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John Stuart Mill was one of the leading intellectuals of the nineteenth century. He was a member of Parlia-
ment as well as a popular philosopher. He is the author of A System of Logic (1843), On Liberty (1859), Utili-
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Mill’s defense of the principte of utility is the most influential modern account of a consequentialist moral
theory. In this excerpt from his book Utilitarianism, Mill clearly sets out the principle of the greatest happi-
ness for the greatest number and defends it against several of the most obvious ohjections. He then offers a
limited defense of the principle. He ends by explaining the intimate relationship between utility and rights.

WHAT UTILITARIANISM IS

The creed which accepts as the foundation of
morals “utility” or the “greatest happiness
principle” holds that actions are right in pro-
portion as they tend to promote happiness;
wrong as they tend te 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 the-
ory, much more requires to be said; in particu-
lar, what things it includes in the ideas of pain
and pleasure, and to what extent this is left an
open question. But these supplementary expla-
nations 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 de-
sirable things (which are as numerous in the
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utilitarian as in any other scheme) are desir-
able either for pleasure inherent in themselves
or as means to the promotion of pleasure and
the prevention of pain.

Now such a theory of life excites in many
minds, and among them in some of the most es-
timable in feeling and purpose, inveterate dis-

-like. To suppose that life has (as they express

it) no higher end than pleasure—no better and
nobler object of desire and pursuit—they des-
ignate as utterly mean and groveling, as a
doctrine worthy only of swine, to whom the fol-
lowers of Epicurus were, at a very early period,
contemptuously likened; and modern holders
of the doctrine are occasionally made the
subject of equally polite comparisons by its
German, French, and English assailants.
When thus attacked, the Epicureans have
always answered that it is not they, but their
accusers, who represent human nature in a de-
grading light, since the accusation supposes
human beings to be capable of no pleasures
except those of which swine are capable. If this
supposition were true, the charge could not be



gainsaid, but would then be no longer an im-
putation; for if the sources of pleasure were
precisely the same to human beings and to
swine, the rule of life which is good enough for
the one would be good enough for the other.
The comparison of the Epicurean life to that

of beasts is felt as degrading, precisely because

a beast’s pleasures do not satisfy a human
being’s conceptions of happiness. Human be-
ings have faculties more elevated than the an-
imal appetites and, when once made conscious
of them, do not regard anything as happiness
which does not include their gratification. I do
not indeed, consider the Epicureans to have
been by any means faultless in drawing out
their scheme of consequences from the utilitar-
ian principle. To do this in any sufficient man-
ner, many Stoic, as well as Christian, elements
require to be included. But there is no known
Epicurean theory of life which does not assign
to the pleasures of the intellect, of the feelings
and imagination, and of the moral sentiments
a much higher value as pleasures than to those
of mere sensation. It must be admitted, how-
ever, that utilitarian writers in general have
placed the superiority of mental over bodily
pleasures chiefly in the greater permanency,
safety, uncostliness, etc., of the former—that
is, in their circumstantial advantages rather
than in their intrinsic nature. And on all these
points utilitarians have fully proved their case;
but they might have taken the other and, as it
may be called, higher ground with entire con-
sistency. It is quite compatible with the princi-
ple 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 pleasure should be supposed to depend on
quantity alone.

If I am asked what I mean by difference of
quality in pleasures, or what makes one pleas-
ure more valuable than another, merely as a
pleasure, except its being greater in amount,

John Stuart Mill » Utilitarianism 37

there is but one possible answer. Of two pleas-
ures, if there be one to which all or almost all
who have experience of both give a decided pref-
erence, irrespective of any feeling of moral obk-
gation to prefer it, that is the more desirable
pleasure. If one of the two is, by those who are
competently acquainted with both, placed so
far above the other that they prefer it, even
though knowing it to be attended with a greater
amount of discontent, and would not resign it
for any quantity of the other pleasure which
their nature is capable of we are justified in
ascribing to the preferred enjoyment a superior-
ity in quality so far outweighing quantity as to
render it, in comparison, of small account.

