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THE
ENGLISH UTILITARIANS

CHAPTER 1
L d
THE THEORY AND ITS ORIGINS

1. Tue THEORY DEFINED

THERE is scarcely a writer on moral and political theory who is free
from every taint of utilitarianism. Since all men often seek pleasure
and avoid pain, no one anxious to have an audience will preach
complete indifference to either. That is why the more enthusiastic
utilitarians have sometimes been tempted to assert that all men are
with them even when they think otherwise. Bentham never
doubted that when the nonsense is eliminated from rival theories,
what remains behind is always his own. James Mill was inclined
to believe that when others thought they disagreed with him they
were, without knowing it, caught up in the intricacies of language.
He believed that all men are utilitarians in practice, though many
of them, having illusions of which they cannot get rid, are unwilling
to admit it. Whether the utilitarian theory is true or false, it is at
least plausible. In one form or another, it occurs readily enough to
anyone who reflects on the moral or political behaviour of man-
kind. There can be little purpose, then, in noticing the many
traces of the doctrine to be found in a great variety of European
philosophies. What is profitable is not to ﬁiscover the sense in which
all men are utilitarians, but to define the doctrine so narrowly
that only those thinkers who are usually called utilitarians deserve
the name.

The utilitarians, properly so called, flourished in this country for
a period of over a huns:cd years, from the middle of the eighteenth
to the middle of the nineteenth century. There were also utilitarians
in France and in other parts of Europe, but the doctrine is essentially



2 The English Utilitarians

English. Indeed, in its many varieties, it constitutes the largest
contribution made by the English to moral and political theory.
It is intimately connected with English empiricism, although there
is no logical necessity in the connexion. And if the greatest of
English political philosophers was not a utilitarian, he exercised the
most powerful influence on those who were. Bentham and James
Mill lived in the shadow of Hobbes all their intellectual lives and
Hume learnt more from him than he ever acknowledged.
M. Halévy, in his book on Philosophic Radicalism, found much to
say about continental utilitarians. But in spite of M. Halévy, it is,
I think, possible to confine one’s attention to Engfish writers and to
miss very little that is important. And that little is to be found in
Helvetius and Beccaria.

The four most important utilitarians are Hume, Bentham, James
Mill and his son, John Stuart Mill. What is it that is common to
all their theories? Part of the answer to this question is the definition
of utilitarianism. But I hope, in this essay, to do more than just
define the doctrine; I hope, also, to give the reader an idea of the
great variety and richness of the systems of which it forms a part.

I had better begin with a short definition of the utilitarian
doctrine. It seems to me that all its adherents assert or assume
(more often the latter) the truth of the following propositions:
~ (i) Pleasure is alone good or desirable for its own sake; or else
men call only those things good that are pleasant or a means to
what is pleasant.

! (ig The equal pleasures of any two or more men are equally
00d. .
’ (iii) No action is right unless it appears to the agent to be the
action most likely, under the circumstances, to produce the greatest
happiness; or else men do not call any action right unless it is one of
a type that usually produces the greatest happiness possible under

the circumstances.

/(iv) Men’s obligations to the government of the country in which
they live, and that government’s duties to them, have nothing to
do with the way in which the government first acquired power or
now maintains it, except to the extent to which, t%csc origins and
methods affect its ability to carry out these duties.

I must first insist that this definition is not a precise statement of
the opinions common to all the utilitarians. To offer precision
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where there is no place for it is only to mislead. Every one of the
four propositions set out above can be interpreted in several different
ways. Indeed, had this not been so, they would have been useless for
my purpose.

In case I should be accused of paradox, I must explain my mean-
ing. In the sphere of morals and politics, a definition, ta be precise,
would have to be indefinitely long; and to be useful as well as
precise, it would have to be, not one definition, but many, of
which each gave one of the meanings of the term in question.
Now, my business is not to define terms precisely but to set a
limit to their possible definitions. Though the utilitarians aimed at
clarity and consistency, and came nearer to achieving both than most
philosophers have done, they used, when they discussed morals and
politics, the old vocabulary that had served so many purposes in
its time. No one can know what exactly they meant when they
used this vocabulary. The reader is therefore to understand no more
than this: that, in my opinion, anyone may properly be called a
utilitarian if he believes that these four propositions are true, pro-
vided only that hivinterpretation of them does no violence to the
usual meanings of the words they contain. There are many questions
that most of the utilitarians never bothered to ask. What are
pleasure and pain? Are they capable of measurement? If they are
not, is there still some sense in which one pleasure or pain may be
said to be greater, equal to or less than another? What is implied
by the statement that pleasure is good and pain evil? A man may,
if he has the necessary training in logic, make a long list of the
semses in which the utilitarians may %lave used any one of their
favourite words or phrases. But whatever the answers to these
questions, and the lists prepared by our imaginary logician, there
are limits to what the utilitarians could have meant. ‘And these
limits are set, not merely or even primarily by the definitions they
themselves offer, but by the-uses to which they put some of the
commonest words in the vocabulary of the moralist and the
politician.

