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CHAPTER I1I

UTILITARIANISM

Utilitarianism is a part of the larger family of ethical theories called
‘consequentialism.” According to it whether an act is right or wrong is determined
directly or indirectly by the act’s consequences. Utilitarianism was a social reform
movement and an eﬁcal theory, which held that the morality of an act should be
judged solely on the basis of its results. Thus, it was more a political theory than an
ethical one in the true sense of the term. From the political point of view, it was
traditionally understood, as a social reform movement which aimed to improve the
living conditions of the poor and unfortunate in society. It was the first philosophy
to show that Greek hedonism is capable of social applic:cltion. So it attempted to
combine individual hedonism with social hedonism with a view to creating a
civilized society where both individual as well as social good could be achieved. But
the aim of the present study is to find out the ethical implication behind the theory.

Ethically it was understood as the view that the right act is an act which will actually

or probably produce the greatest amount of pleasure or happiness for the greatest

number of people.

According to utilitarianism, utility is the only intrinsic good. Actions are
judged right or wrong in proportion to their propensity to produce the maximum
happiness or pleasure for the greatest number. It received its classical form in the
hands of Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832), the founder of the British Utilitarian School
of philosophy and the two Mills, viz. James Mill (1773-1836), and his worthy son
John Stuart Mill (1806-1873). Later on, it took an intuitionist form (in wider sense)

in Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900). Reginald A.P. Rogers in his book ‘A Short History
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of Ethics’, classifies utilitarianism into three types: (I) Egoistic Utilitarianism (of
Jeremy Bentham), (II) Sympathetic Utilitarianism (of J.S.Mill), and (IIT) Intuitional
Utilitarianism (of Henry Sidgwick). Nevertheless, it is advisable to discuss various
implications of the term ‘utilitarianism’ from the various sources to have a clear cut

understanding of it.

The Encyclopaedia of 2005 DVD suit states that utilitarianism is

A doctrine and that the useful is the good determining consideration of right
conduct should be the usefulness of its consequences; specifically: a theory that
the aim of action should be the largest possible balance of pleasure over pain or

the greatest happiness of the greatest number. '

It is a kind of ethical hedonism, according to which pleasure or happiness should be
the standard of judging the rightness or wrongness of an act performed by an
individual. If an act produces maximum pleasure or happiness for the maximum
number of people, then only that action can be regarded as morally good. Thus

utilitarianism is only another name of Altruistic or Universalistic Hedonism.
According to Cambridge Dictionary of philosophy,

Utilitarianism, the moral theory that an act is morally right if and only if it
produces at least as much good (utility) for all people affected by the action as

any alternative action the person could do instead.?

The moral duty of an individual is to produce not only his own happiness, but
rather the happiness of all as far as possible. It is difficult to attain one’s own
happiness, to the maximum without consideration of the happiness of others. One
who does not think of the happiness of others, cannot expect to get any happiness

from others.
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Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy, states that

Utilitarianism’ the ethical theory advanced by Bentham, both James Mill and
J.S.Mill, Sidgwick, and many others, that answers all questions of what to do,

what to admire, or how to live, in terms of maximizing utility or happiness.’

The utility or usefulness of an act consists in its productivity of general happiness.
Man has the feeling of sympathy or fellow feelings in him who inspires him to do
well to others and refrain from doing harm to them. As a rational being it is a duty of

aman to act for the welfare of the maximum number of people.
The Encycholopaedia of philosophy defines that

Utilitarianism’ can most generally be described as the doctrine that states that
rightness and wrongness of actions is determined by the goodness and badness

of their consequences. *

By observing the aforemcgtioned implications of the term ‘utilitarianism’ it is
clear that it is an ethical theory which maintains that the moral rightness or
wrongness of an action is to be judged by its results or consequences. Consequences
of an act determine its value. If an act produces happiness of the people on a large
. scale, it is morally right; if it produces unhappiness on a large scale, it is said to be
morally wrong. However, the result of an act may be actual or probable. An act may
produce immediate pleasure or happiness or it may produce happiness in remote

future. So the act that produces happiness in general is considered as morally right.

From the analytical point of view, utilitarianism may be classified into three
forms, viz. economic utilitarianism, ideal utilitarianism, and hedonistic utilitarianism.
In everyday connotations of the word utility simply means usefulness. A product has
utility, if one can put it to good use. A means has utility, if it passes through the
proper way and will achieve its end. Similarly a policy is useful if it successfully

serves its purpose. Thus, here arises a sense of utilitarianism which means no more
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than a means-end policy or justification. In this sense of utilitarianism, we can refer
to the government acting out of utilitarian consideration. It is a common duty of
governments to concentrate on economic ends of the people. It is not unreasonable
to regard economic utilitarianism as representative of this type. Of course, it could
have other ends, like one might act out of utilitarian considerations with respect of
public welfare. But it is observed that economic utilitarianism is the subject of
much contemporary academic study. For example the recent volume of
‘Utilitarianism and Beyond® edited by Amartya Sen and Bernard Williams heavily
weighted towards essays on economic utilitarianism and an impression is given that
utilitarianism is essentially a doctrine about the mechanics of high level calculation
concerning units of pleasure.” But moral aspect is always inherent in all types of
activities. .

Secondly, the “ideal utilitarianism™ generally refers to a type of ethical
theory which posits various moral ends. It claims that actions are right in so far as
they serve as means to one or more of those ends. As a form of utilitarianism, ideal
. utilitarianism is also regarded as a consequentialist theory that judges the moral
worth of actions by their consequences; since it is directed to the end of action, so it
is teleological as opposed to deontological theory, which sees certain acts as being

right and others wrong in themselves, regardless of their consequences.

The third form of utilitarianism, known as hedonistic utilitarianism, involves
the claim that happiness or pleasure is the only ultimate end and that the rightness of
actions is to be determined by their capacity to produce pleasure or to contribute to

that end. In the history of ethics, Bentham and Mill are associated with this
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hedonistic utilitarianism. Of these three forms of utilitarianism we are concerned

here with the hedonistic utilitarianism.

The fundamental theory of hedonistic utilitarianism is that happiness is the
sole thing that is morally good in and of it. Firstly, it would be noted that this theory
is a claim about moral good and not about any other kind of good. There are many
things (e.g. beauty and rationality) which may very well be regarded as good in and

of them, but some of them are non-moral in essence.

Secondly, it should be noted that the claim is not that ‘happiness’ means
‘good’ or that ‘good’ means ‘productive of happiness’. The claim does not involve
an attempt at definition of good. Moore also misleadingly and mistakenly criticized

utilitarianism on this ground. He argued that

The theory was obviously incoherent because of any state of affairs that was
argued to involve happiness or of any action that was agreed to be productive
of happiness, it is intelligible to ask, but is it good? And if that is so,
happiness cannot be identified with goodness. The reasoning, so far as it goes,
is sound. It does seem intelligible to say, ‘I know that this state of affair is a
happy one, but is it morally good?’ and that does indicate that we do not

regard goodness and happiness as one and the same thing. ®

However, Moore’s procedure here give rise to at least three objection which

are evaluated as below---

Moore’s test sometimes referred to his open question argument, shows that
in regarding the question as intelligible, we do not think that happiness and goodness
are to be identified. It does not show that they are not to be identified. We might be

mistaken, and what seems to us to be intelligible might not be in fact so.

Secondly, Moore runs together with the notion of good and right. The claim

‘happiness is the sole thing that is morally good in and of itself® is very simple. It
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has not been suggested, by a utilitarian that provided an act is productive of
happiness, it is normally right. Furthermore, a utilitarian is not committed to the
view that any state of affairs involving happiness is a good one. Therefore, a
utilitarian can readily acknowledge that the question whether a happy state of affairs

is necessarily a good one makes sense without being inconsistent.

However, the main problem arises here that Moore is incorrect while he was
criticizing utilitarianism. He mistakenly takes that utilitarianism identifies goodness
and happiness. Moorean study concedes that it would be peculiar to maintain that
happiness and goodness are to be identified by definition, since such identification
plainly does not fit with the way we generally talk. But there is nothing odd or
incoherent at all about maintaining that happiness is the only thing that in and of

itself has the quality of goodness. And that is the fundamental claim of utilitarianism.

Moore may be thought to be right in maintaining that it can not be the case
that ‘morally good’ means the same thing as ‘being productive of happiness’. But
Moore is wrong to suggest that utilitarian make this claim, A utilitarian may
' question whether a particular action even if it produces happiness is ipso infacto
right.! A utilitarian simply concedes that it makes sense to question the fundamental
contention that happiness is the only thing that in and of itself has the quality of
goodness. If the claim were meant to be a matter of conceptual truth, Moore would

be right to worry that it seems intelligible to deny it.