Now it is an unquestionable fact that those
who are equally acquainted with and equally
capable of appreciating and enjoying both do
give a most marked preference to the manner
of existence which employs their higher facul-
ties. Few human creatures would consent to be
changed into any of the lower animals for a
promise of the fullest allowance of a beast’s
pleasures; no intelligent human being would
consent to be a fool, no instructed person would
be an ignoramus, no person of feeling and con-
science would be selfish and base, even though
they should be persuaded that the fool, the
dunce, or the rascal is better satisfied with his
lot than they are with theirs. They would not -
resign what they possess more than he for the
most complete satisfaction of all the desires
which they have in common with him. If they
ever fancy they would, it is only in cases of un-
happiness so extreme that to escape from it
they would exchange their lot for almost any
other, however undesirable in their own eyes. A
being of higher faculties requires more to make
him happy, is capable probably of more acute
suffering, and certainly accessible to it at more
points, than one of an inferior type; but in spite
of these Hlabilities, he can never really wish to
sink into what he feels to be a lower grade of
existence. We may give what explanation we
please of this unwillingness; we may attribute
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it to pride, a name which is given indiscrimi-
nately to some of the most and to some of the
least estimable feelings of which mankind are
capable; we may refer it to the love of liberty
and personal independence, an appeal to which
was with the Stoics one of the most effective
means for the inculcation of it; to the love of
power or to the love of excitement, both of
which do really enter into and contribute to it;
but its most appropriate appellation is a sense
of dignity, which all human beings possess in
one form or other, and in some, though by no
means in exact, proportion to their higher fac-
ulties, and which is so essential a part of the
happiness of those in whom it is strong that
nothing which conflicts with it could be other-
wise than momentarily an object of desire to
them. Whoever supposes that this preference
takes place at a sacrifice of happiness—that
the superior being, in anything like equal cir-
cumstances, is not happier than the inferior—
confounds the two very different ideas of
happiness and content. It is indisputable that
the being whose capacities of enjoyment are
low has the greatest chance of having them
fully satisfied; and a highly endowed being will
always feel that any happiness which he can
look for, as the world is constituted, is imper-
fect. But he can learn to bear its imperfections,
if they are at all bearable; and they will not
make him envy the being who is indeed uncon-
scious of the imperfections, but only because he
feels not at all the good which those imperfec-
tions qualify. It is better to be a human being
digsatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be
Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And
if the fool, or the pig, are of a different opinion,
it is because they only know their own side of
the question. The other party to the compari-
son knows both sides.

It may be objected that many who are capa-
ble of the higher pleasures occasionally, under
the influence of temptation, postpone them to
the lower. But this is quite compatible with a
full appreciation of the intrinsic superiority of

the higher. Men often, from infirmity of charac-
ter, make their election for the nearer good,
though they know it to be the less valuable; and
this no less when the choice is between two bod-
ily pleasures than when it is between bodily and
mental. They pursue sensual indulgences to the
injury of health, though perfectly aware that
health is the greater good. It may be further ob-
jected that many who begin with youthful en-
thusiasm for everything noble, as they advance
in years, sink into indolence and selfishness.
But I do not believe that those who undergo this
very common change voluntarily choose the
lower description of pleasures in preference to
the higher. I believe that, before they devote
themselves exclusively to the one, they have al-
ready become incapable of the other. Capacity
for the nobler feelings is in most natures a very
tender plant, easily killed, not only by hostile in-
fluences, but by mere want of sustenance; and in
the majority of young persons it speedily dies
away if the occupations to which their position
in life has devoted them, and the society into
which it has thrown them, are not favorable to
keeping that higher capacity in exercise. Men
Jose their high aspirations as they lose their in-
tellectual tastes, because they have not time or
opportunity for indulging them; and they addict
themselves to inferior pleasures, not because
they deliberately prefer them, but because they
are either the only ones to which they have ac-
cess or the only ones which they are any longer
capable of enjoying. It may be questioned
whether anyone who has remained equally sus-
ceptible to both classes of pleasures ever know-
ingly and calmly preferred the lower, though
many, in all ages, have broken down in an inef-
fectual attempt to combine both.

