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I. Nature has placed mankind under the governance of
two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. It is for them
alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine what we shall do. On the one hand the standard
of right and wrong, on the other the chain of causes and
effects, are fastened to their throne. They govern us in
all we do, in all we say, in all we think: every effort
we can make to throw off our subjection, will serve but
to demonstrate and confirm it. In words a man may pretend to abjure their empire: but in reality he will remain.
subject to it all the while. The principle of utility recognizes this subjection, and assumes it for the foundation
of that system, the object of which is to rear the fabric
of felicity by the hands of reason and of law. Systems
which attempt to question it, deal in sounds instead of
sense, in caprice instead of reason, in darkness instead
of light.
But enough of metaphor and declamation: it is not by
such means that moral science is to be improved.
II. The principle of utility is the foundation of the
present work: it will be proper therefore at the outset
to give an explicit and determinate account of what is
meant by it. By the principle of utility is meant that
principle which approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever. according to the tendency 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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III. By utility is meant that property in any object,
whereby it tends to produce benefit, advantage, pleasure, good, or happiness, (all this in the present case
comes to the same thing) or (what comes again to the
same thing) to prevent the happening of mischief, pain,
evil, or unhappiness to the party whose interest is considered: if that party be the community in general, then
the happiness of the community: if a particular individual, then the happiness of that individual.

or persons) may be said to be conformable to or dictated by the principle of utility, when in like manner the
tendency which it has to augment the happiness of the
community is greater than any which it has to diminish
it.

IV. The interest of the community is one of the most
general expressions that can occur in the phraseology
of morals: no wonder that the meaning of it is often lost.
When it has a meaning, it is this. The community is a fictitious body, composed of the individual persons who
are considered as constituting as it were its members.
The interest of the community then is, what is it?the
sum of the interests of the several members who compose it.
V. It is in vain to talk of the interest of the community,
without understanding what is the interest of the individual. A thing is said to promote the interest, or to be
for the interest, of an individual, when it tends to add
to the sum total of his pleasures: or, what comes to the
same thing, to diminish the sum total of his pains.
VI. An action then may be said to be conformable to
then principle of utility, or, for shortness sake, to utility, (meaning with respect to the community at large)
when the tendency it has to augment the happiness of
the community is greater than any it has to diminish
it.
VII. A measure of government (which is but a particular kind of action, performed by a particular person

VIII. When an action, or in particular a measure of government, is supposed by a man to be conformable to
the principle of utility, it may be convenient, for the purposes of discourse, to imagine a kind of law or dictate,
called a law or dictate of utility: and to speak of the action in question, as being conformable to such law or
dictate.
IX. A man may be said to be a partizan of the principle of utility, when the approbation or disapprobation
he annexes to any action, or to any measure, is determined by and proportioned to the tendency which he
conceives it to have to augment or to diminish the happiness of the community: or in other words, to its conformity or unconformity to the laws or dictates of utility.
X. Of an action that is conformable to the principle of
utility one may always say either that it is one that ought
to be done, or at least that it is not one that ought not to
be done. One may say also, that it is right it should be
done; at least that it is not wrong it should be done: that
it is a right action; at least that it is not a wrong action.
When thus interpreted, the words ought, and right and
wrong and others of that stamp, have a meaning: when
otherwise, they have none.
XI. Has the rectitude of this principle been ever formally
contested? It should seem that it had, by those who have
not known what they have been meaning. Is it suscep-
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tible of any direct proof? it should seem not: for that
which is used to prove every thing else, cannot itself be
proved: a chain of proofs must have their commencement somewhere. To give such proof is as impossible as
it is needless.

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

XII. Not that there is or ever has been that human creature at breathing, however stupid or perverse, who has
not on many, perhaps on most occasions of his life, deferred to it. By the natural constitution of the human
frame, on most occasions of their lives men in general
embrace this principle, without thinking of it: if not for
the ordering of their own actions, yet for the trying of
their own actions, as well as of those of other men. There
have been, at the same time, not many perhaps, even
of the most intelligent, who have been disposed to embrace it purely and without reserve. There are even few
who have not taken some occasion or other to quarrel
with it, either on account of their not understanding always how to apply it, or on account of some prejudice or
other which they were afraid to examine into, or could
not bear to part with. For such is the stuff that man is
made of: in principle and in practice, in a right track
and in a wrong one, the rarest of all human qualities is
con- sistency.
XIII. When a man attempts to combat the principle of
utility, it is with reasons drawn, without his being aware
of it, from that very prin- ciple itself. His arguments,
if they prove any thing, prove not that the principle is
wrong, but that, according to the applications he supposes to be made of it, it is misapplied. Is it possible for
a man to move the earth? Yes; but he must first find out
another earth to stand upon.