I hope my definition is adequate, but I know it cannot be and
believe it ought not to be precise. Even if, since their time, ethics
and politics had acquired a precise vocabulary, it would be difficult
to use it to describe the doctrines of the utilitarians; for their
doctrines would not lend themselves to such treatment. To use a
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scientific vocabulary to define unscientific notions is like trying to
chop wood with a razor; there is no end to the work, and the
instrument, improperly used, is soon blunted. But there, in fact,
exists no scientific vocabulary for the use of the political and moral
philosopher. He must make do with words that are among the
most frequently used in every language. When he is trying to
describe the phenomena that constitute the moral and political
behaviour of mankind, his disadvantage, if he understands its
nature, is almost intolerable. But when his task is to describe
doctrines, put together in their time by men ng better provided
than himself, he need not feel unequal to it. The same rough
methods that suited them must also be good enough for him.
And there is this much to be said for the utilitarians, that, though
they did not speak like scientists, they always spoke sensibly. They
were content with as much elasticity in the language as it naturally
possessed. They did not distort or inflate it. They used it like
Englishmen and not like philosophers, and so they never did to it
the almost irreparable damage which, if we are to believe some
Germans, was done to their language by philosophers. Even
Bentham had a proper instinct in this matter; he wanted to create
a technical vocall):,ulary separate from the one in ordinary use.

But though these four propositions give us, as I believe, the
essence of utilitarianism, this does not mean that the utilitarians
do not often make statements inconsistent with them; that is to
say, inconsistent with any reasonable interpretation of them. They
do so either because they are not aware of the inconsistencies
involved or else because they think they are making qualifications
of only minor importance. These four propositions, in the sum of
their usual meanings, embrace most of the beliefs to-which the
utilitarians attach the greatest importance and which they most
often assert or assume. This is, I think, as much as can be expected
of a set of propositions, not too complicated to be useful, and
intended to cover the essential doctrines of a numerous school of
philosophers. A definition of this kind is like the great bed at Ware,
that w:ﬁ hold all the members of a large family, though the limbs
of one or two of them hang over its sides. '

There are two further points about this definition that call for
comment. In the first place, so far as this definition goes, a utili~
tarian theory of morals may or may not be what Professor G. E.
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Moore has called naturalistic. By a ‘naturalistic’ theory of morals
Professor Moore means any theory that asserts or assumes that
goodness denotes some property, simple or_complex, of a natural
object. And by a natural object he means anything that is the
subject matter of the natural sciences.! I do not think that Professor
Moore has made his meaning clear. Goodness, whatever it is and
even if his account of it is correct, must be a property of what
exists, and nothing does exist, if we are to believe Professor Moore,
except natural objects. What Professor Moore probably means is
that a theory of morals is naturalistic if it asserts or assumes that
goodness is a proicn:y of which any natural science takes account.
Or in other words, a theory of morals is naturalistic if it reduces
ethics to a branch of psychology, sociology or any of the other
natural sciences. Professor Moore himself believes that ethics is
not a natural science, and that goodness is a simple, indefinable,
unanalysable quality that is neither a constituent nor a relational,
but a resultant, property of the things called good. A resultant
property is, he tEinks, neither spatial nor temporal, though what
it belongs to may be the latter or both. Professor Moore believes
that anyone who disagrees with him, who asserts, for instance,
that good means pleasant or approved of or desired (however many

ualifications are introduced for the sake of plausibility), is guilty of
what he calls the naturalistic fallacy. He is guilty of assuming that
goodness is the same thing as some one or other of the properties
always or often possessed by the things called good, these properties
being constituent or relational. Professor Moore himself thinks
that goodness, alone of moral notions, is simple and indefinable,
rightness being no more than conduciveness to what is good. But
it is possible to be as absolute about the one notion as the other, and
to insist, as some moralists have done, that they are both simple and
indefinable. .

Now, I will not say that the utilitarians are guilty of the natural-
istic fallacy, for, unless Professor Moore is right, there can be no
such fallacy. But it is very probable that most of their theories
are, in his sense of that word, naturalistic. They would, most of
them, had they considered the matter, probably have denied that
there are such simple unanalysable qualities, different in kind from
all others, as Professor Moore would have goodness to be, and other

