keeps him for the time being
from such activity; if a child is ever called happy,
the ground of felicitation is his promise, rather
than his actual performance. For happiness de-
nands, as we said, a complete virtue and a com-
slete life. And there are all sorts of changes and
*hances in life, and the most prosperous of men
nay in his old age fall into extreme calamities, as
>riam did in the heroic legends.* And a person

vho has experienced such chances and dicd a

niserable death, nobody calls happy. . . .

Now the events of chance are numerous and
f different magnitudes. Small pieces of good
artune or the reverse do not turn the scale of
fe in any way, but great and numerous events
12ke life happier if they turn out well, since they
aturally give it beauty and the use of them may

* The disastrous fate of Priam, King of Troy, was part of
e well-known Homeric tales.—Eb.

be noble and good. If, on the other hand, they
turn out badly, they mar and mutilate happiness
by causing pain and hinderances to many activi-
ties. Still, even in these circumstances, nobility
shines out when a person bears with calmness
the weight of accumulated misforrunes, not
from insensibility but from dignity and great-
ness of spirit.

Then if activities determine the quality of life,
as we said, no happy man can become miserable;
for he will never do what is hateful and mean.
For our idea of the truly good and wise man is
that he bears all the chances of life with dignity
and always does what is best in the circum-
stances, as a good gencral makes the best use of
the forces at his command in war, or a2 good cob-
bler makes the best shoe with the leather given
him, and so on through the whole series of the
arts. If this is so, the happy man can never be-
come miserable. I do not say that he will be for-
tunate if he meets such chances of life as Priam.
Yet he will not be variable or constantly chang-
ing, for he will not be moved from his happiness
easily or by ordinary misfortunes, but only by
great and numerous ones; nor after them will
he quickly regain his happiness. If he regains
it at all, it will be only over a long and com-
plete period of time and after great and notable
achievement.

We may safely then define a happy man as one
who is active in accord with perfect virtue and
adequately furnished with external goods, not
for some chance period of time but for his whole
lifetime. . . .

Inasmuch as happiness is an activity of soul in
accordance with complete or perfect virtue, it is
necessary to consider virtue, as this will perhaps
be the best way of studying happiness. . . .

Book II: Virtue

Virtue and habit

Virtue is twofold, partly intellectual and partly
moral, and intellectual virtue is originated and
fostered mainly by teaching; it demands there-
fore experience and time. Moral virtue on the
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other hand is the outcome of habit. . . . From
this fact it is clear that moral virtue is not im-
planted in us by nature; for nothing that exists
by nature can be transformed by habit. It is nei-
ther by nature then nor in defiance of nature that
virtues grow in us. Nature gives us the capacity
to reccive them, and that capacity is perfected by
habit. . . .

It is by playing the harp that both good and
bad harpists are produced; and the case of build-
ers and others is similar, for it is by building well
that they become good builders and by building
badly that they become bad builders. If it were
not so, there would be no need of anybody to
tecach them; they would all be born good or bad
in their several crafts. The case of the virtues is
the same. It is by our actions in dealings between
man and man that we become either just or un-
just. It is by our actions in the face of danger and
by our training oursclves to fear or to courage
that we become cither cowardly or courageous.
It.is much the same with our appetites and angry
passions. People become temperate and gendle,
others licentious and passionate, by behaving in
one or the other way in particular circumstances.
In a word, moral states are the results of activi-
tes like the states themselves. It is our duty
therefore to keep a certain character in our ac-
tivitics, since our moral states depend on the dif-
ferences in our activities. So the difference be-
tween one and another training in habits in our
childhood is not a light matter, but important,
or rather, all-important. :

Virtues and the mean

Our present study is not, like other studies,
purcly theoretical in intention; for the ob]cct of
our inquiry is not to know what virtue is but
how to become good, and that is the sole benefit
of it. We must, therefore, consider the right way
of performing actions, for it is acts, as we have
said, that determine the character of the result-
ing moral states. . . .

The first point to be observed is that in the
matters we arc now considering deficiency and
cxcess arc both fatal. It is so, we see, in questions

of health and strength. . . . Too much or too
lirtle gymnastic exercise is fatal to strength. Simi-
larly, too much or too little meat and drink is
fatal to health, whereas a suitable amount pro-
duces, increases, and sustains it. It is the same
with temperance, courage, and other moral vir-
tucs. A person who avoids and is afraid of every-
thing and faces nothing becomes a coward; a
person who is not afraid of anything but is ready
to face everything becomes foolhardy. Similarly,
he who enjoys every pleasure and abstains from
none is licentious; he who refuses all pleasures,
like a boor, is an insensible sort of person. For
temperance and courage are destroyed by excess
and deficiency but preserved by the mean. . . .
Every art then doces its work well, if it regards
the mean and judges the works it produces by
the mean. For this reason we often say of suc-
cessful works of art that it is impossible to take
anything from them or to add anything to them,
which implies that excess or deficiency is fatal to
excellence but that the mean state ensures it.
Good artists too, as we say, have an cye to the
mean in their works. Now virtue, like Nature
hersclf, is more accurate and better than any art;
virtue, therefore, will aim at the mean. I speak of
moral virtue, since it is moral virtue which is
concerned with emotions and actions, and it is
in these we have excess and deficiency and the
mean. Thus it is possible to go too far, or not far
cnough in fear, pride, desire, anger, pity, and
pleasure and pain generally, and the excess and

the deficiency are alike wrong; but to feel these -

emotions at the right times, for the right ob-
jects, towards the right persons, for the right
motives, and in the right manner, is the mean or
the best good, which signifies virtue. Similarly,
therc may be excess, defidency, or the mean, in
acts. Virtue is concerned with both emotions
and actions, wherein excess is an error and defi-
ciency a fault, while the mean is successful and
praised, and success and praise are both charac-
teristics of virtue.
It appears then that virtue is a kind of mean
because it aims at the mean. . . .
But not every action or every emotion admits
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of a mean. There are some whose very name im-
i,lics wickedness, as, for example, malice, shame-
lessness, and envy among the emotions, and
adultery, theft, and murder among the actions.
All these and others like them are marked as in-
wrinsically wicked, not merely the excesses or de-
ficiencies of them. It is never possible then to be
right in them; they are always sinful. . . .

Practical advice

We have now sufficiently shown that moral vir-
tuc is a mean, and in what sense it is so; that it
is a mean as lying between two vices, a vice of
excess on the one side, and a vice of deficdency
on the other, and as aiming at the mean in emo-
tion and action.

That is why it is so hard to be good; for it is
always hard to find the mean in anything. . . .
Anybody can get angry—that is easy—and any-
body can give or spend moncy, but to give it to
the right person, to give the right amount of it,
at the right time, for the right cause and in the
right way, this is not what anybody can do, nor
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1s it casy. That is why goodness is rarc and
praiscworthy and noble. One then who aims at
a mean must begin by departing from the ex-
tremec that is more contrary to the mean . . . , for
of the two extremes one is more wrong than the
other. As it is difficult to hit the mean exactly,
we should take the second best course, as the
saying is, and choose the lesser of two evils. This
we shall best do in the way described, that is,
steering clear of the evil which is further from
the mean. We must also note the weaknesses to
which we are ourselves particularly prone, since
different natures tend in different ways; and we
may ascertain what our tcndcncy is by observing
our feclings of pleasure and pain. Then we must
drag oursclves away towards the opposite ex-
treme; for by pulling ourselves as far as possible
from what is wrong we shall arrive at the mean,
as we do when we pull a crooked stick straight.