1. Let him settle with himself, whether he would wish to
discard this principle altogether; if so, let him consider
what it is that all his reasonings (in matters of politics
especially) can amount to?
2. If he would, let him settle with himself, whether he
would judge and act without any principle, or whether
there is any other he would judge an act by?
3. If there be, let him examine and satisfy himself
whether the principle he thinks he has found is really
any separate intelligible principle; or whether it be not a
mere principle in words, a kind of phrase, which at bottom expresses neither more nor less than the mere averment of his own unfounded sentiments; that is, what in
another person he might be apt to call caprice?
4. If he is inclined to think that his own approbation or
disapprobation, annexed to the idea of an act, without
any regard to its consequences, is a sufficient foundation for him to judge and act upon, let him ask himself
whether his sentiment is to be a standard of right and
wrong, with respect to every other man, or whether every mans sentiment has the same privilege of being a
standard to itself?
5. In the first case, let him ask himself whether his princi-
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ple is not despotical, and hostile to all the rest of human
race?

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

6. In the second case, whether it is not anarchial, and
whether at this rate there are not as many different standards of right and wrong as there are men? and whether
even to the same man, the same thing, which is right today, may not (without the least change in its nature) be
wrong to-morrow? and whether the same thing is not
right and wrong in the same place at the same time?
and in either case, whether all argument is not at an
end? and whether, when two men have said, I like this,
and I dont like it, they can (upon such a principle) have
any thing more to say?
7. If he should have said to himself, No: for that the
sentiment which he proposes as a standard must be
grounded on reflection, let him say on what particulars
the reflection is to turn? if on particulars having relation to the utility of the act, then let him say whether
this is not deserting his own principle, and borrowing
assistance from that very one in opposition to which he
sets it up: or if not on those particulars, on what other
particulars?
8. If he should be for compounding the matter, and
adopting his own principle in part, and the principle of
utility in part, let him say how far he will adopt it?
9. When he has settled with himself where he will stop,
then let him ask himself how he justifies to himself the
adopting it so far? and why he will not adopt it any
farther?
10. Admitting any other principle than the principle of
utility to be a right principle, a principle that it is right

Chapter II: Of Principles Adverse to that of Utility
I. If the principle of utility be a right principle to be
governed by, and that in all cases, it follows from what
has been just observed, that whatever principle differs
from it in any case must necessarily be a wrong one. To
prove any other principle, therefore, to be a wrong one,
there needs no more than just to show it to be what it
is, a principle of which the dictates are in some point or
other different from those of the principle of utility: to
state it is to confute it.
II. A principle may be different from that of utility in
two ways: 1. By being constantly opposed to it: this is
the case with a principle which may be termed the principle of asceticism. 2. By being sometimes op- posed to
it, and sometimes not, as it may happen: this is the case
with another, which may be termed the principle of sympathy and antipathy.
III. By the principle of asceticism I mean that principle,
which, like the principle of utility, approves or disapproves of any action, accord- ing to the tendency which
it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party whose interest is in question; but in an
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inverse manner: approving of actions in as far as they
tend to diminish his hap- piness; disapproving of them
in as far as they tend to augment it.
IV. It is evident that any one who reprobates any the
least particle of pleasure, as such, from whatever source
derived, is pro tanto a partizan of the principle of asceticism. It is only upon that principles and not from
the principle of utility, that the most abominable pleasure which the vilest of malefactors ever reaped from
his crime would be to be reprobated, if it stood alone.
The case is, that it never does stand alone; but is necessarily followed by such a quantity of pain (or, what
comes to the same thing, such a chance for a certain
quantity of pain) that, the and in a days time they will
have turned it into a hell.
...
XI. Among principles adverse to that of utility, that
which at this day seems to have most influence in matters of government, is what may be called the principle of sympathy and antipathy. By the principle of sympathy and antipathy, I mean that principle which approves or disapproves of certain actions, not on account
of their tending to augment the happiness, nor yet on account of their tending to diminish the happiness of the
party whose interest is in question, but merely because
a man finds himself disposed to approve or disapprove
of them: holding up that approbation or disapprobation
as a sufficient reason for itself, and disclaiming the necessity of looking out for any extrinsic ground. Thus far
in the general department of morals: and in the particular depart- ment of politics, measuring out the quantum
(as well as determining the ground) of punishment, by
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the degree of the disapprobation.
XII. It is manifest, that this is rather a principle in name
than in reality: it is not a positive principle of itself, so
much as a term em- ployed to signify the negation of
all principle. What one expects to find in a principle is
something that points out some external consideration,
as a means of warranting and guiding the internal sentiments of approbation and disapprobation: this expectation is but ill fulfilled by a proposition, which does
neither more nor less than hold up each of those sentiments as a ground and standard for itself.
XIII. In looking over the catalogue of human actions
(says a partizan of this principle) in order to determine
which of them are to be marked with the seal of disapprobation, you need but to take counsel of your own
feelings: whatever you find in yourself a propensity to
condemn, is wrong for that very reason. For the same
reason it is also meet for punishment: in what proportion it is adverse to utility, or whether it be adverse to
utility at all, is a matter that makes no difference. In that
same proportion also is it meet for punishment: if you
hate much, punish much: if you hate little, punish little:
punish as you hate. If you hate not at all, punish not at
all: the fine feelings of the soul are not to be overborne
and tyrannized by the harsh and rugged dictates of political utility.
XIV. The various systems that have been formed concerning the standard of right may all be reduced to the
principle of sympathy and antipathy. One account may
serve to for all of them. They consist all of them in so
many contrivances for avoiding the obligation of appealing to any external standard, and for prevailing upon
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the reader to accept of the authors sentiment or opinion as a reason for itself. The phrases different, but the
principle the same.
XV. It is manifest, that the dictates of this principle will
frequently coincide with those of utility, though perhaps
without intending any such thing. Probably more frequently than not: and hence it is that the business of penal justice is carried upon that tolerable sort of footing
upon which we see it carried on in common at this day.
For what more natural or more general ground of hatred to a practice can there be, than the mischievousness
of such practice? What all men are exposed to suffer by,
all men will be disposed to hate. It is far yet, however,
from being a constant ground: for when a man suffers,
it is not always that he knows what it is he suffers by.
A man may suffer grievously, for instance, by a new tax,
without being able to trace up the cause of his sufferings
to the injustice of some neighbour, who has eluded the
payment of an old one.
XVI. The principle of sympathy and antipathy is most
apt to err on the side of severity. It is for applying punishment in many cases which deserve none: in many
cases which deserve some, it is for applying more than
they deserve. There is no incident imaginable, be it ever
so trivial, and so remote from mischief, from which this
principle may not extract a ground of punishment. Any
difference in taste: any difference in opinion: upon one
subject as well as upon another. No disagreement so
trifling which perseverance and altercation will not render serious. Each becomes in the others eyes an enemy,
and, if laws permit, a criminal. This is one of the circumstances by which the human race is distinguished
(not much indeed to its advantage) from the brute cre-