1 Principia Ethica, pp. 40-1 (1903 edition).
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philosophers rightness as well. But though it is very probable that
they would, most of them, have denied this, it would still have been
a mistake to define their doctrine in such a way as to entail this
denial. Professor Moore’s distinction was never present to the
minds of the utilitarians. It would therefore be misleading to define
the doctrine in such a way as would suggest that they all made the
same answer to a question never put gy any of them. Of the
major utilitarians, Hume and James Mill alone express themselves
so clearly and consistently that it is never possible, fgr one moment,
to doubt that their theories are naturalistic. But Bentham, with his
usual lack of interest in a distinction from which no important’
practical consequences are to be drawn, speaks with many voices.
There are times when he talks as if good and pleasant meant the
same thing; at other times his words suggest that good means
desired or approved of; and at still other times, what he says would
be nonsense unless he were understood to mean that good and desir-
able are synonymous. Bentham is more concerned with the
notion of rightness than goodness, and his usual account of it is
that it is the same thing as utility. But he also often implies that it
is not, that rightness and utility, though inseparably connected, are
different. For he calls utility the criterion of morality, which is
to suggest that they are two and not one. Yet the most cautious
man, though he might say that doubts about Bentham are per-
missible, would hazard the guess that, on this question, he shares
the opinion of Hume and James Mill. | The most difficult case is that
of joEn Stuart Mill. His general philosophy requires that his mor:
theory should be naturalistic, and the principles on which sh
rests that theory are in fact naturalistic, but some of the modifica
tions he introduces at later stages in his argument are hardly to
reconciled with these princi %es.] This does not mean that they
cannot be reconciled with other principles which, though they are
not utilitarian, are naturalistic; and in fact I believe that they can.
There is, indeed, better reason for believing that the younger
Mill’s theory is consistently naturalistic than that it is consistently
utilitarian. And in any case his fundamental principles are clearly
both. For he tells us that rightness is conduciveness to pleasure,
and also that to think of a thing as, desirable is to think of it as
pleasant. But though it is highly probable that the moral theories
of the four greatest utilitarians are naturalistic, it is impossible to
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hold-that none of the others differs from them in this respect.
Godwin, for instance, asserts that justice is eternal, and by this
assertion he seems to mean that it follows from the very fact that
sentient and intelligent beings are living together that it is the
duty of each, whatever his desires and emotions, to promote to
the best of his ability the happiness of the others. This being so, it
follows that the greatest happiness of the greatest number is an end
desirable for its own sake, and that morals can never be reduced to
a branch of psychology or of any other of the natural sciences.
That sentient and intelligent beings ought to act in this way is,
apparently, a proposition whose truth is borne in upon us as soon
as we have understood it. The notion of obligation expressed in
this proposition is not to be explained in terms of human desires
or feelings. It is simple and unanalysable, just as Professor Moore
supposes goodness to be. Godwin does not tell us this, but it is
what his ticory implies. For though he, like every other utilitarian,
knows nothing of a distinction first made by Professor Moore,
and is not even aware that the ultimate principle from which he
starts is different from any advocated by Hume, whose general
philosophy he accepts, it is clear that le moral theory is not
naturalistic. And what is clearly true of Godwin may also be true
of several other utilitarians, who are even less anxious than he to
discuss the logical status of their fundamental principles. No more
need, I think, be said to show that it woulcf be a mistake so to
define utilitarianism as to suggest that every utilitarian theory must
be naturalistic.

More important, when we discuss the utilitarians, is the distinc="
tion between those who say that the criterion of morality is objec-
tive-and those who belicve that actions are right or wrong only
because they are approved or disapproved by all or most of the
persons who contemplate them. Hume belongs clearly to the latter
class; Bgnham, and those in the intellectial descent from him, to
the former. But even this distinction does not enable us to place
every utilitarian in one of two classes, for it is a distinction without
interest to many of them.

In the second place, this definition of the utilitarian doctrine
excludes the theory of morals called egoistic hedonism, whose most
Famous English exponent is Hobbes. It cannot besaid that Hobbes;
in the same sense as Hume, Bentham and the Mills, regards one man’s
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pleasure as equally valuable with any other’s. Hobbes says no more
than that a man desires only his own pleasure, and that whatever
he desires he calls good. Since every man desires his own pleasure,
it follows that every human pleasure is called good by some man.
Hobbes might therefore say Lﬁat any man'’s pleasure is just as good
as any other man’s. But this is not the sense in which, according
to the utilitarians, one man’s pleasure is as good as another’s. For
the utilitarian regards the greatest happiness of the greatest number
as in itself desirable. If this means anything, it implies that it is as
much a man’s duty to give pleasure to other people as to secure it
for himself. But Hob%)cs's system implies nd' such thing. The
ﬁrcatcst happiness of the greatest number as the supreme end of

uman action can mean nothing to Hobbes. A man will seek other
men’s pleasures only as a means to his own, and he will call no
t:;}casurcs good except his own. If, in the order of possible worlds,

is own happiness varied inversely with that of other men, he would
call that world best in which the sum of human misery was the
greatest.