From this verdict of the only competent
judges, I apprehend there can be no appeal. On
a question which is the best worth having of two
pleasures, or which of two modes of existence
is the most grateful to the feelings, apart from
its moral attributes and from its consequences,
the judgment of these who are qualified by



knowledge of both, or, if they differ, that of the
majority among them, must be admitted as
final. And there needs be the less hesitation to
accept this judgment respecting the quality of
pleasures, since there is no other tribunal to be
referred to even on the question of quantity.
What means are there of determining which is

‘the acutest of two pains, or the intensest of two

pleasurable sensations, except the general suf-
frage of those who are familiar with both? Nei-
ther pains nor pleasures are homogeneous, and
pain is always heterogeneous with pleasure.
What is there fo decide whether a particular
pleasure is worth purchasing at the cost of a
particular pain, except the feelings and judg-
ment of the experienced? When, therefore, those
feelings and judgment declare the pleasures de-
rived from the higher faculties to be preferable
in kind, apart from the question of intensity, to
those of which the animal nature, disjoined
from the higher faculties, is susceptible, they
are entitled on this subject to the same regard.

I have dwelf on this point as being part of
a perfectly just conception of utility or happi-
ness considered as the directive rule of human
conduct. But it is by no means an indispensa-
ble condition to the acceptance of the utilitar-
ian standard; for that standard is not the
agent’s own greatest happiness, but the great-
est amount of happiness altogether; and if it
may possibly be doubted whether a noble char-
acter is always the happier for its nobleness,
there can be no doubt that it makes other
people happier, and that the world in general is
immensely a gainer by it. Utilitarianism,
therefore, could only attain its end by the gen-
eral cultivation of nobleness of character, even
if each individual were only benefited by the
nobleness of others, and his own, so far as hap-
piness is concerned, were a sheer deduction
from the benefit, But the bare enunciation of
such an absurdity as this last renders refuta-
tion superfluous.

According to the greatest happiness princi-
ple, as above explained, the ultimate end, with
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reference to and for the sake of which all other
things are desirable—whether we are consid-
ering our own good or that of other people—is
an existence exempt as far as possible from
pain, and as rich as possible in enjoyments,
both in point of quantity and quality; the test
of quality and the rule for measuring it
against quantity being the preference felt by
those who, in their opportunities of experience,
to which must be added their habits of seli-
consciousness and self-observation, are best
furnished with the means of comparison. This,
being according to the utilitarian opinion the
end of human action, is necessarily also the
standard of morality, which may accordingly
be defined “the rules and precepts for human
conduct,” by the observance of which an exis-
tence such as has been described might be, to
the greatest extent possible, secured to all
mankind; and not to them only, but, so far as
the nature of things admits, to the whole sen-
tient creation. ...

OF WHAT SORT OF PROOF THE PRINCIPLE
OF UTILITY IS SUSCEPTIBLE

It has already been remarked that questions of
ultimate ends do not admit of proof, in the or-
dinary acceptation of the term. To be incapable
of proof by reasoning is common to all first
principles, to the first premises of our knowl-
edge, as well as to those of our conduct. But the
former, being matters of fact, may be the sub-
ject of a direct appeal to the faculties which
judge of fact—namely, our senses and our in-
ternal consciousness. Can an appeal be made
to the same faculties on questions of practical
ends? Or by what other faculty is cognizance
taken of them?

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

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, 1 apprehend,
the sole evidence it is possible to produce that
anything is desirable is that people do actu-
ally desire it. If the end which the utilitarian
doctrine proposes to itself were not, in theory
and in practice, acknowledged to be an end,
nothing could ever convince any person that
it was so. No reason can be given why the gen-
eral happiness is desirable, except that each
person, so far as he believes it to be attainable,
desires his own happiness. This, however, being
a fact, we have not only all the proof which
the case admits of, but all which it is possible
to require, that happiness is a good, that each
person’s happiness is a good to that persen,
and the general happiness, therefore, a good
to the aggregate of all persons. Happiness
has made out its title as one of the ends of con-
duct and, consequently, one of the criteria of
morality.