In all cases we must especially be on our
guard against the pleasant, or pleasure, for we
are not imparnal judges of pleasure.

In Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle went on to work out the means, excesses, and
deficiencies for various virtues. W. T. Jones, a historian of philosophy, conveniently

summarized Aristotle’s views in a table:

Activity Vice (Excess) Virtue (Mcan) Vice (Deficit)

Facing death Too much fear Right amount of Too lirte fear
(i.e., cowardice) fear (ic., (i-¢., foolhardi-

courage) nss)

Bodily actions Profligacy Tempcrance No name for this

(cating, drinking, ' state, but it may

sex, etc.) be called

“insensitivity”

Giving moncy Prodigality Liberality Iliberality

Large-saale Vulgarity Magnificence Meanncss

giving

Claiming honors Vanity Pride Humility

Social intercourse Obscquiousness Friendliness Sulkiness

According Injustice Justice Injustice

honors

Rcmbuuon for Injustice Justice Injustice

wrongdoing

Sexcrce: W. T. Jones, The Classical Mind (New York: Harcourt, Brace, & World, 1952, 1969), p. 268.
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PART ONE: ETHICAL THEORY
Review and Discussion Questions

1. Aristotle believed that cthics is not an exact science and that young people are not
proper students of ethics. Why? Are you persuaded by his reasoning?

2. Why did Aristotle belicve that happiness is the supreme good? Do you agree?

3. What were Aristotlc’s reasons for rejecting the view that the pursuit of honor or wealth
consututes the good or happy life?

4. What did Aristotle mean when he talked about our function as human beings? Can you
state his viewpoint in your own words?

5. What is the relationship between virtue and habir? How do we come to be virtuous?

6. Discuss Aristotle’s theory of virtue with regard to the specific virtues given in the table
at the end of the essay.

Good Will, Duty, and the Categorical Imperative

IMMANUEL KANT

Immanuel Kant was born in Kénigsberg in East Prussia in 1724. He spent his whole
life there, evenrually becoming a professor ar the local university. He remained a
bachelor and was reported to have been so regular in his habits that neighbors set
their clocks by his afternoon walks. He died at eighty, by which time he had left a
lasting mark on the world of philosophy. Today he is considered one of the greatest
philosophers of all ime. ,

Kant’s ethical theory has been enormously influendal. This cxcerpt from his classic
work The Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals presents Kants account of moral
duty. For an action to have moral worth, for it to reflect a good will, Kant stressed
that the action must be undertaken for duty’s sake—and not for some other reason,
such as fear of being caught and punished. Ethics is based on reason alone, Kant
thought, and not—as it was for Aristotle—on human nature. The imperatives of
morality are, in his famous terminology, not hypothetical but categorical. That is, the
moral duty that binds us is unconditional, universally valid, and necessary.

Kant formulated his basic test of right and wrong, his famous categorical impera-
uve, in different ways. But the core idea is that an action is right if and only if we can
will it to become a universal law of conduct. That is, we must never perform an action -
unless we can consistently will that the maxim or principle governing it be one that
everyone can follow. Consider, for example, making a promisc that you know you
cannot keep. Kant believed that it is impossiblc to will the maxim “Make promises
that you know you cannot keep” as a universal law, because if everyone were to act
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on this maxim, the institution of promising would be impossible. An alternative for-
"mulation of the categorical imperative Kant offered is that onc should always treat
human beings as ends in themselves, never as means alone.

Study Questions

" 1. Why is a good will the only thing that is good without qualification?

2. When does an action have moral worth?

3. What is the difference between a hypothetical imperative and a categorical imperative?
4 What is the second formulation of the categorical imperative?

s. What did Kant mean by the “kingdom of ends™

The Good Will

NOTHING CAN POSSIBLY BE CONCEIVED in the
world, or even out of it, which can be called
good, without qualification, except a Good Will.
Intelligence, wit, judgment, and the other zalenss
of the mind, however they may be named, or
courage, resolution, perseverance, as qualities of
temperament, are undoubtedly good and desir-
able in many respects; but these gifts of nature
may also become extremcly bad and mischievous
if the will which is to make use of them, and
which, therefore, constitutes what is called char-
acter, is not good. It is the same with the gifis of
fortune. Power, riches, honour, even health, and
the gencral well-being and contentment with
ane’s condition which is called happiness, inspire
oride, and often presumption, if there is not a
zood will to correct the influence of these on the
mind, and with this also to rcctify the whole
orinciple of acting, and adapt it to its end. The
sight of a being who is not adorned with a single
‘cature of a pure and good will, enjoying unbro-
ien prosperity, can never give pleasure to an im-
>artial rational spectator. Thus a good will ap-
3ars to constitute the indispensable condition
“en of being worthy of happiness.

There are even some qualities which are of
“rvice to this good will itself, and may facilitate
s action, yet which have no intrinsic uncondi-
onal value, but always presupposc a good will,

and this qualifies the esteem that we justly have
for them, and does not permit us to regard them
as absolutely good. Moderation in the affections
and passions, sclf-control, and calm deliberation
are not only good in many respects, but even
seem to constitute part of the intrinsic worth of
the person; but they are far from deserving to be
called good without qualification, although they
have been so unconditionally praised by the an-
cients. For without the principles of a good will,
they may become extremely bad; and the cool-
ness of a villain not only makes him far more
dangerous, but also directly makes him more
abominable in our eyes than he would have been
without it.

A good will is good not because of what it
performs or effects, not by its aptness for the at-
tainment of some proposed end, but simply by
virtue of the volition, that is, it is good in itself,
and considered by itself is to be esteemed much
higher than all that can be brought about by it
in favour of any inclinaton, nay, ecven of the
sum-total of all inclinations. Even if it should
happen that, owing to special disfavour of for-
tune, or the niggardly provision of a step-
motherly nature, this will should wholly lack
power to accomplish its p if with its
greatest cfforts it should yet achieve nothing,
and there should remain only the good will (not,
to be sure, a mere wish, but the summoning of
all means in our power), then, like a jewel, it

"= The Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals, translased by T. K. Abbott (1873). Subbeadings added.
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would still shine by its own light, as a thing
which has its whole value in itself. Its usefulness
or fruitlessness can neither add to nor rake away
anything from this value. It would be, as 1t were,
only the setring to enable us to handle it the
more conveniently in common commerce, Or to
attract to it the attention of those who arc not
yet connoisseurs, but not to recommend it to
true connoisseurs, or to determine its value. . . .