It is true that several utilitarians, including Bentham and James
Mill, adopt, either occasionally or invariably, the egoistic hedonism
of Hobbes. And many others, though they say nothing definite, use
language that suggests that it is somehow more obviously right
that a man should seek his own pleasure than other people’s.
Egoism, they appear to assume, standis) in no need of either cxpfana—
tion or justification, but altruism does. And in their attempt to
justify it, they suggest that altruism arises out of egoism, or else
that it is a subtle and refined form of it. But for all this, they do pot
cease to be utilitarians. They either make an attempt to reconcile
their egoistic hedonism with their belief that the end of all human
action ought to be the greatest possible happiness, no matter whose,
or else they believe that the two doctrines are so obviously
compatible that no reconciliation is necessary. In any case, what
they are primarily interested in advocating and defending is some
form or other of utilitarianism. It can be said of them al%, even of
James Mill, that at heart they are utilitarians, though their minds
are full of the prejudices to which Hobbes gave such striking expres-
sion. Only Hume and the utilitarians who, like Adam Smith,
follow closely in his footsteps, succeed in avoiding the traps laid for
future generations in the Leviathan. And even Hume, who finds it
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easy to accord to altruism a separate existence in its own right,
continually insists on the predominant selfishness of man.

Utilitarianism and egoism are, of course, incompatible doctrines.
If men desire only their own pleasure, or if their own pleasure is
all they ought to desire, therc can be no sense in saying that the
greatest hapgincss of the greatest number is dcsirabl}:." Even if it
were true that no man could attain his own greatest happiness
unless all other men did the same, it would still be impossigle to
reconcile egoism and utilitarianism. For it must still follow, if
egoism is true, that nothing can be desired or desirable, except
each man’s happiness by himself, so that the greatest happiness of
the greatest number neither can nor ought to be desired by any man
for all men’s sake but only for his own. No harmony of interests,
natural or contrived, can affect a reconciliation between the two
doctrines, though, should such a harmony exist, it cannot be
important which of the two doctrines is true. For in that case, what
the enlightened egoist desires as 2 means is desired as an end by the
enlightened utilitarian; and whichever of the two realizes his desire,
mankind are cqually happy. But though it may well be that, under
certain ideal circumstances, it is practically indifferent which of the
two doctrines is true, this does not alter the fact that they cannot,
under any conceivable circumstances, both be true.

Now, it cannot be denied that Bentham and James Mill asserted
that both are true, and James Mill at least attempted to reconcile
each with the other. The attempt was, of course, unsuccessful, but
this lack of success is no reason for denying that the elder Mill was a
usilitarian. Had he not believed that utilitarianism is true, he could
not have wished to reconcile egoistic hedonism with it. Nor, I
think, should we deny the name utilitarian to Bentham, who
never felt the need to effect such a reconciliation. It never even
occurred to him that the two doctrines might appear incom-
patible, since he was the happy possessor of both. It was his mission
in life to teach men how they might contrive a harmony of selfish
interests, so that it might at last be possible for them to desire as a
means what they ought to promote for its own sake. The suspicion
that an end so defined is a contradiction in terms never entered the
head of this practical man. He may not have known how to
define it but he knew what he wanted; and had he achieved it, it
would not have mattered how he defined it. Bentham and James

B
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Mill were egoistic hedonists. But this is a fact about them much
less important than that they were also utilitarians. It is the utili-
tarian doctrine that is the major premise of all their favourite

ractical arguments. And that it is so is not a matter of indifference,
?or until a harmony of selfish interests is established, egoism and
utilitarianism cannot justify the same rules of conduct. But it was
the rules justified by utilitarianism that they both wished to
establish. Hobbes tried to prove that one of the necessary means to
each man’s happiness, the existence of a sovereign able to enforce
obedience to his commands, is also the means to other men’s
happiness. Neither Bentham nor Mill would have denied this.
But Hobbes never justified the institution of the sovereign on the
ground that the harmony of interests created by it must increase
the sum of human happiness. Bentham and Mill, on the other hand,
wished to establish a more perfect harmony than any conceived by
Hobbes for precisely this reason. They did not say: let everyone
strive to create a harmony of selfish interests, for until it is created he
cannot hope to be happy. They said: the best society is the one in
which there is the greatest happiness of the greatest number, and
we must therefore strive to create a harmony of selfish interests, for
unless we do so, this desirable end cannot be achieved. This is the
great difference between Hobbes and the two utilitarians who came
closest to an uncritical acceptance of his doctrines; and in virtue of
it, it is but just that they should be called utilitarians and he always
an egoist.

2. HoBBEs AND THE UTILITARIANS

Hobbes had a bad reputation and later philosophers were not
anxious to acknowledge their debt to him. But in the Leviathan
there is such an abundance of riches that several generations could
borrow freely from it and be satisfied. It is not difficult, in spite of
their discreet silence, to see how much the utilitarians owe to
Hobbes.

Hobbes did not invent all the theories that are to-day so strongly
associated with his name. No man can be an innovator on sucﬁ a
scale. But Hobbes did step aside from the European tradition of his
day. He put his questions differently and gave different answers.
The extent of the difference is disguised by his political vocabulary,
which is less unlike that of other men than his ideas.



6 P.1.POPOV

achieved or disturbed in any given year in the process of pro-
duction and distribution, and how the economic relations of vari-
ous types of economic enterprises and classes of society are
established when a given system of production and distribution
obtains.