ation.
XVII. It is not, however, by any means unexampled for
this principle to err on the side of lenity. A near and
perceptible mischief moves antipathy. A remote and imperceptible mischief, though not less real, has no effect.
Instances in proof of this will occur in numbers in the
course of the work. 4 It would be breaking in upon the
order of it to give them here.
XVIII. It may be wondered, perhaps, that in all this
no mention has been made of the theological principle;
meaning that principal which professes to recur for the
standard of right and wrong to the will of God. But the
case is, this is not in fact a distinct principle. It is never
any thing more or less than one or other of the three
before-mentioned principles presenting itself under another shape. The will of God here meant cannot be his
revealed will, as contained in the sacred writings: for
that is a system which nobody ever thinks of recurring
to at this time of day, for the details of political administration: and even before it can be applied to the details
of private conduct, it is universally allowed, by the most
eminent divines of all persuasions, to stand in need of
pretty ample interpretations; else to what use are the
works of those divines? And for the guidance of these
interpretations, it is also allowed, that some other standard must be assumed. The will then which is meant
on this occasion, is that which may be called the presumptive will: that is to say, that which is presumed to
be his will by virtue of the conformity of its dictates
to those of some other principle. What then may be this
other principle? it must be one or other of the three mentioned above: for there cannot, as we have seen, be any
more. It is plain, therefore, that, setting revelation out of
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the question, no light can ever be thrown upon the standard of right and wrong, by any thing that can be said
upon the question, what is Gods will. We may be perfectly sure, indeed, that whatever is right is conformable
to the will of God: but so far is that from answering the
purpose of showing us what is right, that it is necessary
to know first whether a thing is right, in order to know
from thence whether it be conformable to the will of
God.

deferred to, may be, and very frequently is, productive
of the very worst effects. Antipathy, therefore, can never
be a right ground of action. No more, therefore, can resentment, which, as will be seen more particularly hereafter, is but a modification of antipathy. The only right
ground of action, that can possibly subsist, is, after all,
the consideration of utility which, if it is a right principle of actions and of approbation any one case, is so in
every other. Other principles in abundance, that is, other
motives, may be the reasons why such and such an act
has been done: that is, the reasons or causes of its being
done: but it is this alone that can be the reason why it
might or ought to have been done. Antipathy or resentment requires always to be regulated, to prevent it doing
mischief: to be regulated what? always by the principle
of utility. The principle of utility neither requires nor
admits of any another regulator than itself.

XIX. There are two things which are very apt to be confounded, but which it imports us carefully to distinguish:the motive or cause, which, by operating on the
mind of an individual, is productive of any act: and the
ground or reason which warrants a legislator, or other
by-stander, in regarding that act with an eye of approbation. When the act happens, in the particular instance
in question, to be productive of effects which we approve of, much more if we happen to observe that the
same motive may frequently be productive, in other instances, of the like effects, we are apt to transfer our
approbation to the motive itself, and to assume, as the
just ground for the approbation we bestow on the act,
the circumstance of its originating from that motive. It
is in this way that the sentiment of antipathy has often
been considered as a just ground of action. Antipathy,
for instance, in such or such a case, is the cause of an action which is attended with good effects: but this does
not make it a right ground of action in that case, any
more than in any other. Still farther. Not only the effects
are good, but the agent sees beforehand that they will
be so. This may make the action indeed a perfectly right
action: but it does not make antipathy a right ground of
action. For the same sentiment of antipathy, if implicitly