Moral Worth

It is always a matter of duty that a dealer should
not overcharge an inexperienced purchaser; and
wherever there is much commerce the prudent
tradesman does not overcharge, but keeps a fixed
price for everyone, so that a child buys of him as
well as any other. Men are thus Aonestly served;
but this is not enough to make us believe that
the tradesman has so acted from duty and from
principles of honesty: his own advantage re-
quired it; it is out of the question in this case to
suppose that he might besides have a direct in-
clination in favour of the buyers, so that, as it
were, from love he should give no advantage to
one over another. Accordingly the action was
done neither from duty nor from direct inclina-
tion, but merely with a selfish view.

On the other hand, it is a duty to maintain
onc’s life; and, in addinon, everyone has also a
direct inclination to do so. But on this account
the often anxious care which most men take for
it has no intrinsic worth. . . . They preserve their
life as duty requires, no doubt, but not because
Auty requires. On the other hand, if adversity and
hopeless sorrow have completely taken away the
relish for life; if the unfortunate one, strong in
mind, indignant at his fate rather than despond-
ing or dcjected, wishes for death, and yet pre-
serves his life without loving it—not from incli-
nation or fear, but from duty—then his maxim
has a moral worth.

To be bencficent when we can is a duty; and
besides this, there are many minds so sympa-
thetically constituted that, without any other
motive of vanity or self-interest, they find a plea-

sure in spreading joy around them, and can take
delight in the sansfaction of others so far as it is
their own work. But I maintain that in such a
case an action of this kind, however proper, how-
cver amiable it may be, has nevertheless no true
moral worth, but is on a level with other incli-
natons, ¢.4. the inclination to honour, which, if
it is happily directed to that which is in fact of
public utility and accordant with duty, and con-
sequently honourable; deserves praise and en-
couragement, but not esteem. For the maxim
lacks the moral import, namely, that such actions
be done from duty, not from inclinadon. Put the
case that the mind of that philanthropist was
clouded by sorrow of his own, extinguishing all
sympathy with the lot of others, and that while
he still has the power to benefit others in dis-
tress, he is not touched by their trouble becausc
he is absorbed with his own; and now suppose
that he tears himself out of this dead insensibil-
ity, and performs the action without any incli-
naton to it, but simply from duty, then first has
his action its genuine moral worth. Further still;
if nature has put little sympathy in the heart of
this or that man; if he, supposed to be an up-
right man, is by temperament cold and indiffer-
ent to the sufferings of others, perhaps because
in respect of his own he is provided with the spe-
cial gift of patience and fortitude, and supposes,
or even requires, that others should have the
same—and such a man would certainly not be
the meanest product of nature—but if nature
had not specially framed him for a philanthro-
pist, would he not still find in himself a source
from whence to give himself a far higher worth

" than that of a good-natured temperament couid

be? Unquestionably. It is just in this that the
moral worth of the character is brought out
which is incomparably the highest of all, namely,
that he is beneficent, not from inclination, but
from duty. . . .

The moral worth of an action does not lie in
the effect expected from it, nor in any principle
of action which requires to borrow its motive
from this expected effect. For all these effects—
agrecableness of one’s condition, and even the
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romotion of the happiness of others—could
have been also brought about by other causes,
so that for this there would have been no need
of the will of a rational being; whereas it is in
this alone that the supreme and unconditional
good can be found. The pre-eminent good
which we call moral can therefore consist in
nothing else than the conception of law in itself,
which certasnly is only possible in a rational being,
in so far as this conception, and not the expected
effect, determines the will. This is a2 good which
is already present in the person who acts accord-
ingly, and we have not to wait for it to appear
first in the result.

The Supreme Principle of Morality:
The Categorical Imperative

But what sort of law can that be, the conception
of which must determine the will, even without
paying any regard to the effect expected from it,
in order that this will may be called good abso-
lutely and without qualification? As I have de-
prived the will of every impulse which could
arise to it from obedience to any law, there re-
mains nothing but the universal conformity of
its actions to law in general, which alone is to
serve the will as a principle, z.e. I am never to act
otherwise than so that I could also will that my
maxim showld becone a universal law. Here, now,
it is the simple conformity to law in general,
without assuming any particular law applicable
to certain actions, that serves the will as its prin-
cple, and must so serve it, if duty is not to be a
vain delusion and a chimerical notion. The com-
mon reason of men in its practical judgments
perfectly coincides with this, and always has in
view the principle here suggested. Let the ques-
tion be, for example: May I when in distress
make a promise with the intention not to kecp
it? I readily distinguish here berween the wo
significations which the question may have:
Whether it is prudent, or whether it is right, to
make a false promisc? The former may undoubt-
edly often be the case. I see clearly indeed that it
15 not enough to extricate myself from a present

difficulty by means of this subterfuge, but it
must be well considered whether there mav not
hereafter spring from this liec much greater in-
convenience than that from which I now free
mysclf, and as, with all my supposed cunning,
the conscquences cannot be so casily forescen
but that credit once lost may be much more in-
jurious to me than any mischief which I seek
to avoid at present, it should be considered
whether it would not be more prudent to act
herein according to a universal maxim, and to
make it a habit to promise nothing except with
the intention of keeping it. But it is soon clear
to me that such a maxim will still only be based
on the fear of consequences. Now it is a wholly
different thing to be truthful from duty, and to
be so from apprehension of injurious conse-
quences. In the first case, the very notion of the
action already implies a law for me; in the sec-
ond case, I must first look about elsewhere to see
what results may be combined with it which
would affect myself. For to deviate from the
principle of duty is beyond all doubt wicked; but
to be unfaithful to my maxim of prudence may
often be very advantageous to me, although to
abide by it is certainly safer. The shortest way,
however, and an unerring one, to discover the
answer to this question whether a lying promise
is consistent with duty, is to ask mysclf, Should
I be content that my maxim (to extricate mvself
from difficulty by a false promise) should hold
good as a universal law, for myself as well as
for others? and should I be able to sav to mv-
sclf, “Every onc may make a deceitful promise
when he finds himself in a difficulty from which
he cannot otherwise extricate himself™? Then I
presently become aware that while I can will the
lie, I can by no means will that lying should be a
universal law. For with such a law there would
be no promises at all, since it would be in vain
to allege my intention in regard to my future ac-
tions to those who would not believe this alle-
gation, or if they over-hastily did so, would pay
me back in my own coin. Hence my maxim, as
soon as it should be made a universal law, would
necessarily destroy itself. :
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I do not, therefore, nced any far-reaching
penetration to discern what I have to do in order
that my will may be morally good. Inexperi-
enced in the course of the world, incapable of
being prepared for all its contingencies, I only
ask mysclf: Canst thou also will that thy maxim
should be a universal law? If not, then it must be
rejected, and that not because of a disadvantage
accruing from mysclf or even to others, but
because it cannot enter as a principle into a
possible universal legislation, and reason extorts
from me immediate respect for such legislation.
I do not indeed as yet discern on what this re-
spect is based (this the philosopher may in-
quire), but at least I understand this, that it is an
estmation of the worth which far outweighs all
worth of what is reccommended by inclination,
and that the necessity of acting from pure respect
for the practical law is what constitutes duty, to
which every other motive must give place, be-
cause it is the condition of a will being good in
wself, and the worth of such a will is above
cverything. :

Thus, then, without quitung the moral
knowledge of common human reason, we have
arrived at its principle. And although, no doubt,
common men do not conceive it in such an ab-
stract and universal form, yet they always have it
really before their eyes, and use it as the standard
of their decision. . . .