Thirdly, the Moorean study against the utilitarianism claims that it makes
happiness the sole or only thing good in and of itself. But this is not true. Apart
from happiness Mill valued freedom greatly. Hence it is obvious that the distinctive

feature of utilitarianism is that it places the value of happiness above other values,



51

while still recognizing that there are other intrinsic values. Mill himself regarded
freedom as intrinsically valuable as a result of which he ran into a certain amount of
difficulty in his essay ‘On Liberty’, notwithstanding the fact that even there he had
taken recourse to the claim that happiness was the supreme value.® Mill and any
other utilitarian may certainly be said to have other moral values besides happiness
to develop the utilitarian system. Hence, it remains a case of valuing these other
things as means to the end of happiness. Thus, Mill clearly did not value freedom in

and of itself, but as a means to happiness. °

Expounding the various species of utilitarianism, Robin Barrow clearly
maintained that freedom in and of itself is not necessarily good.'’ It is generally
believe that maintenance of freedom is ultimately detrimental to human happiness.
A utilitarian would cease to value it. Therefore, ‘happiness is the sole thing that is
morally good in and of it’. It is not simply more important than any other good, but
it is the only thing that the utilitarian regards as having the quality of moral
goodness in and of itself. Of course, this is not to say that utilitarians do not care
. how happiness is achieved. This account of utilitarianism, may give the impression
that utilitarianism also goes to evaluate the end at the cost of the means. But this is
not the case. A utilitarian would regard a situation in which a few individual bought

their happiness at the cost of the happiness of the majority as condemnable.

According to utilitarianism, that world will be morally perfect in which
everyone would be fully and equally happy. This may sound as an inconceivable
ideal, but there is nothing inconceivable or logically impossible about the idea of
elaborating an ideal community in which all persons are happy and in which social

arrangements and modes of behaviour are such as to maintain that happiness.
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Utilitarianism is sometimes criticized by some on the ground that its
preoccupation with happiness leads it to ignore or deny any principle of justice; but
according to Mill, it is entirely misplaced. In fact Mill has a straightforward chapter
‘On the Connection between Justice and Utility”.!! Any ethical theory has to include
some account of who counts and to what extent, in respect of the moral good. The
utilitarian takes it for granted that all sentient beings who can experience happiness
count equally in respect of the moral good. That is why Bentham is so ready to
extend the sphere of morality to include animals, since he believes it obviously the
case that they can experience happiness.'* Thus, utilitarian looks for a mode of social

arrangement that will provide happiness equally for all.

According to utilitarianism, a morally good society would be any society in
which every individual were fully happy and acted in ways so as to maintain that
happiness. In such a society each and every mode of social organization would be

equally and morally good.

Amartya Sen and Bernard Williams, in their introduction to Utilitarianism
" and Beyond refer to a number of familiar objections. Some resent ‘the
uncompromising narrowness’ of utilitarianism, while to others it is ‘too
comprehensive’ or marked by too great a degree of ‘ambition’.'* It represents a very
fair cross-section of standard worries about utilitarianism. But it is already clear that
none of them constitutes a serious challenge to the specific version of utilitarianism.
They have certain pertinency to economic utilitarianism in so far as this theory seeks

to be a complete economic theory. But they do not ask the ethical question.

Generally we have an accumulated set of assumptions about moral rights,

respect for persons and the like, and utilitarianism attempts to explain and justify
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some of these assumptions. Of course, utilitarianism offends assumptions which are
based on non-utilitarian view. In this context, Taylor makes some of the points,
which are summarized in the editor’s introduction.' It is reasonable to observe that
utilitarianism may be the product of, and may lead to, an unjustified presumption
that all morality can be scientifically explained. It is concerned to argue that we
ought to have certain rules of conduct based on utilitarian criteria. Contingently,
what he says may‘ well be true. But whatever the presumptions of particular
utilitarianism may be, it is not the purpose of the theory to be scientific or to explain
* everything in a scientific manner.'® Thus, as ethical theory utilitarianism does not
presume to cover the aesthetic value of beauty. But the value of beauty is not denied,

it is merely beyond the scope of an ethical theory."”

In the broad sense, the ytilitarian world is regarded as an ideal world. This
theory is concerned with an account of which constitutes the good, and derived from
that in which the people ought to have ideal conduct. Utilitarianism is concerned
with our actual duty, what we ought to do in various situations in our lives in the
. world and it is summarized as ‘to strive towards the ideal’. On the grand scale, this
means that we ought to devise and maintain institutions, social arrangements and
rules of conduct evaluated to promote and maintain the ideal. In our personal life, it
means that we ought to make particular decisions with a view to the ideal. Of course,

this will in practice be extremely confused and difficult.'®
3.1  Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832)

Utilitarianism is as old as the written record of moral philosophy in any shape
or form. Certainly, when Francis Hutchson (1694-1746) used the phrase ‘the greatest

happiness of the greatest number’ in ‘Concerning Moral Good and Evil’ the idea
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was not a new one. Jeremy Bentham formulated a theory of ethics and jurisprudence
which is remarkable for its clarity and consistency. He attempted to make ethics and
politics scientifically verifiable disciplines by formulating quantitative standards of
evaluation. He began with the psychological generalization that all actions are

motivated by the desire for pleasure and the fear of pain. Hence he claimed,

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 hand 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...."”

Here Bentham is stating his view from two standpoints, one is psychological and the
other is ethical. Psychologically every man seeks his own pleasure or the avoidance
of his own pain in every action. But ethically happiness, consisting in the maximum
surplus of pleasure over pain is,the sole standard of welfare and the mark of right
action. According to ethical hedonism pleasure and nothing else is always good for
its own sake. Similarly pain and nothing else is bad for its own sake. Bentham

believed that the ethical hedonism is the only basis of morals, but he admitted that it

cannot be proved.

It is true that the psychological hedonism and ethical hedonism are logically
quite separate, but Bentham believed that ethical hedonism rested upon psychological
hedonism. For him, pleasure must be good because it is always desired. But it is
possible that something may be good even though it is not desired, and something
may be desired even though it is not good. In fact, psychological hedonism has been
rejected almost universally because it has an inherent individualistic character
without any ethical connotation. But ethical hedonism is still widely maintained. The

psychological hedonist by the compulsion of his nature pursues his own pleasure, but
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he never logically agrees with the ethical hedonist, he has no obligation to aim at the

good of others.

Bentham is properly regarded as the founder of utilitarianism. Although
various thinkers before him had formulated much the same basic principle of utility,
(as to ethics) none had done it as systematically as Bentham. He made utility the
basis for rethinking all moral and social arrangements. For most people in the early
19" century ‘utilitarianism’ meant the theory of Bentham, the leader of the
‘philosophical radicals’ and the ‘walking embodiment of their ideals’. John

Plamenatz has described Bentham as:

“happy, hardworking, benevolent, unimaginative and unmarried, with a mild affection

for music, animals and friends.”?

Sir Leslie Stephen has characterized Bentham as poising the quest-‘what is
the use of you?’ to every institution and to every law. This reflects the essentially
practical character of Bentham as a thinker, reformer as well as a kind hearted man

with a hope of increasing public happiness.

By the principle of utility, Bentham maintains that the ideal method for
determining whether an individual’s action or a legal act is right or wrong would be
thro;.lgh evaluation of its total tendency to promote happiness or to promote
unhappiness to the other. In such a situation if the former predominates then the
-action is right, if the latter then it is wrong, Thus, to clarify this Bentham introduces
the list of so-called seven dimensions of pleasure and pain: namely intensity,

duration, certainty, propinquity, fecundity, purity and extent.

Of these seven sanctions, intensity, duration and certainty are primary. If we

know that the pleasure and pains produced by an action could be assigned a degree
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of intensity, duration and certainty to it, then the multiplication of these by each
other will treat pleasure as a positive and pain as a negative quality. And by
enumeration of the total value of positive and negative quality of the action’s
consequences we can judge that it would be either good and right, or bad and wrong.
Duration and certainty are considered as relatively straight forward. In the case of
degree of intensity we may say that it is simply the degree of an experience’s
pleasantness or painfulness taken at a moment or its average pleasantness or
painfulness over a period. The way of quantifying its intensity can be understood by
an example. One will desire more pleasure in terms of quantity by taking a whole
meal than by sucking a single dish, one gets more pleasure by repeatedly listening to

Beethoven’s symphonies than by listening to it just for a few seconds.

Another dimension of pyrity is taken in a special sense. In this sense pleasure
is understood as something not mixed with, or not leading to, pain. While the
fecundity is the extent to which a pleasure leads to other pleasures or a pain to other
pains. Extent is the number of people who will have the pleasures or pains. The
. greater the number of people pleased by an act, the more is its positive ethical value.
And Bentham speaks of propinquity mainly to link his theory of value with the
theory of motivation. Because, it is psychologically true that, we are more

influenced by immediate thoughts than the thoughts of remote future.

The Utilitarian Movement, as the rival of hedonism of the eighteenth and
nineteenth century, grew out of the miserable conditions that existed in England as a
result of revolutions and wars. Jeremy Bentham lived through the period of
American Revolution, the French Revolution, the Napoleonic Wars, and the early

stages of the Industrial Revolution. He was conscious of serious political, economic,
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and social abuses in the world of his day, which led him to develop interest in all
round reforms. This interest undoubtedly influenced him to seek a basis for a
practical and useful morality for the society. He was basically interested in honest
government and the correction of administrative abuses, in better laws and in prison
reform for the sake of the general happiness. He used the phrase “the greatest
happiness of the greatest number,” and felt that it can be applied both to individual

conduct and to social behaviour.