Consequently, the balance offers an approach to the disclo-
sure of the laws of production and realization of a specific enter-
prise’s products and, therefore, to an understanding of the mutual
relations which are established, through production and distri-
bution, among individual branches of the national economy and
among classes. At the same time it furnishes the key to the
class policy which the proletariat should pursue and an insight
into the class policy which the other classes follow and are
bound to follow.

The balance of the national economy as a statistical opera-
tion, then, is a scheme for studying society at a given historical
moment—a system in which all market relations are jettisoned
and production-and-distribution relations emerge in their pris-
tine form, and one which reveals the social functions performed
in the national economy by individual enterprises which prima
facie are in no way interconnected.

The balance of the national economy is not yet a theory, that
is, not a total conceptual system which exhaustively explains
the processes of a concrete national economy, nor does it dis-
close all the laws of the given society’s movement. The balance
provides the material for a theory, for in analyzing statistical
evidence it shows how the annual output of the Soviet economy,
plus imports, plus reserves, is actually realized and distributed
among the branches of the national economy and the classes of
society in any given year, through a system of exchange and
planned regulation.

Since the balance resolves problems which are associated
with the system of production and distribution, the purposes of
the balance as a statistical exercise are interrelated with prob-
lems of theoretical political economy.

THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE BALANCE:
QUESNAY AND MARX

The search for the theoretical premises of the national eco-
nomic balance as a statistical operation brings us to political
economy, which investigates the relations of production and,
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education, but its only purpose, in their opinion, is to make men
more efficient producers of happiness. And like Hobbes, all the
utilitarians, with the exception, once again, of John Stuart Mill,
that unhappy and unconscious traitor to their creed, deny that
virtue, which is obedience to the moral law, has a value for men
independent of its power to promote their happiness.

The influence oF Hobbes on some utilitarians is much greater
than on others. The man of virtue, for both Hobbes and Bentham,
is the excellent calculator. Nor are the calculations they advocate
very different from one another. Though Bentham’s supreme end
can mean nothing to Hobbes, yet the actions that promote it are
those most likely to make the agents themselves happy. Bentham's
legislator makes the laws that ensure that each man from selfish
motives will promote the greatest happiness of the greatest number;
while Hobbes’s sovereign ensures that each man will pursue his
own happiness unmolested by the others. The two philosophers
define their terms differently, but the sort of considerations that the
think ought to weigh with men when they act are pretty mucz
alike.

But it is in the sphere of political philosophy that Hobbes has
the most direct and obvious influence on the utilitarians, even on
Humc, whose theory of morals, except in its rejection of the two
great European traditions, is so unlike that of the Leviathan. The
utilitarians, like Hobbes, regard the state as a means of reconciling
men’s selfish interests. It exists, not to protect their rights, but to
give men more abundantly the happiness they always seek. Hobbes,
it is true, speaks of ‘natural rights’ that men possess before they enter
political society, but he does not mean by this phrase what others
have meant who used it. When Hobbes says that, in the state of
nature, men have an unlimited right to acquire whatever takes their
fancy provided they have the strength to do so, he can only mean
that, outside society, there is no sense in saying that it would be
wrong for them to take it. Right for Hobbes is therefore mere
absence of wrong. But when we say that a man has a right to do
something, we imply that it would be wrong for other men to try
to prevent him. This is also implied by what most philosophers,
who use the term, say of natural rights. But the case with Hobbes
is different. He uses the phrase in a meaning all his own. The
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natural rights of Hobbes are not rights at all, and no state can exist
for their protection.

Hobbes misleads his reader, and perhaps also himself by his
account of the sovereign’s institution, of which he says that it
involves the transfer of their natural rights by the persons who
form a political society to the man who is to be their sovereign.
Now, a natural right of the sort described by Hobbes cannot be
transferred. Though the men who agree to form a political society
so act that one man among them can exercise effectively over the
others the power that they, all of them, in the state of nature vainly
tried to exercise, there is no transference of power, let alone of right.
For the power that belongs to the sovercign in polisical society
belonged to no one in the state of nature. What Hobbes has done
is to call powers rights and then treat them as if they were what
other people call by that name. Natural rights, in the traditional
sense, are as unnecessary to Hobbes’s political philosophy as to that
of any of the utilitarians.