Imperatives: Hypothetical and Categorical

Everything in nature works according to laws.
Rational beings alone have the faculty of acting
according to the conception of laws, that is accord-
ing to principles, i.c. have a wil. Since the de-
duction of actions from principles requires rea-
son, the will is nothing but practical reason. If
reason infallibly determines the will, then the ac-
tions of such a being which are recognized as
objectively necessary are subjectvely necessary
also, i.c. the will is a faculty to choose that only
which recason independent of inclination recog-
nizces as practically necessary, 1.c. as good. But if

reason of itself does not sufficiendy determine
the will, if the latter is subject also to subjective
conditions (particular impulses) which do not
always coincide with the objective conditions; in
a word, if the will does not # stself completely
-accord with reason (which is actually the case
with men), then the actions which objectively
are recognized as necessary are subjectively con-
tingent, and the determination of such a will ac-
cording to objective laws is obligation, that is to
say, the relation of the objective laws to a will
that is not thoroughly good is conceived as the
determination of the will of a rational being by
principles of reason, but which the will from its
nature docs not of necessity follow.

The conceptien of an objective principle, in
so far as it is obligatory for a will, is called a
command (of reason), and the formula of the
command is called an Imperative. . . .

Now all smperatives command cither Aypo-
thetically or categorically. The former represent
the practical necessity of a possiblc action as
means to something else that is willed (or at least
which one might possibly will). The categorical
imperative would be that which represented an
action as necessary of itself without reference to
another end, 1.c., as objectively necessary. . . .

If now the action is good only as a means
1o something clse, then the imperative is bypotheti-
cal; if it is conceived as good in #self and conse-
quently as being necessarily the prindple of a
will which of itself conforms to reason, then it is
categorical. . . .

When I conceive a hypothetical imperative,
in general I do not know beforchand what it
will contain until I am given the condition. But
when I conceive a categorical imperative, I know
at once what it contains. For as the imperative
contamns besides the law only the necessity that
the maxims shall conform to this law, while the
law contain no conditions restricting it, there re-
mains nothing but the general statement that the
maxim of the action should conform to a univer-
sal law, and it is this conformity alone that the

imperative properly represents as necessary.

N
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There is therefore but one categorical impera-
tive, namely, this: Act only on that maxim whereby
thow canst at the same time will that it should be-
come & universal law.

Now if all imperatives of duty can be de-
duced from this one imperative as from their
principlc, then, although it should remain un-
decided whether what is called duty is not
merely a vain notion, yet at least we shall be able

to show what we understand by it and what this

notion means.

Since the universality of the law according to
which effects arc produced constitutes what is
properly called nature in the most gencral sense
(as to form), that is the existence of things so far
as it is determined by general laws, the impera-
tive of duty may be expressed thus: Act as if the
maxim of thy action were to become by thy will a
universal law of nature.

Four Illustrations

We shall now enumerate a few duties, adopting
the usual division of them into duties to our-
sclves and to others, and into perfect and imper-
fect dutics.

1. A man reduced to despair by a series of mis-
fortunes fecls wearied of life, but is still so far in
possession of his reason that he can ask himself
whether it would not be contrary to his duty to
himsclf to take his own life. Now he inquires
whether the maxim of his action could become a
universal law of nature. His maxim is: From self-
love I adopt it as a principle to shorten my life
when its longer duration is likely to bring more
ovil than satisfaction. It is asked then simply
whether this principle founded on sclf-love can
become a universal law of nature. Now we see at
once that a system of nature of which it should
be a law to destroy life by means of the very feel-
ing whose special nature it is to impel to the im-
provement of life would contradict itself, and
therefore could not exist as a system of nature;
hence that maxim cannot possibly exist as a uni-

versal law of nature, and consequently would be

wholly inconsistent with the supreme principle
of all dury.

2. Another finds himself forced by necessity to
borrow moncy. He knows that he will not be
able to repay it, bur sces also that nothing will
be lent to him, unless he promises stoudy to re-
pay it in a definite time. He desires to make this
promise, but he has still so much conscience as
to ask himself: Is it not unlawful and inconsis-
tent with duty to get out of a difficulty in this
way? Suppose, however, that he resolves to do
so, then the maxim of his action would be ex-
pressed thus: When I think myself in want of
money, I will borrow moncy and promisc to re-
pay it, aithough I know that I never can do so.
Now this principle of self-love or of one’s own
advantage may perhaps be consistent with my
whole future welfare; but the queston now is,
Is it right? I change then the suggestion of sclf-
love into a universal law, and state the question
thus: How would it be if my maxim were a uni-
versal law? Then I see at once that it could never
hold as a universal law of nature, but would nec-
essarily contradict itself. For supposing it to be a
universal law that everyone when he thinks him-
sclf in a difficulty should be able to promise
whatever he pleases, with the purpose of not
keeping his promise, the promise itself would be-
come impossible, as well as the end that one might
have in view 1n it, since no one would consider
that anything was promised to him, but would
ridicule all such statements as vain pretences.

3. A third finds in himself a talent which with
the help of some culture might make him a use-
ful man in many respects. But he finds himself in
comfortable circumstances, and prefers to in-
dulge in pleasurc rather than to take pains in en-
larging and improving his happy natural capaci-
ties. He asks, however, whether his maxim of
neglect of his natural gifts, besides agreeing with
his inclination to indulgence, agrees also with
what is called duty. He sees then that a system



48 PART ONE: ETHICAL THEORY

of nature could indeed subsist with such a uni-
versal law although men (like the South Sca is-
landers) should let their talents rest, and resolve
to devote their lives merely to idleness, amuse-
ment, and propagation of their species—in a
word, to enjoyment; but he cannot possibly will
that this should be a universal law of nature, or
be implanted in us as such by a natural instinct.
For, as a rational being, he necessarily wills that
his faculties be developed, since they serve him,
and have been given him, for all sorts of possible

purposcs.

4 A fourth, who is in prosperity, while he sces
that others have to contend with great wretch-
edness and that he could help them, thinks:
What concern is it of mine? Let everyone be as
happy as Heaven pleases, or as he can make him-
sclf; I will take nothing from him nor even envy
him, only I do not wish to contribute anything
to his welfare or to his assistance in distress!
Now no doubt if such a mode of thinking were
a universal law, the human race might very well
subsist, and doubtless even better than in a state
in which everyone talks of sympathy.and good-
will, or cven takes care occasionally to put it into
practice, but, on the other side, also cheats when
he can, betrays the rights of men, or otherwise
violates them. But although it is possible that a
universal law of nature might exist in accordance
with that maxim, it is impossible to will that
such a principle should have the universal va-
lidity of a law of nature. For a will which re-
solved this would contradict itself, inasmuch as
many cases might occur in which one would
have need of the love and sympathy of others,
and in which, by such a law of nature, sprung
from his own will, he would dcpnvc himself of
all hope of the aid he desires. .