The principle of utility, that the production of happiness and elimination of
unhappiness should be the standard for thg judgment of an action and for criticism of
social, political, and legal institutions, was proposed by many thinkers in the
eighteenth century, but it was Bentham whose doctrine became the basis of a reform
movement in the nineteenth century. Bentham’s view that pleasure and pain are the
‘sovereign masters’ of every human being leads to an awkward problem for his
account of moral motivation. The very first paragraph of the Principles shows his

commitment to a thoroughly deterministic picture of human nature.

Pleasure and pain 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 is the core of the utilitarian ethics of Bentham,

According to him,

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.?
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Again, utility meant, for him, the property of any object to produce benefits,
acivantage, pleasure, good, or happiness, or to prevent the happening of mischief,
pain, evil, or unh.;xppiness to the party considered. Hence, if the party is a community
in general, then the happiness would be of that community and if it be a particular

then it would be of that individual.

Bentham supplied a ground for thinking in which a felicific calculus would
be extremely hard to operate. There are varieties of pleasant and painful activities,
and it is not easy to measure their quotients of pleasure and pain. Bentham realized

that number of species of pleasure and pain was very large indeed.

In the Principles, we learn that there are fourteen kinds of simple pleasures and
eleven of simple pains, all of which are carefully enumerated and discussed to
understand the matter. Thus the simple pleasures are said to be those of sense,
wealth, of skill, of amity, of*a good name, of power, of piety, of benevolence,
of malevolence, of memory, of imagination, of expectation, of relief, and those
depends on the association of ideas. The first category, of sensory pleasures, is
further distinguished into pleasures of the taste or palate, of intoxicating, of
smell, of touch, of hearing, of sight, of sex, of health and of novelty; and other

categories of pleasures and pains are sub divided in a similar manner.”

Even, this exhaustive or exhausting history of human motives was not
Bentham’s last word oﬁ the subject. A Table of the Spring of Action contains a still
more elaborate taxonomy of motives, supplying among other things fifty-four

synonyms of the word ‘pleasure’ and sixty-seven of ‘palin’24

Bentham took great pains to so list down the variety of pleasures and pain.
As some earlier utilitarian had done, he did not attempt to rank them in the
qualitative measure of value, he advocated quantitative measure of pleasure and pain.
But he did not deny that some kinds of pleasant activity were usually more worth

pursuing than others.
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But he did not thereby mean that some activities are more worth pursuing
than others because they yield pleasure of an intrinsically higher grade. For every
activity, the only criterion of worth was the balance of pleasure over pain which
were generated in accordance with the seven ‘circumstance’ laid down at the
beginning of the Principles. Thus production of pleasure or pain is the sole

consideration by which we are to judge the moral worth of an action.

But there is no point to saying that we ought to do where it is beyond our
capacity. Morality would in any case be very thin, if the sole moral imperatives were
to seek happiness and avoid the miseries of ourselves. Bentham holds that the
principle of utility is built on the human subjection to pleasure and pain. In obtaining
pleasure and pain, he maintains, human well-being might conceivably consist. But
his psychology makes it difficplt to see how an individual could genuinely care

about ‘the fabric of felicity’ for all mankind.

According to Bentham, three separate lines of thought can be distinguished
in this context, i.e. the fabric of felicity. Sometimes he seems inclined to moderate
* the egoism of his psychological theory and admit, alongside self-interested motives,
altruistic ones as well. In the later work of Deonfology, Bentham speaks of ‘the
existence of a human disposition to philanthropy and self sacrifice. Even rulers

sometimes acted in a benevolent manner, in the interests of their subjects’ >

In addition to this, Bentham recognized the presence of what Bikhu Parekh has

termed “semi-social’ motives for promoting the public good. 26

But here again one’s own interest is taken into account in doing good to
others. For it is hoped that the others also will do good to one in return. An

individual lives in a society. As he is not self-sufficient, needs the assistance of
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others. An enlightened self-interest is manifested in the cooperative spirit among the
individuals which is in order to secure their own interest. In this regards Bentham

claimed that benevolent actions are rewarded with pleasure as:

The pleasures of benevolence are the pleasures resulting from the view of
any pleasures supposed to be possessed by the beings that may be the objects
of benevolence; ..... there may also be called the pleasures of good will, the
pleasures of sympathy, or the pleasures of the benevolent or social

affections.’

Bentham thought that if doing well to others makes the agent happy, then there can
be no real opposition between self-interest and the principle of utility; to promote the

public happiness is the way to make happy oneself.

Thus if Bentham’s multi-standard story can be shown to be correct, then
living by the principle of utilit): will no longer be an impossibility and it will also
establish that human beings are wholly governed by desire for pleasure and aversion
of pain. But sometimes it is objected that Bentham is too optimistic that seif-interest
and utility will always coincide. Moreover, the hope of return from doing good to
~ others is not likely to push one into action, for in many a case it is possible that the
cost will be much greater than what one gains. One more point is that the
coincidence of public and private utility provides no real evidence that people are
not always narrowly self-interested; even doing good to others is because of the
hope to get one’s own pleasure. Hence, if Bentham’s recognition of a spirit of
philanthropy in human beings were capable of filling the psychological gap, then the

situation would be saved.

While Bentham certainly believed that human beings are capable of forming
a disposition to act for the good of others, the true selfishness of that disposition as

he maintained is an open question. He never referred to any benevolent or seif-
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sacrificing spirit without emphasizing at the same time on the pleasure which is to

be derived from cultivating it. For Bentham,

Philanthropy was a real mental disposition, and not particularly rare; but he
seems to have seen its essential motivation as the satisfaction it engenders in
the philanthropist.?®

But there are many ways of rescuing Bentham from the charge that his
concept of man is selfish by nature. It is an important feature of the phenomenology
of pleasure. Most of our pleasures presuppose a pre-exiting desire. The pleasure of
obtaining money is not the origin of the desire for it. The pleasure of benevolence is
a pleasure of same logical kind. Any individual indifferent to the happiness of other
people could not obtain satisfaction from helping his neighbour. As a selfish being,
man enjoys performing action for his own ends which happened coincidentally to
assist someone else. A man who liked gardening might happily tend an elderly
person’s garden without caring anything for the owner but someone might have

enjoyed gardening because it helped an elderly person who owned it.

But, according to Hastings Rashdall, to explain benevolent action by the
pleasure of performing it is to put the cart before the horse. Benevolence is a source
of pleasure only to the benevolent man, who has previously desired his neighbours

good as:

If the good Samaritan cared about the present feelings or the future welfare
of the man fallen among thieves, it would no doubt give him some pleasure
to satisfy that desire for his welfare; if he had desired his good as little as the
priest and the Levite, there would have been nothing to suggest the strange
idea that to relieve him, to bind up his nasty wounds, and to spend money
upon him, would be a source of more pleasure to himself than to pass by on

the other side and spend the money upon himself.”



62

This complicates the Benthamite psychology. Bentham from the
uncomfortable position holds that moral principle needlessly tells us to do what we
are psychologically determined to do any way. In this regard Bentham shrewdly
rested the case on the principle of utility in part for the want of an alternative moral
theory. He claimed that, most of the ethical theories rely not on evidence but solely
on their authors’ prejudices. He dismissed the exercise of moral sense tradition in

ethics which is but a fine sounding empty phrase.

One man says, he has a thing made on purpose to tell him what is right and
what is wrong; and that is called a ‘moral sense’; and then he goes to work at

his ease, and says, that such a thing is right, and such a thing is wrong—why?

‘Because my moral sense tells me it is”*

Some of the contemporaries of his time used different language to make the
same claim. One of them referred th his commonsense, another to his understanding
or to natural law or to the fitness of things. But Bentham thought that all these
variant theories were caught on the homs of the same dilemma which represented
what they described. Our experience supports that there is a reasonable principle in
. the meaningless notion of natural right which is only by substituting the idea of

utility in the sense of high sounding prare.

The Altruistic Hedonism of Bentham promulgating the doctrine of ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number’ distinguishing the pleasures on
quantitative degree is called as the Gross Utilitarianism. He maintained that the
actions are to be judged on the basis of their utility to enhance pleasure in general
and to avoid pain. The only standard by which the values of pleasures are to be
judged is quantity, so that any one pleasure is just as good as another if they are

equal in quantity.
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According to Bentham, virtue is the surest means to pleasure, and pleasure is
the only self-evident good. Every man strives for happiness, but not every one in the
right way. A careful calculation of the value of the pleasures and a prudent use of the
means to happiness is the first condition of virtue. The value of a pleasure consists
entirely in the quantity of agreeable experience it gives. Bentham believed that the
pleasure and pain which an act produces can be evaluated solely with reference to
quantitative criteria. An act should be determined by considering its probable
consequences with respect to the intensity, duration, proximity, certainty, purity,
Secundity and extension of the pleasure or pain it produces. This ‘calculus’ of
pleasure, as it is often called, represents a distinctive feature of Bentham’s ethics.
Every virtuous action results in a greater balance of pleasure over pain. As he says,
‘weigh pleasures, weigh pains, fmd as the balance stands, will stand the question of
right and wrong” No one should inflict any evil on oneself or others from which a
balance of good will not result. The end of morality is the greatest happiness of the
greatest number of people, in the production of which each has first to care for his

own welfare. Bentham summaries his view on the point thus:

“Intesse, long, certain, speedy, fruitful, pure,
Such marks in pleasures and in pains endure.
Such pleasures seek, if private be thy end,;

If it be public, wide let them extend.