But it has not, by this alone, proved itself
to be the sole criterion. To do that, it would
seem, by the same rule, necessary to show, not
only that people desire happiness, but that
they never desire anything else. Now it is pal-
pable that they do desire things which, in com-
mon language, are decidedly distinguished
from happiness. They desire, for example,
virtue and the absence of vice no less really
than pleasure and the absence of pain. The de-
gire of virtue is not as universal, but it is as au-
thentic a fact as the desire of happiness. And
hence the opponents of the utilitarian stan-
dard deem that they have a right to infer that
there are other ends of human action besides
happiness, and that happiness is not the stan-
dard of approbation and disapprobation.

-

But does the utilitarian doctrine deny that
people desire virtue, or maintain that virtue is
not a thing to be desired? The very reverse. It
maintains not only that virtue is to be desired,
but that it is to be desired disinterestedly, for it-
self. Whatever may be the opinion of utilitarian
moralists as to the original conditions by which
virtue is made virtue, however they may believe
(as they do) that actions and dispositions are
only virtuous because they promote another end
than virtue, yet this being granted, and it hav-
ing been decided, from considerations of this de-
scription, what is virtuous, they not only place
virtue at the very head of the things which are
good as means to the ultimate end, but they also
recognize as a psychological fact the possibility
of its being, to the individual, a good in itself,
without looking to any end beyond it; and hold
that the mind is not in a right state, not in a
state conformable to utility, not in the state
most conducive to the general happiness, unless
it does love virtue in this manner—as a thing
desirable in itself, even although, in the individ-
ual instance, it should not produce those other
desirable consequences which it tends to pro-
duce, and on account of which it is held to be
virtue. This opinion is not, in the smallest de-
gree, a departure from the happiness principle.
The ingredients of happiness are very various,
and each of them is desirable in itself, and not
merely when considered as swelling an aggre-
gate. The principle of utility does not mean that
any given pleasure, as music, for instance, or
any given exemption from pain, as for example
health, is to be looked upon as means to a col-
lective something termed happiness, and to be
desired on that account. They are desired and
desirable in and for themselves; besides being
means, they are a part of the end. Virtue, ac-
cording to the utilitarian doctrine, is not natu-
rally and originally a part of the end, but it is
capable of becoming so; and in those who live it
disinterestedly it has become so, and is desired
and cherished, not as a means to happiness, but
as a part of their happiness.



To illustrate this further, we may remem-
ber that virtue is not the only thing originally a
means, and which if it were not a means to any-
thing else would be and remain indifferent, but
which by association with what it is a means to
comes to be desired for itself, and that too with
the utmost intensity. What, for example, shall

“we say of the love of money? There is nothing
originally more desirable about money than
about any heap of glittering pebbles. Its worth
is solely that of the things which it will buy; the
desires for other things than itself, which it is a
means of gratifying. Yet the love of money is not

only one of the strongest moving forces of*

human life, but money is, in many cases, de-
sired in and for itself; the desire to possess it is
often stronger than the desire to use it, and
goes on increasing when all the desires which
point to ends beyond it, to be compassed by it,
are falling off. It may, then, be said truly that
money is desired not for the sake of an end, but
as part of the end. From being a means to hap-
piness, it has come to be itself a principal in-
gredient of the individual’'s conception of
happiness. The same may be said of the major-
ity of the great objects of human life: power, for
_ example, or fame, except that to each of these
there is a certain amount of immediate pleas-
ure annexed, which has at least the semblance
of being naturally inherent in them—a thing
which cannot be said of money. Still, however,
the strongest natural attraction, both of power
and of fame, is the immense aid they give to the
attainment of our other wishes; and it is the
strong association thus generated between
them and all our objects of desire which gives to
the direct desire of them the intensity it often
assumes, so as in some characters to surpass in
strength all other desires. In these cases the
means have become a part of the end, and a
more important part of it than any of the things
which they are means to. What was once de-
sired as an instrument for the attainment of
happiness has come to be desired for its own
sake. In being desired for its own sake it is,
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however, desired as part of happiness. The per-
son is made, or thinks he would be made, happy
by its mere possession; and is made unhappy by
failure to obtain it. The desire of it is not a dif-
ferent thing from the desire of happiness any
more than the love of music or the desire of
health. They are included in happiness. They
are some of the elements of which the desire of
happiness is made up. Happiness is not an ab-
stract idea but a concrete whole; and these are
some of its parts. And the utilitarian standard
sanctions and approves their being so. Life
would be a poor thing, very ill provided with
sources of happiness, if there were not this
provision of nature by which things originally
indifferent, but conducive to, or otherwise asso-
ciated with, the satisfaction of our primitive de-
sires, become in themselves sources of pleasure
more valuable than the primitive pleasures,
both in permanency, in the space of human ex-
istence that they are capable of covering, and
even in intensity.