Second Formulation of the Categorical
Imperative: Humanity as an End in Itself

The will is conceived as a faculty of determining
onesclf to action in accordance with the conception

of certain laws. And such a faculty can be found
only in radonal beings. .

Now I say: man and gcncrally any rational
being exists as an end in himsclf, not merely as
@ means to be arbitrarily used by this or that
will, but in all his actions, whether they con-
cern himsclf or other rational beings, must be
always rcgarded at the same time as an end. All
objects of the inclinations have only a condi-
tonal worth; for if the inclinations and the
wants founded on them did not exist, then their
object would be without value. But the inclina-
tions themsclves being sources of want are so far
from having an absolute worth for which they
should be desired, that, on the contrary, it must
be the universal wish of every rational being to
be wholly free from them. Thus the worth of
any object which is 70 be acquired by our ac-
tion is always conditional. Beings whose exis-
tence depends not on our will but on nature’s,
have nevertheless, if they are nonrational beings,
only a rclative value as means, and are there-
forc called things; rational beings, on the con-
trary, arc called persons, because their very nature
points them out as ends in themselves, that is as
something which must not be used merely as
means, and so far therefore restricts frecdom of
acuon (and is an object of respect). These, there-
fore, are not merely subjective ends whose exis-
tence has a worth for s as an effect of our action,
but objective ends, that is things whose existence
1s an end in itself: an end moreover for which no
other can be substituted, which they should sub-
serve merely as means, for otherwise nothing
whatever would possess absolute worth; but if all
worth were conditioned and therefore contin-
gent, then there would be no supreme practical
principle of reason whatever.

If then there is a supreme practical principle
or, in respect of the human will, a categorical
imperative, it must be one which, being drawn
from the conception of that which is necessarily
an end for everyone becausc it is an end in iself,
constitutes an objective principle of will, and can
therefore serve as a universal practical law. The
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foundation of this principle is: rational nature
exists as an end in dself. Man necessarily conceives
his own existence as being so: so far then this is
a subjective principle of human actions. But every
other rational being regards its existence simi-
larly, just on the same rational principle that
holds for me: so that it is at the same time an
objective principle, from which as a supreme
practical law all laws of the will must be capable
of being deduced. Accordingly the practical im-
perative will be as follows: So act as to treat hu-
manity, whether in thine own person or in that of
any other, in every casc as an end withal, never as
means only. . . .

Looking back now on all previous attempts
to discover the principle of morality, we nced
not wonder why they all failed. It was seen that
man was bound to laws by duty, but it was not
obscrved that the laws to which he is subject
arc only those of his own giving, though at the
same time they are niversal, and that he is only
bound to act in conformity with his own will;
a will, however, which is designed by nature to
give universal laws. . . .

The Kingdom of Ends

The conception of every rational being as one
which must consider itself as giving in all the

Review and Discussion Questions
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maxims of its will universal laws, so as to judge
itsclf and its actions from this point of view—
this conception Icads to another which depends
on it and is very fruitful, namely, that of a king-
dom of ends.

By a kingdom 1 understand the union of dif-
ferent rational beings in a system by common
laws. Now since it is by laws that ends are deter-
mined as regards their universal validity, hence,
if we abstract from the personal differences of
rational beings, and likewise from all the content
of their private ends, we shall be able to conceive
all ends combined in a systematic whole (includ-
ing both rational beings as ends in themselves,
and also the special ends which each may pro-
posc to himsclf), that is to say, we can con-
ceive a kingdom of ends, which on the preceding
principles is possible.

For all ratonal beings come under the law
that each of them must treat itself and all
others never merely as means, but in cvery case
at the same time as ends in themselves. Hence
results a systematic union of rational beings
by common objective laws, s, a kingdom
which may be called a kingdom of ends, since
what these laws have in view is just the rela-
tion of these beings to one another as ends and
means.

1. Consider the case of the philanthropist who lacks sympathy for others. Was Kant cor-
T to maintain that an action has moral worth only if it is done from a sense of duty (and

10t from inclination)?

2. How exactly does a hypothetical imperative differ from a categorical imperative? Can
here really be an imperative that is more than hypothetical?
3. Explain how cach of Kant’s four examples illustrates the categorical imperative. Do you

c any problems with Kant's reasoning?

4 Kant belicved that we should always treat people as ends in themsclves, never as a
neans only. What exactly does this imply? How can one square this duty with normal, day-to-
lay business activity—for example, buying a ticket to a movie?

s- How do you see Kant’s approach as differing from that of Aristotie?
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JOHN STUART MILL

John Stuart Mill (1806—1873) was a leading exponent of utilitarian moral philosophy
and probably the most important British philosopher of the ninctecnth century. He
was educated at home by his father, learning Greek at the agc of three and Latin at
cight. He was somcthing of a prodigy and as a young man was an active crusader for
the utilitarian cause. His autobiography describes very movingly his education and
youthful activities and the mental breakdown he suffered when he was twenty years
old (sce “A Cirisis in My Mental History,” P- 199). Around the time of his recovery,
he began a friendship with Harriet Taylor, who became his lifelong companion and
intellectual collaborator. Their relationship was viewed as unorthodox, if not scandal-
ous, because Taylor was married. In fact, she continued to live with her husband until
his dcath twenty years later, at which time she and Mill marricd. Mill spent much of
his life working for the East India Company, where he began as a clerk art the age
of seventeen and eventually became a company director. He was elected to Parliament
1n 1865.

Utlitarianism is the moral theory that right and wrong are a function of the con-
sequences of our actions. It holds that we should act so as to produce the greatest
possible balance of good over bad for everyone affected by our actions. By “good,”
utilitarians like Mill understand happiness or pleasure. Mill, however, modified the
carlicr utilitarian theory of Bentham by arguing thar the “higher” pleasurcs of the
intellect arc of greater value than other pleasures. This excerpt from Mill’s classic work
Utilitarianism explains the utilitarian principle, defends it against various objections,
and argues that happiness is the only thing of intrinsic value. The final section presents
a slightly more complicared view of right and wrong and discusscs the relationship
between utility, on the one hand, and rights and justice, on the other.
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1. What is Mill’s initial statement of the utilitarian principle?
2. What is Mill’s test for distinguishing higher pleasures from lower pleasures?
3. How did Mill answer the objection that utilitarianism is too demanding because it re-
quires us always to act in a way that promotes the general interests of society?
4. What is Mill’s proof of the principlc of utility? How did he try to establish that the only

thing people desire is happiness?

5. What is Mill’s final definition of right and wrong, and how does it differ from his inital

statement of the utlitarian doctrine?