Though Hobbes describes the transfer of rights and speaks of the
sovereign as bearing the ‘persons’ of his subjects, the whole of
his long account of the matter is foreign to the main body of his
doctrines. It is a piece of mysticism that can mean nothing to who-
ever has acccptccf the other parts of his theory. There is no sense
compatible with Hobbes’s premises in which the sovereign can do
no wrong and his subjects can do it. If a subject finds it his
interest to obey the laws, while the sovereign can often afford,
when it suits his purpose, to ignore them, this is only because the
subject has little power and the sovereign a great deal. Hobbes's
principles once accepted, no covenant can create obkigations or
rights, either in the parties to it or in any person who receives
power in consequence of it. All that a covenant can do, if those
that make it keep it, is to alter the circumstances in which men act,
so that it becomes their interest to act otherwise than they would
have done without it. The political theory of Hobbes d.iﬂer from
that of most of the utilitarians, not because he admits the existence
of natural rights and they do not, but because his theory, unlike
theirs, allows of no rights at all other than legal powers. Though
no one made a more frequent use of the words, ‘laws of nature’
and ‘natural rights’, it is clear that the things themselves have no
place in his philosophy.
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The purpose of Hobbes’s sovereign is to create a harmony where
none existed. The sovereign, however often he may himself dis-
regard them or allow his favourites to do so, has the strongest
interest in obliging the great majority of his subjects to obey his
laws. And he has the power so to oblige them, because, though no
man desires to be restrained, every other man has an interest that
he should be. Thus it is that, when the sovereign forces any man to
obey his laws, all other men, if they know their own interests, are
his allies. The state is a society in which it is made one man’s (or
several men’s) selfish interest to oblige every other man to behave
in ways that suit his neighbours. But no man‘has an interest in
himself obeying the laws except that his disobedience, by weakening
the sovereign, makes it less likely that others will obey them. It is
this, and not the flow of words about natural rights and sovereign
impersonations, that is the hard core of Hobbes’s political theory.
It is also the doctrine that Hume, Bentham and James Mill borrow
from him.

The utilitarians take little interest in the origin of the state, while
Hobbes devotes many pages to its description. Hobbes is regarded
as one of the great exponents of the theory of the social contract.
But Hobbes’s contract is unlike anyone else’s. It is not a true
covenant imposing real obligations on the parties to it. Hobbes,
like many of the other contract theorists, does not suppose that he
is describing an historical fact. The theory, for him as for them, is a
convenient fiction. But its convenience lies elsewhere. His purpose
is not to explain why and to what extent subjects are obliged to obey
their rulers, but only to prove that it is, on all but the most rare
occasions, their interest to do so. He therefore imagines a state of
nature and contrasts its miseries with the comparative ease of political
society. Having imagined men without government, he finds it
necessary to describe the motives that could induce them to create
it. But having described these motives, and introduced into his
account of the institution of the sovereign a superflious mystical
element, he quietly tells us that the conqueror has the same right
to rule as the sovereign established by covenant. What more
could he say to prove j:t, in his opinion, whatever the origin of
the sovereign’s power, his subjects’ motives for obeying him
remain the same? But this is also the opinion of the utilitarians.

Hobbes, like the utilitarians after him, thought it the great
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function of government to reconcile selfish interests, to make it
worth every man’s while to obey laws giving security to all men.
It is this, more than any other part of his theory, that is the essence
of it, in the sense that it gives it a unity it would not otherwise possess.
The state, according to him, is neither the promoter of the good life
nor the protector of rights; it is the conciliator of interests. Unlike
the utilitarians, Hobbes calls interests ‘natural rights’, and so makes
it appear that, like the contract theorists before %jm, he regards the
state as the protector of rights. Yet it is, I think, easy to see that he
means no such thing, though his special use of the words ‘natural
rights’ misleads bt only his readers but sometimes also himself.
For he not only calls interests rights, but applies arguments to them
that could only hold if they were rights, in some sense of that
word precluded by his assumptions. This is the price that anyone is
liable to pay who uses words in unusual meanings.

The most important difference, in the political sphere, between
Hobbes and the utilitarians, is not that he regards the state as the
protector of natural rights and they do not. It is rather that his fear
of anarchy leads him, against allthe evidence of history, to exaggerate
the need for an absolute sovereign of unquestioned authority.
That he magnifies man’s egoism, his vanity and his love of power
matters much less, for it is by no means obvious that what he
wishes us to conclude from these qualities is really made necessary
by them. There can be no valid argument from human selfishness,
jealousy and pugnacity to the need for unbridled government.
For these qualities, though less universal than Hobbes supposes,
are evenly distributed among the peoples of the world, who have
known not one but many forms og stable government. From
men’s selfishness, vanity and need for security it is no more possible
to deduce the form of government that would suit them best, than
the clothes they should wear from their susceptibility to heat and
cold and their love of finery. Several of the utilitarians, though
they use milder language, think hardly better of mankind than does
Ho{bes, but not one of them is an apologist for absolute govern-
ment. It is his greater fear of anarchy and not his worse opinion of
his species that makes Hobbes so anxious to prove that subjects owe
an almost unlimited obedience to their sovereign. Be so foolish
as to challenge his authority, Hobbes tells us, and you will be
plunged at once into the war of all against all. ' .
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History teaches us that Hobbes’s threat is an idle one. The
sovereign is strong, and the subject who dares defy him, unless he
can persuade others to join him, must be a mere fugitive from
justice. It is only the united strengths of many subjects that can
suffice to destroy the sovereign’s power. But there cannot be a
union without discipline. Rebels cannot succeed unless they main-
tain order in their own ranks; and they cannot have security until
they have made their power effective throughout the state. Those
who destroy governments nearly always replace them, maintaining
their power by the same means that they gained it. Thisisnot always
so. The rebels may quarrel among themselves, dr there may from
the first have been several claimants to the authority of the dis-
possessed sovereign. But the period of civil war need not last long
and it may involve very little suffering for most people. Hobbes’s
argument is only plausible if we accept his description of the
alternatives (continued obedience to the existing sovereign, and the
most hideous anarchy) between which we have to choose. But if we
prefer to take history for our guide, we find the alternatives more
difficult to assess, and it is far from obvious that submission is the
wisest policy.

