
GREATEST HAPPINESS PRINCIPLE MILL

Mill establishes the principle of utility by stating that â€œactions are right in proportion as they tend to promote
happiness, wrong as they tend to.

If our happiness should reflect the sort of beings we are, Mill can argue that higher activities that exercise
these deliberative capacities form the principal or most important ingredient in human happiness. Another way
to see the weakness of the truth-tracking justification of freedom of expression is to notice that this
instrumental defense of freedom of expression cannot explain what is wrong with censorship that is successful
in truth-tracking terms. Indeed, this is one way of understanding now familiar worries about the implications
of utilitarianism for issues of distributive justice and individual rights. Nonetheless, it may seem natural to
assume that as a hedonist he conceives of pleasures as subjective pleasures. Perhaps certain kinds of actions
tend to be good or bad, but, according to direct utilitarianism, the moral quality of a particular action depends
on its own consequences. A person will not choose to become an animal, an educated person will not choose
to become ignorant, and so on. Consequentialist Ethics: based on the effects, or consequences, of actions. The
censor can recognize that he might be mistaken, but insist that he must act on the best available evidence about
what is true. For them, the pleasure of being accepted by their group or being attractive overrides the pain of
mutilation. Harm prevention is a necessary but not sufficient ground for restricting individual liberties.
However, much of the discussion in IV 5â€”8 seems to be about individual psychology. His heart answered
"no", and unsurprisingly he lost the happiness of striving towards this objective. For our purposes, some
dimensions matter more than others. ABSTRACT In this article I present a possible solution for the classic
problem of the apparent incompatibility between Mill's Greatest Happiness Principle and his Principle of
Liberty arguing that in the other-regarding sphere the judgments of experience and knowledge accumulated
through history have moral and legal force, whilst in the self-regarding sphere the judgments of the
experienced people only have prudential value and the reason for this is the idea according to which each of us
is a better judge than anyone else to decide what causes us pain and which kind of pleasure we prefer the
so-called epistemological argument. If this happened to everyone in the entire world, then no man could be
considered moral. Reviewer Avia James Source: pixabay. They would object to censorship, even by
philosopher-kings. Karina Kennedy Mill's response to such sentiments is that national, geographical, and
political categories are not an objective basis for ethical values. He thinks that there is general agreement on
the importance of free speech and that, once the grounds for free speech are understood, this agreement can be
exploited to support a more general defense of individual liberties I 16; III 1. Each person desires his own
happiness for its own sake and not for the sake of something else. He must use observation to see, reasoning
and judgment to foresee, activity to gather materials for decision, discrimination to decide, and when he has
decided, firmness and self-control to hold his deliberate decision. In: Mill's Collected Works. The last one we
can discard for now as it would turn this into a Deontology post instead. This claim is not inconsistent with his
previous claim in "Utilitarianism" that there are some kinds of pleasures that are more valuable than others,
since in "On Liberty" he is just asserting that in the self-regarding sphere people should be free even to ignore
the verdict of history and experience. What Mill seems to be saying here is that there is an objective criterion
to judge what kinds of pleasure are preferable. He does not say precisely what standard of expediency he has
in mind. At first, human cloning for families that have lost children seems like a positive idea: the parents
would almost certainly gain immense happiness. The only proof of desirability is desire. In his central
exposition of the utilitarian standard in Chapter II, Mill commits himself to act utilitarianism in multiple
passages. When these two conditions are met, Mill believes, agents should for the most part follow these
principles automatically and without recourse to the utilitarian first principle. By eight years old he was
reading Latin and had translated several works into English. But if it be meant that in such cases the pleasure
or pain is consciously referred to self, I take this to be a mistake. Someone could engage in an activity for all
of the wrong reasons and motives or could engage in malignant practices, all to increase that level of utility
and this too would be just fine according to the principle. It was this reasoning that led Bentham and James
Mill to advocate democratic reforms that included extending the franchise to workers and peasant farmers.
Hedonism is committed to the idea that one pleasure is better than another because it is more pleasurable. That
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is a lot of pain. An example taken from our readings is that of foot binding or bodily mutilation for the sake of
beauty. His answer is that what each of us desires for her own sake is happiness IV 3. It [impartiality] is
involved in the very meaning of Utility, or the Greatest-Happiness Principle. One might imagine that it is the
utility of the agent. So, even if we can distinguish higher and lower pleasures, according to their causes, it
remains unclear how the hedonist is to explain how higher pleasures are inherently more pleasurable.