6. What is the relationship between utility and justice?

Chapter 1: Geneval Remarks

THERE ARE FEW CIRCUMSTANCES among those
which make up the present condition of human
knowledge, more unlike what might have been
ed, or more significant of the backward
state in which speculation on the most important
subjects still lingers, than the little progress which
has been made in the decision of the controversy
respecting the criterion of right and wrong. . . .
On the present occasion, I shall . . . attempt
to contribute something towards the under-
standing and appreciation of the Utilitarian or
Happiness theory, and towards such proof as it
is susceptible of. It is evident that this cannot be
proof in the ordinary and popular meaning of
the term. Questions of ultimate ends are not
amcenable to direct proof. . . . We are not, how-
ever, to infer that its acceptance or rejection
must depend on blind impulse, or arbitrary
choice. There is a larger meaning of the word
proof. . . . Considerations may be presented ca-
pable of determining the intellect either to give
or withhold its assent to the doctrine; and this is
equivalent to proof. . . .

Chapter I1: What Utilitarianism Is

- - . The creed which accepts as the foundation
of morals, Utlity, or the Greatest Happiness
Principle, holds that actions are right in propor-

From John Stuart Mill, Utilitarianism (1869).

tion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong
as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness.
By happiness is intended pleasure, and the ab-
sence of pain; by unhappiness, pain, and the pri-
vation of pleasure. . . . Pleasure, and freedom
from pain, are the only things desirable as ends;
and . . . all desirable things (which are as numer-
ous in the utilitarian as in any other scheme)
arc desirable cither for the pleasure inherent in
themselves, or as means to the promotion of
pleasurc and the prevention of pain.

Now, such a theory of life excites in many
minds, and among them in some of the most
estimable in fecling and purpose, inveterite dis-
like. To suppose that life has (as they express it)
no higher end than pleasure—no better and no-
bler object of desire and pursuit—they designate
as urtterly mean and grovelling; as a doctrine
worthy only of swine, to whom the followers of

- Epicurus were, at a very early period, contemp-

tuously likened. . . .

When thus attacked, the Epicureans have al-
ways answered, that it is not they, but their ac-
cusers, who represent human nature in a degrad-
ing light; since the accusation supposes human
beings to be capable of no pleasures except those
of which swine are capable. . . . The comparison
of the Epicurean life to that of beasts is felt as
degrading, precisely because a beast’s pleasures
do not satisfy a human being’s conceptions of
happiness. Human beings have faculties more
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elevated than the animal appetites, and when
once made conscious of them, do not regard
anything as happiness which does not include
their gratification. . . . It is quite compatible with
the principle of utility to recognize the fact, that
some kinds of pleasure are more desirable and
more valuable than others. It would be absurd
that while, in estmating all other things, quality
is considered as well as quantity, the estimation
of pleasures should be supposed to depend on
quantity alone.

If I am asked, what I mean by difference of
quality in pleasures, or what makes one pleasure
more valuable than another, merely as a plea-
sure, except its being greater in amount, there is
but one possible answer. Of two pleasures, if
there be one to which all or almost all who have
experience of both give a decided preference, ir-
respective of any fecling of moral obligation to
prefer it, thart is the more desirable pleasure. If
one of the two is, by those who are competently
acquainted with both, placed so far above the

-other that they prefer it, even though knowing
it to be attended with a greater amount of dis-
content, and would not resign it for any quantity
of the other pleasure which their nature is ca-
pable of, we are justified in ascribing to the pre-
ferred enjoyment a superiority in quality, so far
outweighing quantity as to render it, in com-
parison, of small account.

Now it is an unquestionable fact that those

~ who are cqually acquainted with and equally ca-

pable of appreciating and enjoying, both, do
give a most marked preference to the manner
of existence which employs their higher facul-
tes. Few human creatures would consent to be

changed into any of the lower animals, for a

promisc of the fullest allowance of a beast’s plea-
sures; no intelligent human being would con-
sent to be a fool, no instructed person would be
an ignoramus, no person of fecling and con-
science would be selfish and base, even though
they should be persuaded that the fool, the
dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied with his
lot than they are with theirs. They would not

resign what they possess more than he, for the
most complete satisfaction of all the desires
which they have in common with him. If they
cver fancy they would, it is only in cases of un-
happiness so extreme, that to escape from it they
would exchange their lot for almost any other,
however undesirable in their own cyes. A being
of higher faculties requires more to make him
happy, is capable probably of more acute suffer-
ing, and is certainly accessible to it at more
points, than onc of an inferior type; but in spite
of these liabilitics, he can never really wish to
sink into what he fecls to be a lower grade of
existence. . . . Whoever supposes that this pref-
crence takes place at a sacrifice of happiness—
that the superior being, in anything like the
equal circumstances, is not happicr than the in-
ferior—confounds the two very different ideas,
of happiness, and content. It is indisputable that
the being whose capacities of enjoyment are low,
has the greatest chance of having them fully sat-
isfied; and a highly-endowed being will always
feel that any happiness which he can look for, as
the world is constituted, is imperfect. But he can
learn to bear its imperfections, if they are at all
bearable; and they will not make him envy the
being who is indeed unconscious of the imper-
fections, but only because he fecls not at all the
good which those imperfections qualify. It is
better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig
satisfied; better to be Socrates dissatisfied than a
fool satisfied. And if the fool, or the pig, is of a
different opinion, it is because they only know
their own side of the question. The other party
to the comparison knows both sides. . . .

From this verdict of the only competent
judges, I apprehend there can be no appeal. On
a question [of] which is the best worth having
of two plecasures, or which of two modes of ex-
istence is the most grateful to the feclings, apart
from its moral attributes and from its conse-
quences, the judgment of those who are quali-
fied by knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that
of the majority among them, must be admitted
as final. . . . There is no other tribunal to be re-
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ferred to even on the question of quantity. What
‘means arc there of determining which is the
acutest of two pains, or the intensest of two
pleasurable sensations, except the gencral suf-
frage of thosec who are familiar with both? . . .
When, therefore, those feclings and judgment
declare the pleasures derived from the higher
faculties to be preferable # kind, apart from the
question of intensity, to those of which the ani-
mal nature, disjoined from the higher faculties,
is susceptible, they are entitled on this subject to
the same regard. . . .

The assailants of utilitarianism seldom have
the justice to acknowledge, that the happiness
which forms the utilitarian standard of what is
right in conduct, is not the agent’s own happi-
ness, but that of all concerned. As between his
own happiness and that of others, utilitarian-
ism requires him to be as strictly impartial as a
disinterested and benevolent spectator. In the
golden rule of Jesus of Nazareth, we read the
complete spirit of the ethics of udlity. To do as
onc would be done by, and to love one’s neigh-
bour as onesclf, constitute the ideal perfection
of utilitarian morality. As the means of making
the nearest approach to this ideal, utility would
enjoin, first, that laws and social arrangements
should place the happiness, or (as speaking prac-
tcally it may be called) the interest, of every in-
dividual, as nearly as possible in harmony with
the interest of the whole; and secondly, that edu-
cation and opinion, which have so vast a power
over human character, should so use that power
as to cstablish in the mind of every individual an
indissoluble association between his own happi-
ness and the good of the whole; especially be-
tween his own happiness and the practice of
such modes of conduct, negative and positive, as
regard for the universal happiness prescribes. . . .