The utilitarians seldom look to history for political lessons. If
they do not share Hobbes’s preference for absolute government,
it is only because they have diffcrent prejudices. Bentham and the
elder Mill, for instance, were as certain as Hobbes that men ought
not to trust one another. But they happened to be more afraid of
misgovernment than anarchy. They therefore argued that, becavse
men are selfish, vain, and naturally abusive of power, only a demq-
cratic government could secure them against each other’s ill-usage.
They accepted the opinion of Hobbes that the great function of
government is to conciliate interests, and they did not quarrel with
his estimate of mankind. But they did not share his fear of anarchy.

Hobbes used a traditional vocabulary unsuited to his political
theory, and it was precisely this vocabulary that the utilitarians
abandoned. That is why the difference between them appears so
much greater than it is. But eliminate from Hobbes’s statcment of
that theory the phrases that only serve to obscure his meaning,
and what remains, except for his extravagant fear of anarchy, is
strikingly similar to the fundamental political doctrines of the
utilitarians. _
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3. Locke AND THE UTILITARIANS

There are some respects in which Locke, the moralist, stands
closer to the utilitarians than does Hobbes. But their debt to him
is much smaller. It was from the richer man that the greater sum
was borrowed. And yet what was borrowed from Locke, though
smaller in amount, was more easily convertible into the utilitarian
currency.

Most of Locke’s theory of morals, such as it is, is to be found
in three chapters of his Essay Concerning Human Understanding.!
By the time he Ras got to the last of these chapters,® Locke has
apparently forgotten what he said in the other two. There is little
that is consistent in his theory of morals; but the greater part of it
resembles either the egoistic hedonism of Hobbes or the utilitarian-
ism of a later age. His one consistent belief is that nothing is good
or evil except pleasure and pain or the means to them.

Like Hobbes and the utilitarians, Locke asserts that there are no
moral laws, whose validity is immediately recognized without
regard to their consequences. He believes that the great variety of
opinions about morals held in different societies, or in the same
society at different times, are sufficient evidence that this assertion
is true. ‘The saints who are canonized among the Turks’, he says,
‘lead lives which one cannot with modesty relate.” He also says that
‘God, having, by an inseparable connexion, joined virtue and public
happiness together, and made the practice thereof necessary to the
preservation of society, and visibly beneficial to all with whom the
virtuous man has to do; it is no wonder that every one should not
only allow but recommend and magnify these rules to others, from
whose observance of them he is sure to reap advantage to himself.’¢
That is to say, God has made it worth every man’s while to behave
in ways that promote the public happiness, and it is this behaviour
that constitutes virtue. This is as close to the utilitarian theory of
morals as Locke ever comes, and it is the doctrine that Paley
borrows from him. But Locke does not, in so many words, say

1 These are, chapter 3, of Book I; chapter 21 of Book II; and chapter 3 of Book IV.

3 In it he says that morals is a demonstrable science, like mathematics, although
111: has said, in the third chapter of Book I, that there are no universally valid moral

ws.

8 Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book I, chap. 3, 9.

¢ Ibid, L, 3, 9.
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that the public happiness is the measure of right and wrong. He
suggests that it is God who must supply men with motives for pur-
suing it; their object, in obeying his laws, being always their own
advantage and not the public interest. There is more of egoistic
hedonism than of utilitarianism in this, and yet it is a step towards
the doctrine of Bentham and James Mill that Hobbes never took.
Though Bentham often, and James Mill always, asserts that no man
can desire any pleasure except his own, they both insist that the
greatest happiness, no matter whose, is the only criterion of
morality. It is this, whether or not it is consistent with their egoistic
premises, that makes utilitarians of them. But L8cke, like Hobbes,
will have it that ‘what has an aptness to produce pleasure in us is
what we call good, and what is apt to produce pain in us we call
evil’.t

There is more of the utilitarian doctrine in Locke’s moral than in
his political philosophy. The social contract is his central theme,
and what he describes is a true covenant imposing real obligations
on the parties to it. The rights that men possess in the state of nature
are not, for him, mere powers, of which it would be meaningless to
say that they ought or aught not to be exercised; they are powers in
the exercise of which they ought to be protected by their neigh-
bours. And it is because men have these rights and obligations in
the state of nature that they can establish a ruler over them to whom
they owe a duty of obedience. Their object in establishing him may
be the more efficient protection of the rights on which public
happiness depends, but his right to rule rests, not only on his effi-
cient government, but much more on his subjects’ consent. The
conquest of power, however excellent the conqueror’s government,
is no sufficient title to the obedience of his subjects.