Such pains avoid, whichever be thy view,

If pains must come, let them extend to few””!

This is an account of Bentham’s dimensions of value in pleasures and pains.
As an advocate of Altruistic Hedonism, Bentham puts emphasis upon the last
criterion, and says that the interest of the community is the supreme end in morals.

We should choose between different actions by calculating, according to these
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criteria, the amount of agreeable experience of pleasure they will probably give.
From this list of dimensions of value of pleasure the first six aspects may be
accepted both by Egoistic and Altruistic Hedonism. But the last one, that is extent —
the number of persons affected, is peculiar to Bentham’s Utilitarianism alone. He
thus, admits that pleasure can be measured through these dimensions of value. Such

a hedonistic calculus is necessary to judge an action.

The wise man will choose his ends and regulate his actions so as to realize
the greatest quantity of pleasure possible, and the good man will take care

that the pleasure realized is not his own alone, but includes that of others.*

Bentham’s Utilitarianism is known as Gross or Sensualistic Hedonism.
Because he does not recognize the qualitative difference of pleasure; and holds that
any one pleasure is as good as anther, if and only if they equal in quantity. By purity
he means only freedom from pain and nothing else. A pleasure is pure when it is not
mixed with pain. Only because of his aspect of extent as a dimension of pleasure, his
view is called Altruistic Hedonism. Thus Bentham’s theory is an improvement over

the Egoistic Hedonism and is less selfish.

Bentham is a psychological hedonist, because, he clearly states that

evefybody naturally seeks his own happiness. As he says,

To obtain the greatest portion of happiness for him is the object of every
rational being. Every man is nearer to himself than he can be to any other
man; and no other man can weigh his pleasures pains. He must necessarily be

his own first concern. His interest must, to himself, be the primary interest. B

Again, he strongly asserts that man is egoistic by nature, as in the following passage:

Dream not that men will move their little finger to serve you, unless their
own advantage in so doing be obvious to them. Men never did so and never
will ....But they will desire to serve you, when by so doing they can serve

themselves.>*



Bentham tried to reconcile Egoism and Altruism by an appeal to Moral
Sanctions. Although each man’s primary desire is for his own happiness, by being
led to see that the conduct which leads to ‘greatest happiness of the greatest number
is in the long run identical with that which leads to his own greatest happiness. This
identity is shown by means of the sanctions. A man in doing an act abides by the
moral sanctions and desires general happiness only because, by doing so, he keeps
his own happiness | secure and avoids the infliction of pain resulting from the

violation of them.

He enumerates four types of ‘sanctions’ by which behaviour can be modified
by pleasure and pain: the physical, the political, the moral, and the religious. The
first is simply causal relation in nature by which people learn that certain things
cause pleasure and certain otheys pain. The political sanction consists of pleasures
and pains meted out by judges or other state officials. The moral or ‘popular’
sanction consists of pleasures and pains that are produced by the response to actions
by unofficial persons in the community that one has dealings with. And the religious
sanction consists of pleasures or pains expected to be experienced in this life or a

future one imposed by a superior invisible being.

Bentham did not allow distinctions in the quality of pleasure or pain as such.
He stressed upon quantitative difference only. Referring to a popular game, he
affirmed that “quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry.” This
led his opponents to characterize his philosophy as a “pig philosophy’. But it is not
wholly true because he defended a taste for poetry on the grounds that whereas one
tries of mere games, the pleasures of a true appreciation of poetry have no limit.

Thus the quantities of pleasure obtained from poetry are greater than those obtained
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from pushpin. He never thought that the aim of utilitarianism was to explain or
justify ordinary moral views; it was rather to reform them. Bentham thinks of
himself as providing basic principles of moral and legal philosophy somewhat on the
model of Isaac Newton’s laws of motion. He has little concern for whether he will
be understood or misunderstood by general readers. And he is actually conscious of

the need for radical reform of the law.
3.2  John Stuart Mill (1806-1873)

John Start Mill, the last exponent of British empiricism, is the greatest
utilitarian master who attempted to improve upon Bentham’s utilitarianism in
various ways Mill adopted the Benthamite philosophy and published his essay
‘Utilitarianism’ in three installments in Fraser’s Magazine. From his time, ethical
theories centering on the morat value of happiness or pleasure became clear and
definite as forms of utilitarianism. At this moment ignoring the hidden problems in

Mill’s statement we may conveniently sammarize the theory in his words as:

The creed which accepts as the foundation of morals Utility, or the Greatest
Happiness Principle, holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to
promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness.
By happiness is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by “unhappiness™,
pain, and the privation of pleasure. To give a clear view of the moral
standard set up by the theory, much more requires to be said; in particular,
what things it includes in the ideas of pain and pleasure; and to what extent
this is left an open question. But these supplementary explanations do not
affect the theory of life on which this theory of morality is grounded——
namely, that pleasure, and freedom from pain, are the only things desirable as
ends; and that all desirable things (which are as numerous in the utilitarian as
in any other scheme) are desirable either for the pleasure inherent in
themselves, or as means to the promotion of pleasure and the prevention of

p ain.35
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He was a passionate and able disciple of Bentham, who defended
utilitarianism against numerous critics, and modified it into a proper shape. Mill
deeply grasped both the strength and weakness of the utilitarian philosophy as held
by the previous thinkers, and upheld it with unprecedented intellectual vigour. He
never attempted a major treatise on moral philosophy along with his works on logic
and political economy. His moral philosophy was characterized by persisting
conflicts and ambiv;alence towards the Benthamit;: tradition, and consequently as a

moral philosopher, his importance rests on the large part on utilitarian outlook.

Mill took his education from his father James Mill under the approving eye
of Jeremy Bentham. At the age of sixteen, he was firmly convinced that the greatest-
happiness principle represented the dawn of a new and more enlightened age in the
field of politics and ethics. He wrote in his Autobiography, “the feeling rushed upon
me that all previous moralists were superseded and that here indeed was the

commencement of a new era in thought”36

After two years of hard working as a research assistance of Bentham, Mill
depressed to a serious nervous breakdown and it affected not only his personal life,
but also the subsequent history of utilitarianism. However, few years later, he

resumed his career with fresh stimulations.

While Bentham’s philosophy reduced him to emotional and imaginative
sterility, Mill developed his feelings as well as his intellect through the romantic
writings of Marmontel, Wordsworth etc. which convinced him that his capacities for
emotional responses were not dead but sleeping. On the other hand, the music of
Weber and Mozart gave him delights, the kind of happiness about which Bentham

was silent. In this context he wrote,
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(H)e knew not, neither can we know. He had never been made alive to the
unseen influences which were acting on himself, nor consequently on his
fellow creatures...... He measured them but by one standard; their
knowledge of facts, and their capability to take correct views on utility, and

merge all other objects in it ¥

Unlike most philosophers, Mill did not attempt to originate an ethical theory,
but rather to defend the ethical theory to which he was born. With this intension, he
tried to find an ethics which fitted the facts of life. This led him to modify and go
beyond the utilitarian doctrine as it was propounded by his father and Jeremy
Bentham. Thus Mill was determined to nail down as firmly as he could the mistakes

which Bentham and his father made. In this respect, Mill considered,

the crux of their error was the ‘neglect both in theory and practice of the

cultivation of feeling’, from which naturally resulted, among other things, an
s 38

undervaluing of poetry, ang of Imagination generally

The main determination of Mill was that the deficiencies of Benthamite
perspective of utility would not be transmitted through his own works. By radical
transformation of value theory Mill made a beginning of modern utilitarianism.
Bentham based his utilitarian philosophy on the principle of the promotion of the
greatest happiness of the maximum number. He proceeded on the premise that the
happiness of an individual consists in a favourable balance of pleasure over pain. As
a result, the actions which tend to increase pleasure are called good and those which
tend to increase pain are called bad. However, according to Bentham, utilitarianism

was less important as an ethical system than as a philosophical support for much

needed social legislation.

In his essay, Mill is concerned less with the political implications of
Bentham’s doctrine over the defensible statement of its underlying ethical principles.