The objectors to utilitarianism . . . say it is
exacting too much to require that people shall
always act from the inducement of promoting
the general interests of socicty. But this is to mis-
take the very meaning of a standard of morals,
and to confound the rule of action with the mo-
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tive of it. It is the business of ethics to tell us
what are our duties, or by what test we may
know them; but no system of cthics requires that
the sole motive of all we do shall be a fecling of
duty; on the contrary, nincty-nine hundredths of
all our actions are done from other motives, and
rightly so done, if the rule of duty does not con-
demn them. It is the more unjust to utilitarian-
ism that this particular misapprehension should
be made a ground of objection to it, inasmuch
as utilitarian moralists have gone beyond almost
all others in affirming that the motive has noth-
ing to do with the morality of the action, though
much with the worth of the agent. He who saves
a fellow creature from drowning does what is
morally right, whether his motive be duty, or
the hope of being paid for his trouble: he who
betrays the friend that trusts him, is guilty of
a crime, even if his object be to serve another
friend to whom he is under greater obligations.
But to speak only of actions done from the mo-
tive of duty, and in direct obedience to principle:
it is a misapprehension of the utilitarian mode of
thought, to conccive it as implying that people

- should fix their minds upon so wide a gencrality

as the world, or society at large. The great ma-
jority of good actions are intended, not for the
benefit of the world, but for that of individuals,
of which the good of the world is made up; and
the thoughts of the most virtuous man need
not on these occasions travel beyond the par-
ticular persons concemned, except so far as is nec-
essary to assure himself that in benefitting them
he is not violating the rights—that is, the legiti-
mate and authorized expectations—of any one
else. . . . In the case of abstinences indeecd—of
things which people forbear to do, from moral
considerations, though the consequences in the
particular case might be beneficial—it would be
unworthy of an intelligent agent not to be con-
sciously aware that the action is of a class which,
if practised generally, would be gencrally injuri-
ous, and that this is the ground of the obligation
to abstain from it. The amount of regard for the
public interest implied in this recognition, is no
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greater than is demanded by every system of
morals; for they all enjoin to abstain from what-
ever is manifestly pernicious to society. . . .
Defenders of utility often find themselves
called upon to reply to such objections as this—
that there is not time, previous to action, for cal-
culating and weighing the effects of any line of
conduct on the general happiness. . . . The an-
swer to the objection is, that there has been
ample ume, namely, the whole past duration of
the human species. During all that time man-
kind have been learning by experience the ten-
dencies of actions; on which experience all the
prudence, as well as all the morality of life, is
dependent. People talk as if the commencement
of this course of experience had hitherto been
put off, and as if, at the moment when some man
fecls tempted to meddle with the property or life
of another, he had to begin considering for the
first time whether murder and theft are injurious
to human happiness. . . . It is truly a whimsical
supposition that if mankind were agreed in con-
sidering utility to be the test of morality, they
~ would remain withourt any agreement as to what
s uscful, and would take no measures for having
their notions on the subject taught to the young,
and enforced by law and opinion. There is no
difficulty in proving any ethical standard what-
ever to work ill, if we suppose universal idiocy
to be conjoined with it, but on any hypothesis
short of that, mankind must by this time have
acquired positive beliefs as to the effects of some
actions on their happiness . . . . That the received
code of ethics is by no means of divine right; and
that mankind have still much to leamn as to the
cffects of actions on the general happiness, I ad-
mit, or rather, carnestly maintain. The corol-
laries from the principle of utility, like the pre-
cepts of cvery practical art, admit of indefinite
improvement, and, in a progressive state of the
human mind, their improvement is perpetually
going on. But to consider the rules of morality
as improvable, is one thing; to pass over the in-
termediate gencralizations entirely, and endeav-
our to test cach individual action directly by the

first principle, is another. It is a strange notion
that the acknowledgment of a first principle is
inconsistent with the admission of secondary
oncs. To inform a traveller respecting the place
of his ultimate destination, is not to forbid the
use of landmarks and direction-posts on the way.
The proposition that happiness is the end and
aim of morality, does not mean that no road
ought to be laid down to that goal, or that per-
sons going thither should not be advised to take
onc direction rather than another. Men really
ought to leave off talking a kind of nonsense on
this subject. . . . Whatever we adopt as the fun-
damental pnncxplc of morality, we rcqmrc sub-
ordinate principles to apply it by. .

Chapter IV: Of What Sort of Proof
the Principle of Utility Is Susceptible

It has already been remarked, that questions of
ultimate ends do not admit of proof, in the or-
dinary acccptanon of the term. To be mcapablc
of proof by reasoning is common to all first prin-
aples; to the first premises of our knowledge, as
well as to those of our conduct. But the former,
being matters of fact, may be the subject of a
direct appeal to the facultics which judge of
fact—namely, our senses, and our internal con-
saiousncss. Can an appeal be made to the same
facultics on questions of practical ends? Or by
what other faculty is cognizance taken of them?

Questions about ends are, in other words,
questions [about] what things are desirable. The
utilitarian doctrine is, that happiness is desirable,
and the only thing desirable, as an end; all other
things being only desirable as means to.that end.
What ought to be required of this doctrine—
what conditions is it requisite that the doc-
trinc should fulfil—to make good its claim to be
believed?

The only proof capable of being given that an
object is visible, is that people actually sec it. The
only proof that a sound is audible, is that people
hear it: and so of the other sources of our expe-




rience. In like manner, I apprehend, the sole evi-

*dence it is possible to produce that anything is
desirable, 1s that people do actually desire it. If
the end which the utilitarian doctrine proposes
to itself were not, in theory, and in practice, ac-
knowledged to be an end, nothing could ever
convince any person that it was so. No reason
can be given why the general happiness is desir-
able, except that cach person, so far as he be-
lieves it to be attainable, desires his own happi-
ness. This, however, being a fact, we have not
only all the proof which the case admits of, but
all which it is possible to require, that happiness
is a good: that cach person’s happiness is a good
to that person, and the general happiness, there-
fore, a good to the aggregate of all persons.
Happiness has made out its title as one of the
ends of conduct, and consequently one of the
criteria of morality.

But it has not, by this alone, proved itself to
be the sole criterion. To do that, it would seem,
by the same rule, necessary to show, not only
that pecople desire happiness, but that they never
desire anything clse. Now it is palpable that they
do desire things which, in common language,
are decidedly distinguished from happiness. They
desire, for example, virtue, and the absence of
vice, no less really than pleasure and the absence
of pain. The desire of virtue is not as universal,
but it is as authentic a fact, as the desire of
happiness. . ..

The ingredients of happiness are very various,
and cach of them is desirable in itself, and not
merely when considered as swelling an aggre-
gate. The principle of utility does not mean that
any given pleasure, as music, for instance, or
any given exemption from pain, as for example
health, are to be looked upon as a means to a
collective something termed happiness, and to
be desired on that account. They are desired and
desirable in and for themselves; besides being
means, they are a part of the end. Virtue, accord-
ing to the utilitarian doctrine, is not naturally
and originally part of the end, but it is capable
of becoming so; and in those who love it disin-
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terestedly it has become so, and is desired and
cherished, not as a2 means to happiness, but as a
part of their happiness.