Virtue, according to the utilitarian concep-
tion, is a good of this description. There was no
original desire of it, or motive to it, save its con-
duciveness to pleasure, and especially to pro-
tection from pain. But through the association
thus formed it may be felt a good in itself, and
desired as such with as great intensity as any
other good; and with this difference between it
and the love of money, of power, or of fame—
that all of these may, and often do, render the
individual noxious to the other members of the
society to which he belongs, whereas there is
nothing which makes him so much a blessing
to them as the cultivation of the disinterested
love of virtue. And consequently, the utilitarian
standard, while it tolerates and approves those
other acquired desires, up to the point beyond
which they would be more injurious to the
general happiness than promotive of if, enjoins
and requires the cultivation of the love of
virtue up to the greatest strength possible, as
being above all things important to the general
happiness.
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It results from the preceding considera-
tions that there is in reality nothing desired
except happiness. Whatever is desired other-
wise than as a means to some end beyond it-
self, and ultimately to happiness, is desired as
itself a part of happiness, and is not desired for
itself until it has become so. ...

ON THE CONNECTION BETWEEN JUSTICE
AND UTILITY

In all ages of speculation one of the strongest
obstacles to the reception of the doctrine that
utility or happiness is the criterion of right

from the former, its peculiar impressiveness
and energy of self-assertion.

I have, throughout, treated the idea of a
right residing in the injured person and vio-
lated by the injury, not as a separate element
in the composition of the idea and sentiment,
but as one of the forms in which the other two
elements clothe themselves. These elements
are a hurt to some assignable person or per-
sons, on the one hand, and a demand for pun-
ishment, on the other. An examination of our
own minds, I think, will show that these two
things include all that we mean when we
speak of violation of a right. When we call any-
thing a person’s right, we mean that he has a

and wrong has been drawn from the idea of :valid claim on society to protect him in the pos-

justice. The powerful sentiment and appar-
ently clear perception which that word recalls
with a rapidity and certainty resembling an in-
stinct have seemed to the majority of thinkers
to point to an inherent quality in things; to
show that the just must have an existence in
nature as something absolute, generically dis-
tinct from every variety of the expedient and,
in idea, opposed to it, though (as is commonly
acknowledged) never, in the long run, disjoined
from it in fact. . ..

The idea of justice supposes two things—a
rule of conduct and a sentiment which sanc-
tions the rule. The first must be supposed com-
mon to all mankind and intended for their
good. The other (the sentiment) is a desire that
punishment may be suffered by those who in-
* fringe the rule. There is involved, in addition,
the conception of some definite person who suf-
fers by the infringement, whose rights (to use
the expression appropriated to the case) are vi-
olated by it. And the sentiment of justice ap-
pears to me to be the animal desire to repel or
retaliate a hurt or damage to oneself or to
those with whom one sympathizes, widened so
as to include all persons, by the human capac-
ity of enlarged sympathy and the human con-
ception of intelligent self-interest. From the
latter elements the feeling derives its morality;

session of it, either by the force of law or by
that of education and opinion. If he has what
we consider a sufficient claim, on whatever ac-
count, to have something guaranteed to him by
society, we say that he has a right to it. If we
desire to prove that anything does not belong
to him by right, we think this done as soon as
it is admitted that society ought not to take
measure for securing it to him, but should
leave him to chance or to his own exertions.
Thus a person is said to have a right to what he
can earn in fair professional competition, be-
cause society ought not to allow any other per-
son to hinder him from endeavoring to earn in
that manner as much as he can. But he has not
a right to three hundred a year, though he may
happen to be earning it; because society is not
called on to provide that he shall earn that
sum. On the contrary, if he owns ten thousand
pounds three-percent stock, he has a right to
three hundred a year because society has come
under an obligation to provide him with an in-
come of that amount.
To have a right, then, is, I conceive, to have
something which society ought to defend me in
“the possession of. If the objector goes on to ask
why it ought, I can give him no other reason
« than general utility. If that expression does
not seem to convey a sufficient feeling of the