Moreover, he goes beyond Bentham’s contention that the essential differences
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among pleasures and pains are quantitative, and also maintains that they are subject
to significant qualitative differentiation. Thus Mill departs from Bentham’s
conception that all significant differences among pleasures are quantitative. The
former is the sole motive of an action is an individual’s desires for happiness. While
the later consist of the greatest happiness of the greatest number, i.e. ought to be

would be the individual’s goal and standard of conduct.
Importance of the Character:

Bentham contends man as a selfish creature, driven only by the hope of his

own pleasure. Mill thought this was a positively harmful doctrine, and says

‘By the promulgation of such views of human nature,’ ‘and by a general tone
of thought and expression in keeping with them, I conceive Mr, Bentham’s

writing to have done and to be doing very serious evil’ *

Later on, by 1838 Mill ;Iighﬂy moderated his criticism and considered that
Bentham had at least improved the ethical thought into a good service by advocating
a plain and unmysterious criterion for the moral quality of action in terms of their
capacity to produce pleasure or pain. Although inadequate, it was a great
improvement on the vague and unverifiable appeals to moral philosophy. According

to him, Bentham was still vast:

‘Man is never recognized by him as a being capable of pursuing spiritual
perfection as an end; of desiring, for its own sake, the conformity of his own

character to his standard of excellence, without hope of good or fear of evil

from other sources than his own inward consciousness’ “°

Again he says that Bentham was a good philosopher, even a great one within
his limits, but those limits were very narrow. For him ‘Bentham committed the
mistake of thinking that the business part of human affairs was the whole of them™*!

Mill frequently states that an individual who develops an excellent character
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is_most likely to be happy himself and to make others happy. According to him an
excellent character is a well-rounded one in which the intellectual talents valued by
Bentham co-exist with liveliness of spirit and imagination; this needs a love of
humanity in one’s neighborhood as well as one’s own. Thus, developing a character
of such a type is a better way than going for a calculation of the public happiness.
He valued excellence of character, and said he did it solely as a condition of
happiness. In his respect towards utilitarian tradition he remind squarely within the

condition of happiness.
In his book ‘A System of Logic’, Mill clearly sums up his view as:

The character itself should be, to the individual, a paramount end, simply
because the existence of this ideal nobleness of character, or of a near
approach to it, in any abundance, would go further than all things else
towards making human lift happy; both in the comparatively humble sense,
of pleasure and freedom from pain, and in the higher meaning of rendering
life, not what it now is almost universally, puerile and insignificant—but

such as human beings with highly developed faculties can care to have,*

By this Mill does not mean that having a fine character is valuable in the
instrumental sense. Being of fine character is the ground of happiness. But this raises
some irrelevant issues about the re'lation of happiness and the thing that makes a
person happy, and Mill did not fully apprehend it. However, it is helpful to compare
Mill’s position with that of modern neo-Aristotelians, who observes the acquisition
of excellence of character as an intrinsically worthwhile end. By contrast, Mill’s
official view was that acquiring a good character is valuable because it contributes to
happiness. But the happiness of having a fine character arising out of the sense that
one has a fine character apparently conflicts with the utilitarian thesis, i.e., happiness

is the only ultimate value. By this it appears that a person could not reap happiness
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from the recognition of his own fineness of character until he saw fineness of
character as a condition worth acquiring for its own sake. But Mill tried to explain

the relationship of happiness with its objects by means of his “parts of happiness’

doctrine.
3.3  Pleasure as High and Low:

In what he calls the “third period” of his mental progress; Mill under direct
influence of his Harriet Taylor has toned down his earlier attacks on Bentham. What
is more at times he seemed to use many of Benthamite concepts as his own. Most of
the ideas and arguments were apparently borrowed from Bentham. Here Mill begins

with an unblushing statement of pure Benthamism:

the Greatest Happiness Principle, holds that actions are right in proportion as
they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of
happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by

unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure.”

Again, pleasure and freedom from pain, are the only things which are
desirable ends; and all other things are desired either for the pleasure inherent in
them or as means to the promotion of pleasure and prevention of pain. This
formulation is closely related to the summaries of Bentham’s position in his essays
of 1830. However, Mill had bitterly criticized the serious deficiencies of the

Bentham’s view of the human beings.

Mill tried to find a way of incorporating the best picture of man within the
Benthamite terminology of pleasure and pain. With his insistence on excellence of
character and his bright picture of a man Mill has infused a novel concept into the
Benthamite model. He asserted boldly that pleasures and pains differ not only

quantitatively but also qualitatively. In his ‘ Utilitarianism’> Mill explained-
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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 estimating all other things, quality is considered
as well as quantity, the estimation of pleasures should be supposed to depend

on quantity alone.*

Thus distinguishing between higher and lower pleasure, will offer a
suggestion of rebutting the common objections against utilitarianism, like that of
Epicureans as ‘a doctrine worthy only of swine’. Again he adds if an appropriate
‘rule of life’ for creatures with ‘a human being’s conceptions of happiness’ is very
different from one which would be suitable for a pig, then the fear evaporates that
utilitarianism confines man to a degrading existence. ‘Human beings have faculties
more exalted than the animal appetites, and once made conscious of them, do not

regard anything as happiness which does not include their gratification’ e

*

For Mill, human life must contain pleasure of the intellect, and the feelings
of an imagination. The moral sentiments consist of the higher value pleasure than
those of mere sensation. Generally, lower pleasures require less expenditure of the
mind and need to be taken in strict moderation. It should be noted that pleasure can

be placed in a hierarchy of quality.

Howeyver, the distinction between superior and inferior pleasures was not an
original discovery of Mill, though it is often popularly represented as his most
striking innovation in utilitarian theory. This distinction had always been observed
in the utilitarian tradition, and Mill also himself correctly ascribes it to the
Epicureans. According to Mill, the superiority of mental over bodily pleasure
consists not merely of circumstantial advantages as the greater permanency, safety,
un-costliness etc. which the Epicurean had stressed, but Millian higher pleasures

possess some kind of non-utilitarian value which are absent in lower ones.



73

Mill has valued intellectual and aesthetic pleasure, in which the pleasure of
sympathy and imagination are also included, are more highly evaluated than those of
the ‘animal appetites’. Even Bentham also thought that intellectual pleasure were
greater than bodily ones, though he undervalued the pleasure of imagination. Mill’s
own view of the explaining of the distinction of higher and lower pleasure is
foreshowed most closely by Hutcheson, who anticipated his criterion for

determining the place of pleasures in a qualitative hierarchy.

Although Mill may not be said to be the first to speak of a qualitative scale of
pleasures, one can see his originality in grasping the use of the adequate theory of
human ends within the standard of utilitarian formula. Mill’s diagnosis of Bentham’s
pivotal mistake was not to underestimate the kinds and varieties of pleasure, but to
emphasize that pleasure understgod in terms of quality pleasure was the only worthy
goal of human activity. In his middle period, Mill thought that no amount of
arranging pleasures in the hierarchies of quality would overturn the fundamental fact
that human well-being consists solely in the acquisition of pleasures and the

avoidance of pain.

Howeyver, in the recent years, the issue has been more problematic in some
new writing to interpret Mill’s ideas on higher and lower pleasures in the light of his
second period views. Mill’s higher-lower distinction is presented in an entirely
traditional form. On the one hand, they are said to be the bodily pleasures
corresponding to the ‘animal appetites’, on the other hand, the pleasures of the

intellect are of the feelings of sympathy and imagination.

But through his opposition to Benthamism, it is not easy to believe that he

had abandoned the central insight of the middle period that there is more to life than
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pleasure, and that conception of happiness like Bentham which do not recognize this

truth rest on the one-dimensional view of human experience.

By the discussion of higher and lower pleasures, Mill wished to keep the
discussion simple in what was meant to be a popular defense of utilitarianism rather
than a text for professional philosophers. With this adequacy of a pleasure-centered
theory of welfare, he might have succeeded in spreading his view philosophically,
but did not succeed in popularizing utilitarianism among the skeptical public. In this
context, it can be said that Mill probably thought it more important to convey the
fundamental of the greatest happiness principle than to worry his readers with a
family quarrel between himself and Bentham over the relation of pleasure and well-

being.

However, utilitarianism more nearly resembles the writings of his middle
period. He analyzed happiness as a complex end as a goal of life, which is a multi-
dimensional affair, in which truth, beauty, virtue, personal excellence and other ends

co-exist along with that of pleasure. Accordingly, he immediately added that

desiring a thing and finding it pleasant, aversion to it and thinking of it as
* painful, are phenomena entirely inseparable --- indeed they are two different

modes of naming the same psychological fact *

This obscures the fact that Mill must have realized the attainment of
desirable ends give us pleasure just because we ascribe an independent value to

those ends, and so we are pleased to see them accomplished.
3.4  The Proof of Utility:

To explain utilitarianism, Mill upholds a theory, known as the proof of the
principle of utility, in which he expresses that utility, cannot be proved in the

ordinary and popular meaning of the term. The questions of ultimate ends are not
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subject to direct proof, because whatever can be proved to be good must be so by
means to something admitted to be good without proof. It is asserted as a
comprehensive formula that includes all things which are in themselves good. It is
not subject of what is commonly understood by proof. However, we are not to infer
that its acceptance or rejection must depend on blind impulse or arbitrary choice. In
this context, D.G. Brown says that ‘the principle of utility is that happiness is
desirable, and the only thing desirable, as an end; all other things being only

desirable as means to that end’ *’

Bentham also believed the principle of utility to be incapable of proof; it was
so ultimate that a principle for its truth cannot be demonstrated by reference to

anything else. According to him,

It should seem not: for which is used to prove every thing else, cannot itself
be proved: a chain of proofs must have their commencement somewhere.
Such a principle was not only impossible but needless — presumably because
he thought it incoherent to speak of requiring a thing which logically could
be supplied **

Mill was not satisfied with this interpretation of Bentham and viewed that
nothing could be said to vindicate the greatest happiness principle. Bentham derided
the intuitional philosophers, the people who erected ‘inveterate belief and every
intense feeling of which the origin is not remembered’ into ‘its own all-sufficient

voucher and justification’.