To illustrate this farther, we may remember
that virtue is not the only thing, originally a
means, and which if it were not a means to any-
thing clse, would be and remain indifferent, but
which by association with what it is a means
to, comes to be desired for itself, and that too
with the utmost intensity. What, for cxample,
shall we say of the love of moncy? There is noth-
ing originally more desirable about money than
about any heap of glittering pebbles. Its worth
is solely that of the things which it will buy; the
desires for other things than itself, which it is a
means of gratifying. Yet the love of money is not
only one of the strongest moving forces of hu-
man life, but money is, in many cases, desired in
and for itself; the desire to possess it is often
stronger than the desire to use it, and goes on
increasing when all the desires which point to
ends beyond it, to be encompassed by it, are fall-
ing off. It may be then said truly, that money is
destred not for the sake of an end, bur as part of
the end. From being a2 means to happiness, it has
come to be itself a principal ingredient of the
individual’s conception of happiness. The same
may be said of the majority of the great objects
of human life—power, for example, or fame;
except that to each of these there is a certain
amount of immediate pleasure annexed, which
has at least the semblance of being naturally in-
herent in them; a thing which cannot be said of
moncy. Still, however, the strongest natural at-
tracuion, both of power and of fame, is the im-
mense aid they give to the attainment of our
other wishes; and it is the strong associaton
thus generated between them and all our objects
of desire, which gives to the direct desire of
them the intensity it often assumes, so as in
some characters to surpass in strength all other
desires. In these cases the means have become a
part of the end, and 2 more important part of it
than any of the things which they are means to.
What was once desired as an instrument for the
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artainment of happiness, has come to be desired
for its own sake. In being desired for its own
sake it is, however, desired as parz of happi-
ness. The person is made, or thinks he would be
made, happy by its mere possession; and is made
unhappy by failure to obtain it. The desire of it
is not a different thing from the desire of happi-
ness, any more than the love of music, or the
desire of health. They are included in happiness.
They are some of the elements of which the de-
sirc of happiness is made up. Happiness is not
an abstract idea, but a concrete whole; and these
are some of its parts. . . .

It results from the preceding considerations,
that there is in reality nothing desired except
happiness. Whatever is desired otherwise than as
a mecans to some end beyond itsclf, and uld-
matcly to happiness, is desired as itself a part of
happiness, and is not desired for itself until it has
become so. . . .

We have now, then, an answer to the ques-
tion, of what sort of proof the principle of ulity
is susceptible. If the opinion which I have now
stated is psychologically true—if human nature
is so constituted as to desirc nothing which is
not cither a part of happiness or a means of hap-
piness, we can have no other proof, and we re-
quire no other, that these are the only things de-
sirable. If so, happiness is the sole end of human
acuon, and the promotion of it the test by which
to judge of all human conduct; from whence it
necessarily follows that it must be the criterion
of morality, since a part is included in the
whole. . . .

Chapter V: On the Connexion
Between Justice and Utilizy

- - . We do not call anything wrong, unless we
mean to imply that a person ought to be pun-
ished in some way or other for doing it; if not
by law, by the opinion of his fellow creatures; if
not by opinion, by the reproaches of his own
conscience. This seems the real turning point of
the distinction between morality and simple ex-

pediency. It is a part of the notion of Duty in
every one of its forms, that a person may right-
fully be compelled to fulfil it. Duty is a thing
which may be exacted from a person, as one ex-

acts a debt. Unless we think that it might be ex--

acted from him, we do not call it his duty. Rea-
sons of prudence, or the interest of other people,
may militate against actually exacting it; but the
person himself, it is clearly understood, would
not be entitled to complain. There are other
things, on the contrary, which we wish that
people should do, which we like or admire them
for doing, perhaps dislike or despise them for
not doing, but yet admit that they are not bound
to doj; it is not a case of moral obligation; we do
not blame them, that is, we do not think that
they arc proper objects of punishment. . . . I
think there is no doubt that this distinction lies
at the bottom of the notions of right and wrong;
that we call any conduct wrong, or employ in-
stead, some other term of dislike or disparage-
ment, according as we think that the person
ought, or ought not, to be punished for it; and
we say that it would be right to do so and so, or
merely that it would be desirable or laudable, ac-
cording as we would wish to see the person
whom it concerns, compelled or only persuaded
and exhorted, to act in that manner. . . .

The term [ justice] appcear(s] generally to in-
volve the idea of a personal right—a claim on
the part of onc or more individuals, like that
which the law gives when it confers a propri-
ctary or other legal right. Whether the injustice
consists in depriving a person of a posscssion,
or in breaking faith with him, or in treating
him worse than he deserves, or worse than
other people who have no greater claims, in
cach case the supposition implies two things—
a wrong done, and some assignable person who
is wronged. Injustice may also be done by treat-
ing a person better than others; but the wrong
in this casc is to his competitors, who are also
assignable persons. It scems to me that this fea-
ture in the case—a right in some person, correla-
tive to the moral obligation—constitutes the
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specific difference between justice, and gener-
bsity or beneficence. Justice implies something
which it is not only right to do, and wrong not
to do, but which some individual person can
claim from us as his moral right. No one has a
moral right to our gencrosity or beneficence, be-
cause we are not morally bound to practise those
virtues towards any given individual. . . .

When we call anything a person’s right, we
mean that he has a valid claim on society to pro-
tect him in the possession of it, cither by the
force of law, or by that of education and opin-
ion. If he has what we consider a sufficient claim,
on whatever account, to have something guar-
anteed to him by society, we say that he has a
right to it. If we desire to prove that anything
docs not belong to him by right, we think this
done as soon as it is admitted that society ought
not to take measures for securing it to him,
buc should leave it to chance, or to his own
exertons. . . .

Review and Discussion Questions
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To have a right, then, is, I conceive, to have
something which society ought to defend me in
the possession of. If the objector goes on to ask
why it ought, I can give him no other reason
than general udility. . . .

Justice is a2 name for certain classes of moral
rules, which concern the essentals of human
well-being more nearly, and arc therefore of
more absolute obligation, than any other rules
for the guidance of life; and the notion which
we have found to be of the essence of the idea
of justice, that of a right residing in an individ-
ual, implies and testifics to this more binding
obligation.

The moral rules which forbid mankind to
hurt one another (in which we must never forget
to include wrongful interference with each oth-
er’s freedom) are more vital to human well-being
than any maxims, however important, which
only point out the best mode of managing some
department of human affairs.

1. Are you persuaded by Mill that some pleasures are “higher” than others in terms of
quality rather than quantity? Do you agree that it is “better to be Socrates dissausfied than a

fool satsfied™? If so, why?

2. How convincing do you find Mill’s “proof™ of the principle of utility? Are things other
than happiness intrinsically desirable? What sort of proof can one expect in ethics?
3. What is significant about MilP’s treatment of right and wrong in the final chapter? Do

you agree with his theory of justice?

4. Contrast Mill’s approach to ethics with those of Kant and Aristotle.
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