strength of the obligation, nor to account for the
peculiar energy of the feeling, it is because there
goes to the composition of the sentiment, not a
rational enly but also an animal element—the
thirst for retaliation; and this thirst derives its
intensity, as well as its moral justification, from

the extraordinarily important and impressive:

kind of utility which is concerned. The interest
involved is that of security, to everyone’s feel-
ings the most vital of all interests. All other
earthly benefits are needed by one person, not
needed by another; and many of them can, if
necessary, be cheerfully forgone or replaced by
something else; 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 mo-
ment, since nothing but the gratification of the
instant could be of any worth to us if we could
be deprived of everything the next instant by
whoever was momentarily stronger than our-
selves. Now this most indispensable of all nec-
essaries, after physical nutriment, cannot be
had unless the machinery for providing it is
kept unintermittedly in active play. Our notion,
therefore, of the claim we have on our fellow
creatures to join in making safe for us the very
groundwork of our existence gathers feelings
around it so much more intense than those con-
cerned in any of the more common cases of util-
ity that the difference in degree (as is often the
case in psychology) becomes a real difference in
kind. The claim assumes that character of ab-
soluteness, that apparent infinity and incom-
mensurability with all other considerations
which constitute the distinction between the
feeling of right and wrong and that of ordinary
expediency and inexpediency. The feelings con-
cerned are so powerful, and we count so posi-
tively on finding a responsive feeling in others
(all being alike interested) that ought and
should grow into must, and recognized indis-
pensability becomes a moral necessity, analo-
gous to physical, and often not inferior to it in
binding force.
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If the preceding analysis, or something re-
sembling it, be not the correct account of the
notion of justice—if justice be totally independ-
ent of utility, and be a standard per se, which
the mind can recognize by simple introspection
of itself—it is hard to understand why that, in-
ternal oracle is so ambiguous, and why so many
things appear either just or unjust, according to
the light in which they are regarded. ... -

It appears from what has been said that
justice is a name for certain moral require-
ments which, regarded collectively, stand higher
in the scale of social utility, and are therefore of

‘more paramount obligation, than any others,

though particular cases may occur in which
some other social duty is so important as to
overrule any one of the general maxims of
justice. Thus, to save a life, it may not only be
allowable, but a duty, to steal or take by force
the necessary food or medicine, or to kidnap
and compel to officiate the only qualified med-
ical practitioner. In such cases, as we do not
call anything justice which is not a virtue, we
usually say, not that justice must give way to
some other moral principle, but that what is
just in ordinary cases is, by reason of that other
principle, not just in the particular case. By
this useful accommodation of language, the
character of indefeasibility attributed to jus-
tice is kept up, and we are saved from the
necessity of maintaining that there can be
laudable injustice.

The considerations which have not been
adduced resolve, I conceive, the only real diffi-
culty in the utilitarian theory of morals. It has
always been evident that all cases of justice are
also cases of expediency; the difference is in the
peculiar sentiment which attaches to the for-
mer, as contradistinguished from the latter. If
this characteristic sentiment has been suffi-
ciently accounted for; if there is no necessity to
assume for it any peculiarity of origin; if it is
simply the natural feeling of resentment, mor-
alized by being made coextensive with the
demands of social good; and if this feeling not
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only does but ought to exist in all the classes of
cases to which the idea of justice corresponds—
that idea no longer presents itself as a stum-
bling block to the utilitarian ethics. Justice
remains the appropriate name for certain so-
cial utilities which are vastly more important,
and therefore more absolute and imperative,
than any others are as a class (though not
more so than others may be in particular cases);

and which, therefore, ought to be, as well as
naturally are, guarded by a sentiment, not only
different in degree, but also in kind; distin-
guished from the milder feeling which attaches
to the mere idea of promoting human pleasure
or convenience at once by the more definite
nature of its commands and by the sterner
character of its sanctions.