Mill’s ‘proof of utility’ has received little praise, and it is indisputable that as
it stands it is deeply flawed. It contains two serious fallacies of errors and confusion
which Bradley and Moore have asserted as to be less easy to decide. Mill begins

with the problem about the ends with the questions about what is desirable and
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utilitarian doctrine holds that only happiness is desirable as an end. According to
him,
The only proof capable of being given that an object is visible is that people
actually see it. The only proof that a sound is audible is that people hear it;
and so of the other sources of our experience. In like manner, I apprehended,

the sole evidence it is possible to produce that anything is desirable, is that

people do actually desire it*

Mill always tries to show that the general good or the utilitarian goal is a
rational goal for individual agents. But this proposition is not entailed by the premise
that each individual’s happiness is a good for that individual. In latter period, Mill
admitted that the argument was badly stated (by observing the happiness of A, B, C,
etc as individual good; the conclusion is that the sum of all these goods must be a
general good). However, this conclusion is patently weaker than that which Mill
initially aimed at. If each indivi:iual’s happiness is a good to him, in one sense, the
happiness of all is good to ‘the aggregate of all persons’. But it is not true to saying

that the general happiness is a good to each individual, because the premise needed

to vindicate the principle of utility.

Again, Mill’s view that ‘the sole evidence it is possible to produce that
anything is desirable, is that people do actually desire it’ granted that it is not
justified by the suggested analogy between desirable and visible or audible. In fact,
the proposition becomes more plausible when it is considered thoroughly in the light
of Mill’s naturalistic view of human values. There are two essential aspect of this
view. First, Mill would have considered it probable (he may even have considered it
meaningless suppose) that something could be a worthwhile objective for human
beings if it were a thing then that would never be chosen by persons in possession of

all the relevant empirical facts. Things that fully informed people find no reason to
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desire are unpromising candidates for objects we ought to desire. People do not as a
rule, for instance, desire to turn three somersaults before breakfast. Any claim that
we should perform this athletic feat strikes us as senseless unless it comes with some
persuasive reasons. (May be some one will find one day that turning somersaults
before breakfast improve the digestion.) things which people do not desire, because
no one has yet found a reason for desiring them, cannot sensibly be; proclaimed to be
desirable. Only mystics or irrationalists would claim a thing to be valuable without

having an explanation of how it answers to human interests.*°

Secondly, a naturalistic conception of value can make a little space about
things which are normally desired by people. Certainly there can be misguided
desires because things there are which are in reality rather bad for us. But it would
not be easy to believe that thg universal desire for happiness could be similarly
founded on ignorance of its actual worthlessness. If people generally desire
happiness, it is scarcely coherent to suppose that what they want may be bad. On the
one hand, a thing may be valuable which rational and informed persons find
undesirable, on the other hand a thing which rational and informed people desire
may be really valueless. As a naturalistic philosopher, Mill takes the actual pattern
of human desires to be the strongest possible evidence as to what is genuinely

desirable from the human point of view.

Thus, Mill can be viewed from such a naturalistic perspective, because he
takes it very much for granted that what is desired is desirable. Mill claims that
happiness is not only a desired object but a desirable one. From the empirical point
of view, naturalistic perspective could reasonably be held that the responsibility of

argument falls on those who reject it. A more sophisticated argument for the same
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conclusion was upheld by Henry Sidgwick in his book ‘The Methods of Ethics’. He
begins with an echo of Mill that the ‘universal good’ is a whole of which the goods
of all individual human beings are the ‘integral parts’. By considering the relation of
integral parts to the whole and to each other, we are able to obtain the ‘self-evident’
principle that the good of any individual is of no more importance than the good of
any other. With this self-evident principle, Sidgwick adds a second one that ¢ as a
rational being I am bound to aim at good so far as it is attainable by my efforts, not

merely at a particular part of it. Thus:

From these two rational intuitions we may deduce, as a necessary inference,
the maxim of Benevolence in an abstract from: viz., that each one is morally
bound to regard the good of any other individual as much as his own, expect
in so far as he judges it to be less, when impartially viewed, or less certainly
knowable or attainable by him.”

>

The attention of Mill was an impartial concern for human welfare on the
basis of the partial concern of each individual agent for his own welfare. Sidgwick
defended the strategy impartially, as an intrinsically reasonable position from the
point of view of the universe. He believed that they are capable of occupying this
self-transcending perspective, and his belief is supported by Nagel. According to

Nagel,

None of us is condemned to a permanent subjectivity of consciousness; we
are also able to form an objective view of the world (a ‘view from nowhere’)
that takes in ourselves and our own subjective viewpoint. Objectivity ‘allows
us to transcend our particular viewpoint and develop an expanded
consciousness that takes in the world more fully’. And significantly ‘this

applies to values and attitudes as well as to beliefs and theories’.’*

To Nagel pleasure and pain have ‘neutral value’, which is irrespective of their

subject.
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Sidgwick also maintains that the general happiness can be a rational object of
concern to each individual agent. From this standpoint, happiness is a good,
irrespective of its subject, and the more happiness around the better. Hence, the idea
of pleasure and pain having neutral value offers some support to the maximum stand
in utilitarianism. From the objective point of view, such type of perspective is
available to a person, but the question remains whether anything rationally compels

him to take it up.

Thus, Mill’s principle of utility, i.e., the general happiness is a good to the
aggregate of persons, and so to each member of the aggregate. It is warranted on the
basis of the objective perspective. However, unless some reason can be shown why
the objective point of view should trump the subjective, it remains to be established
that a rational individual shquld prefer to promote the general happiness in

preference to his own. Justice and utility:

In the fifth and final chapter of Utilitarianism, Mill discussed utility and
justice. A common and persistent obstacle to the doctrine of utility is that the
expedient is not always the same as the just and thus the demands of justice possess
more moral force than tl}ose of utility. Mill felt sympathy with this objection, which
seemed to him to be noteworthy for two reasons. Firstly, he himself accepted that
there was a distinction between the positive wrong and merely inexpedient. But if
utility was the sole criterion through which the value of actions could be assessed,
and then some subsidiary principle was needed to determine where that distinction
arises. Secondly, the popular conceptions seemed to imply the possibility of clashes
between the demands of justice and those of utility. Breaking faith with anyone, or

violating an agreement, is generally thought to be unjust; but on exceptional
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occasions they might enhance the public good. Thus an important question arises

whether utilitarianism really did sometimes sanction injustice.

To resolve this problem, Mill started by raising a distinction between the two

sense of the term ‘unjust’. According to him,

Sometimes when we describe a thing as unjust we mean that it violates the
legal rights of a person, those which are secured to him by the laws of the
state of which he is a citizen. But we also employ the notions of justice and
injustice in a further sense, in which we mean by calling a thing unjust that it
consists in taking or withholding from any person that to which he has a

moral right.”

However, not all the human laws are moral in essence. An individual may
sometimes possess legal rights only by virtue of a morally bad law. Such fallacious
right cannot be regarded as ‘absolute’. For Mill, they may properly be ‘overruled by

a stronger obligation of justice’.

Thus Mill recognizes a distinction between justice and general utility. He
thinks that justice is grounded on utility, which is the main and sacred part of
morality. Justice is a name for certain classes of moral rules. It is concerned with the
essentials of human well-being, and therefore, it is more absolute obligation than
any other rules for the guidance of life. In this regard we can draw a few lines from

the Collective works of Mill as below---

The moral rules which forbid mankind to hurt one another, 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....... Itis
their observance which alone preserves peace among human beings: ..... a
person may possibly not need the benefits of others; but he or she always
needs that they should not do him or her hurt.*



81

According to Mill, justice in the moral sense is fundamentally one and the
same with utility, while the justice of laws should always be determined by the
criterion of utility, i.e. a good law is useful law. He thinks, it is an illusion to
suppose that utility and justice in the moral sense can conflict, because a thing
cannot be at odds with itself. But sometimes it can happen that what is just in
ordinary cases, fails to be just because of some peculiar disposition of utilities. Thus

he says,

To save life, it may not only be allowable, but a duty, to steal, or take by
force, the necessary food or medicine, or to kidnap, or compel to officiate,

the only qualified medical practitioner.”

Mill stresses that this is not to permit utility to triumph over justice. In such
cases, justice itself demands that we do something which is generally wrong. From
this, it is clear that utilitarian justice is quite different from that of Kantian view.
From the Kantian standpoint, it is not permitted that the interests of someone to be
sacrificed for the greater good of others, because this would be to treat him as a
means to others’ good rather than as an end in himself. In this respect, Mill’s view is

that such sacrifices will be rare but not unknown in a well-ordered society.

Mill is compelled to accede to the popular belief that an unjust act is worse
than a merely inexpedient one. Here the inconsistency is more apparent than real. In
Mill’s view, moral injustice is nothing other than disutility; but disutility comes in
degrees, and there is something to be said for the popular habit of reserving the term

‘unjust’ for more harmful acts or states of affairs. According to him,

We do not call anything wrong, i.e. unjust, unless we mean to imply that a
person ought to be punished in some way or other for doing it; if not 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
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morality and simple expediency....... Duty is a thing which may be exacted

from a person, as one exacts a debt.*®

No doubt it is partially intended to measure the area of utilitarianism and
ordinary morality. But Mill also kept in mind, the common objection that
utilitarianism is an unreasonably rigorous doctrine, because it condemns as immoral

even the most insignificant failures to promote the good.

Although a.t:(yv rational utilitarian recognized that some harmful things are
trivial in comparison with others. Less harmful things must be less immoral, and if
the person concerned is guilty in smaller degree, he deserves a little punishment. It
simplifies Mill’s theory considerably by ceasing to insist on a distinction between
the unjust and the merely inexpedient. A person should be punished for something
wrong he has done, but generally we think that we must first determine the moral
quality of his action. Thus, the ::oncept of punishment is posterior, not prior, to the

concept of wrongness of the act.

But Mill is not really saying that it is actions, the performance of which are
worthy of punishment that are bad, but only those actions are to be judged as bad
which do not enhance utility. . This has been interpreted in an influential article by

David Lyons. For him,

Mill thinks that a particular act is wrong if, and only if, the establishment of
a coercive social rule against doing acts of its kind would yield a positive
balance of utility.”

There are many kinds of act we customarily regard as morally bad, but do
not seek to discourage them by imposing coercive rules. They are in different
categories socially unacceptable. These unacceptable deeds are not even a subset of

morally harmful ones and such practices are not intrinsically immoral. Mill’s
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formulation makes a better offer to capture the category of morally wrong deeds.
Thus, like that of punishment, the concept of morally wrong is logically subordinate

to the concept of immorality.

Mill’s criterion of injustice in the moral sense must be judged unsatisfactory.
But the criterion layed down by Lyons where Mill’s ‘punishment’ is understood as a
means to prevent morally harmful acts may be a plausible rule of thumb to guide the
construction of a system of laws. In this context he says,

To determine what duties and rights to ascribe to the citizens of a state, it is

reasonable to ask what kinds of practice should, on the grounds of utility, be

deterred by social sanctions; and anything not worth forbidding may be

considered as permitted, the notion of legal constraint is the essence of law

and the ‘generating idea’ of the notion of justice™

With this, he also adds that the concept of justice is a progressive one, and it is the
mark of an enlightened state to assign legal sanctions on the basis of the public

utility rather than on private or sectional interests.

Mill admits various types of shape of a utilitarian system of laws. As a
guiding principle, he suggests that institutions should be suitably devised to ensure a

high degree of personal security to individuals. For him,

All other earthly benefits are needed by one person, not needed by
another...... but security no human being can possibly do without; on it we
depend for all our immunity from evil, and for the whole value of all and
every good, beyond the passing moment; since nothing but the gratification
of the instant could be of any worth to us, if we could be deprived of
anything the next instant by whoever was momentarily stronger than

ourselves.”’

However, it is unfortunate that Mill never tackles the question of how far an

individual’s security can be guaranteed in a social dispensation organized on
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utilitarian principles. He seems to concede that individuals may sometimes have to
suffer difficulty where considerations of social welfare are involved. Of course, it is
not inconsistent with this admission of the security of individual. No society could

be happy, when the members went in constant fear of becoming sacrificial victims

on the measure of utility.

3.5 Liberty:
Mill’s socio-political thought is most conspicuous in his essay “On Liberty.”

Mill states his theme at the outset thus:

The only part of the conduct of anyone, for which he is amenable to society,
is that which concerns others. In the part which merely concerns him, his

independence is, of right, absolute.*
Again, to him, ‘the sole end for which mankind is warranted individually or
collectively, in interfering with 'the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-

protection’, !

For this view, he argued especially in regard to freedom of thought and
discussion. The liberty that Mill speaks of is not ‘liberty of will’, but “civil or social
liberty’. It is a wide and comprehensive liberty. It may be described as the liberty of
the individual to develop, enrich and expand his personality. He defends freedom of
thought and expression, because he is convinced that it is socially valuable in
searching out limits and cultivating mental and moral character in the individual.
Free discussion leads to fruitful ideas which lead to social freedom or social liberty.
Mill defended liberty, because he realized that there could be no self-development in

its absence.

In regard to the defense of liberty, Mill assumes the following underlying

points--
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(i) The individual is sovereign over his mind and body, and must, therefore, be
left free in all that concerns him alone.

(i) The activities of every individual are either self-regarding or other regarding.
The distinction between the two is vital for him. Society has right to use
force or compulsion in regard to matters affecting the agent only and are of
no concern to others, e.g. drinking and gambling. In regard to other type in
which the consequence of what an individual does go beyond him and injure
others, society has the right and the duty to prevent him. The first kind
constitutes the region of absolute freedom; and the second is that of limited
and restricted freedom.

(iii) The essence of liberty consists in the absence of external restraints; the best
thing for the individual i§ that he should be left free to do what he deems best.

(iv) Mill’s conception of society is individualistic or atomistic, that is to say, he
holds that society is a collection or aggregate of self-seeking individuals, and
that the social good is nothing more than the sum of their separate

satisfaction.

As regard to the region of liberty, Mill pleads for absolute and unfettered
freedom of thought and expression, but concedes that the freedom of action and
association is limited by the condition that no one should make himself a nuisance to
other people. A person is always alive within this limit; he should be free to pursue

his desires. According to Barker,

Mill gives a deeper and more spiritual interpretation to the conception of
liberty, and from a conception of liberty as ‘external freedom of action,
necessary for the discovery and pursuit of his material interest by each

individual’ rises to ‘the conception of liberty as free play for that spirituality,



86

with all its results in individual vigour and manifold diversity, which alone
s 62

can constitute a rich, balanced, and developed society

Through his essay ‘On Liberty’, Mill tries to give a defense of a liberal social
order. He was a true believer of democracy, but still he saw dangers in democracy,
because it could result in the tyranny of the majority, which is generally included
among the evils against which society has to be on its guard. In this connection, it
may be mentioned that social tyranny is more formidable than political tyranny as
the tyranny of majority. In this context, he says,

Society can and does execute its own mandates; and if it issues wrong

mandates, instead of right, or any mandates at all things with which it ought

not to meddle, it practices a social tyranny more formidable then many kinds

of political oppression, since, though usually not upheld by such extreme

penalties, it leaves fewer means of escape, penetrating much more deeply
into the details of life, and gnslaving the soul itself 6

Mill warns against it as

If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, and only one person were of

the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that

one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing

mankind.*

Mill has been considered as one of the strongest supporters of the liberty of
the individual in relation to society and the state, but in spite of the richness of his

thought and newness of his socio-political ideas, he has often been criticized as ‘the

prophet of an empty liberty and abstract individual’ %

The main cause of this fact lies in the failure of Mill to out grow and discard
the individualistic conception of society which constituted a part of his intellectual
inheritance. Even though he recognized the social feelings of mankind and the innate

desire of man to be in unity with these fellow creatures, he could never give up the



87

view of society as consisting of isolated individuals, he never arrived at the idea of
the ‘social whole’ by means of which alone the antithesis between the state and the
individual could arise. His conviction that restraint qua restraint is evil, that state
interference as such is an infringement upon liberty, made it impossible for him to
reach the theory of Rousseau that the highest form of liberty consists in identifying
ourselves with a law which corresponds to our truest nature, or of Hegel that
individual freedom is itself a social phenomenon protected by the legal and ethical
institutions of the community. However, the idealistic school gives us a profounder
interpretation of liberty, because they have a straight forward philosophy of rights as

social phenomena which Mill lacked.

But such adverse criticism opens the positive aspect of Mill’s view on liberty,
because it is observed that Mjll’s contribution to the history of Western socio-
political thought is one of the super-excellent and commendable. In this respect

some scholar remarked that,

The position of pride among his contributions to political thought may be
assigned to his individualism, which may better be called liberalism. He was
the foremost liberal of his day; one might say the foremost individualists or
liberals of all times.*®

3.6 Comparison of Bentham and Mill:

In the field of utilitarian ethics, both Bentham and Mill agree with the
doctrine of the “greatest happiness of the greatest number of the people”, but they
differ on a number of fundamental questions. This divergence points to some of the
most important issues in the whole field of ethics. In regards to the psychological

hedonism, both of them espoused it, but Bentham is more consistent than Mill. Even
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though psychological hedonism is not wholly false, the truth is on the side of Mill’s

revision, except that the revision is not drastic enough.

It is true that men frequently desire pleasure of any kind, no one can deny it.
Any type of desire may have various psychological causes, which are not always
explained by the presupposed pleasantness of the desire. But it would be a mistake
to think that pleasure or the avoidance of displeasure is the sole object of desire.
There are many people who desire knowledge, power, honour, security and so on. It
is also supposed that pleasure is the object of desire due to the confusion of thought
or the failure to distinguish between the desire for pleasure and the pleasure of
fulfilled desire. For instance, a person gets pleasures from realization of his desire,
but this does not mean that the pleasure is necessarily the object of desire. Because
pleasure arises when we get what we want; but we mistakenly suppose that it is
pleasure alone which we want. Actually, the wanting for something comes first and
the pleasure is the consequence of the satisfaction of that wanting rather than the
object of wanting. Really, we often forget all pleasures and search for other things:
as Mill noted that we are very apt to obtain more pleasure if we forget it. The secret
of happiness is the power of impersonal or selfless interests for creative work and

thereby make man happy.

In this regard, Joseph Butler rightly distinguishes between a man’s “general
desire for his own happiness” and “a variety of particular affections, passions, and

appetites to external objects”.

That all particular appetites and passions are toward external things
themselves, distinct from the pleasure arising from them, is manifested from
hence; that there could not be this pleasure, were it not for that prior
suitableness between the object and the passion: there could be no enjoyment

or delight from one thing more than another, from eating food more than



89

from swallowing a stone, if there were not an affection or appetite to one

thing more than another.”’

We may agree with Butler that many of our desires are for objective things
or processes, the effect upon ourselves not being the end in view. However, there is
a close relation between pleasure and the satisfaction of desire. As William Savery

noted:

A realization of a desire, as such, is pleasant....... A failure to realize a desire, as
such, is unpleasant. A pleasant experience is accompanied or followed by a desire to
retain it if possible, and on occasion to renew it. An unpleasant experience is
accompanied or followed by a desire to remove it, and on occasion to avoid a

similar unpleasant experience.®®

But it is observed that pleasure is dependent on activity. In the words of W.

B. Wolfe:

If you observe a really ha;;py man you will find him building a boat, writing
a symphony, educating his son, growing double dahlias in his garden, or
looking for dinosaur eggs in the Gobi Desert. He will not be searching for
happiness as if it were a collar button that has rolled under a radiator. He will

not be striving for it as a goal in itself.”’

In regards to quantities and qualities of pleasure, both Bentham and Mill
differ from to each other. Mill’s qualitative hedonism is more adequate but less
consistent than Bentham. On the other hand, in some respect, Mill’s view is less
important than Bentham’s pure quantitative hedonism. It is observed that if by a
pleasure is meant not a pleasure separated from all content but a pleasant state of
experience, and then Mill is right in maintaining that pleasures differ in kind.
Because the experience contains more than pleasure and the pleasure mixed with the
other constituents of the experience is not same. Mill prefers “dignity” or
“intellectuality” of pleasures. It implies that not only pleasure is good, but also the

dignity or intellectuality that can differentiate one pleasant experience from another.
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On Liberty Mill approvingly quoted the statement of Wilhelm von Humboldt that:
“the end of man........ is the highest and most harmonious development of his
powers to a complete and consistent whole.””® Hence his view is more adequate,

although less consistent than Bentham.

Sometimes question arises when pleasures are taken by themselves in

different kind or quality. In this respect E. Titchener suggests:

The apparent difference in kind is really a difference, not in the pleasures
themselves but in the very different contents of consciousness that have the

common property of pleasing”’

Thus, it beholds by this interpretation, the pleasure of swimming in the ocean
is no different qualitatively than the pleasure of reading a book by the fire; but
otherwise the two experiences are greatly different. Mill believes that some
pleasures are inherently better than the others and are to be preferred even over a

greater amount of pleasure of an inferior grade.

Again, question arises if we sharply separate the pleasure from the content to
which it is attached, it would seem pure pleasure is an unreal abstraction. No doubt
we can mentally abstract the pleasantness of an experience, but we can not consider
them separated. What occurs in real life is pleasant experience and not bare pleasure.
We never find pleasures ‘flocking all alone’, we find them as constituents of
emotions, or intertwined with desires, or fused with ideas, images, or sensations.
Such types of pleasant experiences do have qualitative differences. There is a
difference in quality between the pleasant experiences of listening to a symphony, of
playing fast game of tennis, of reading philosophical books, of wriggling one’s toe
whole sun-bathing. The feelings involved in each experience are subtly interfused

with the total content. According to Krueger,
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Never are the differentiable parts or sides of real experience as isolated from
one another as the parts of physical substance, i.e. its molecules or its atoms.
All things that we can differentiate there, by comparison, always grip into
one another and around one another in the greatest elaboration. And every
time it is, without exception, imbedded within a total whole, by which it is
penetrated and more or less completely enclosed. Feelings are the qualities of

experiences of this total whole.”

Concerning the hedonistic calculus, Bentham believed that the legislator or
moralist should calculate the hedonic effects of alternative acts. This entails the
‘moral arithmetic’ or quantitative assessment of pleasures and pains. By abandoning
quantitative hedonism, Mill greatly restricted the applicability of this hedonistic
calculus. His final test is the preference to the moral connoisseur or wise man, not
for the fool or average man. There are so many difficulties, for Mill, in Bentham’s
hedonistic calculus. Though sxzmetime we measure the duration of pleasure by
means of a clock, intensities of pleasure resist precise calculation, as there is no unit
of intensity. Moreover, it is impossible to judge precisely when the greater intensity
of one pleasure is rearranged by the greater duration of another. No body can exactly
balance pleasures against pains, judging precisely the gain or loss when we subtract
the latter from the former. In this connection, Dewey remarked that ‘how can we
weigh the amount of pain in a jumping and long continued toothache against, say,

the pleasure of some charitable deed?’ 7

However, the hedonist can reply that same difficulties can be faced within
any teleological theory of ethics. Every teleological system (either hedonistic or
nonhedonistic) holds that some alternatives are better than others; some yields more,
some less good. But by this, it is not meant that we can not make rough and

readymade comparison between Bentham and Mill. As Walter Stace wrote,
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Even if you cannot measure pleasures and pains, this does not prevent you
from knowing that some pleasures or pains are greater than others. A man
does not need a thermometer to know that he is being frozen to death or
boiled alive. And without any such instrument he can detect the difference
between a hot day and a cold one. So too a man knows that some pains are
terrible, some slight; that some pleasures are great, some small; although he

cannot measure either the pleasure or the pains.”

Though Bentham may have been naive about his ‘moral arithmetic’, we should not

leap to the opposite extreme view, that all estimations or comparisons are impossible.

Of course there is one sort of indistinct difference between Bentham and Mill.
Bentham’s utilitarianism is what today is called “act utilitarianism”, which means
the rightness of an act is determined by its effect on the general happiness. Mill also
subscribed to act utilitaﬁanism in some passages, but sometimes he seems to have
advocated what is called “rule utilitarianism”. According to this version of
utilitarianism, we are to evaluate the moral correctness of an action not with
reference to its impact on the general happiness, but rather with respect to the impact
on the general happiness of the rule or principle the action exemplifies. It should be

noted that rule utilitarianism is, in a way much more Kantian than act utilitarianism.

Mill’s qualitative criterion introduces new complications. To judge the best
results, we must consider not only the quantity but the quality of intrinsic goods, and
somehow relate both quantitative and qualitative aspects. If we distinguish the good,
we can hold that the amount of good depends on the quality as well as on the
quantity of these properties. Moreover, another difficult issue raised by the clash
between Bentham and Mill is about the question of the social distribution of good

and the intrinsic worth of virtue.
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However, in nineteenth century, Henry Sidgwick reformulates the hedonistic
theory and tries to found utilitarianism on an intuitional basis to reconcile egoism
and altruism on the one hand hedonism and intuitionism on the other, in his own

way in which most of the errors of Bentham and Mill are absent. As he says:

I could find no real opposition between Intuitionism and Utilitarianism. The

Utilitarianism of Bentham and Mill seemed to me to want a basis; that basis

could only be supplied by a fundamental intuition; on the other hand, the best

examination I could make of the morality of commonsense showed me no

clear and self-evident principles except such as were perfectly consistent

with Utilitarianism.”

Now it is observed that pleasure or happiness is the ultimate good and we
have an intuitive perception of fairness or equity in the distribution of the means of
happiness in proportion to men’s rights and merits. The principles of the distribution
of pleasure or happiness are defermined rationally, and are regarded as self-evident
truths. From this point of view, the psychological hedonism can be rejected to return
to the ethical hedonism, and points out the difficulties of Bentham’s calculus and
analyzed the conflicts between egoistic and universalistic hedonism. In this
connection, Sidgwick draws three rational Axioms of Ethics, viz (i) The Axiom of
Justice or Equality, (if) The Axiom of Rational Self-love, and (iii) The Axiom of
Rational Benevolence. The first axiom states that whatever action is judged to be
right for oneself is implicitly judged to be right for all similar persons under similar
circumstances; the second, that one ought to aim at one’s own good on the whole,

i.e., impartiality; and third, that one is bound to seek impartially the good of all

individuals including oneself.
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