It is true that, having made consent a necessary ground of political
obligation, Locke finds himself in great difficulties, and that his only
way out of them is to call by that name many things that obviously
are not consent. Whenever he thinks it in the public interest that
men should obey their governors, he undertakes to prove that they
have consented to do so. This may be, as Bentham would have
suggested, an unconscious tribute to the utilitarian doctrine, but it
is also evidence that it could not satisfy Locke. In chapter fourteen
of the Second Treatise of Civil Government, Locke has an argument

1 Ibid,, 11, 21.
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designed to prove that when a government harms its subjects, it is
acting without their consent. He thinks it obvious that people
will never consent ‘that anybody should rule over them for their
harm.” Even at this point, when a man with not half his reputation
for sagacity might have been satisfied with the utilitarian argument
—that subjects have the right to revolt against rulers who harm
them—Locke must bring in the notion of consent.

Locke’s theories of property and of punishment, two of the
greatest subjects in the domain of political philosophy, have little
that is utilitarian about them. Every man is to keep the fruits of his
labour because he has a natural right to them. Locke does not deny
that his keeping them is in the public interest, but his title is grounded
in a natural right and not in utility. Locke is a utilitarian only when
he comes to explain why it is that 2 man may not retain more of
the perishable fruits of his labour than he can consume before they
spoil. Of punishment Locke tells us that by the Law of Nature
every man in the State of Nature has the right to punish anyone
who transgresses that Law. It is only because every man has this
right in the State of Nature that a government can have it in Civil
Society. We are to understand that, though punishment is useful,
no government has the right to inflict it because, by so doing, it
can promote the public happiness. In the political philosophy of
Locke, the question of origins is always the most important. But
with Hobbes its importance is more apparent than real, and all the
utilitarians neglect it.

I have made a number of distinctions that some of my readers
may think arbitrary. To the social contract Hobbes assigns as large
a place in his political philosophy as does Locke, and yet I have said
it is not as essential to it. I have also said that the utilitarians have
more in common with Hobbes than with Locke, and yet the public
happiness is as important to Locke as it is insignificant to Hobbes.
But the public happiness as the end of government is the favourite
notion of the utilitarians. Would it not have been as easy to prove
that the spiritual ancestor of Bentham was Locke rather than
Hobbes?

There is one concession that every writer on politics must make
to the less easily satisfied of his readers. This is a subject, as Burke
saw, in which there is little enough room for novelty. Or rather,
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novelty, if it is to be had at all, must be the fruit of patience,
observation and extensive knowledge. The study of society is of
all studies the least rewarding; it brings a small return on a large
intellectual effort. Political thinkers have, therefore, been manipu-
lators of ideas rather than extenders of knowledge. They had, by
the seventeenth century, inherited a considerable stock of these
ideas, and their originality, when it existed, consisted, as often as
not, in the special uses to which they put them. This stock of
ideas was not so great that an ingenious and imaginative writer
could not find some place for most of them in®his own system.
We need not wonder, then, if we find in the political writings of
Locke most of the ideas of Hobbes, except those explicitly rejected
by the younger philosopher.

But this does not mean that the systems of Hobbes and Locke
are not profoundly different. They are not just two varieties of the
social contract theory. Locke accepts a traditional doctrine and
elaborates it, so that it can serve as the theoretical justification of
limited monarchy and parliamentary supremacy. The idea round
which his entire political philosophy turns is that every legitimate
government is the protector of rights uncreated by it and that
subjects are bound to obedience only so long as their rights are
protected. But the essence of Hobbes’s theory is that government
is the conciliator of selfish interests. If he was not the inventor of
this idea, he was certainly the first modern thinker to place it at
the foundation of his political philosophy. Anything unnecessary
to a philosophy so grounded, though Hobbes may expatiate upon
it in one place, is quietly sacrificed, should the occasion require
it, in another. Thus it is that, after a long description of the institu-
tion of sovereignty, and after telling us that the subjects are the true
authors of all their ruler’s actions (a description not altogether
unlike Rousseau’s account of the General Will, and with the same
air of mystery about it), Hobbes announces that conquest is as good
a title as any other to government. In the last resort, all that matters
with him is security or, in other words, the discipline of law under
which every man finds his selfish account. To Hobbes, this discipline
of law creates a harmony of interests, that is not desirable in itself
though desired by every prudent man as the surest means to his own
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happiness. To the utilitarians, this harmony of interests is the public
happiness, which is either the objective criterion of morality or else
the end to which our moral sentiments are in fact directed. But this
idea of government as the conciliator of interests, though Locke
neither ignores nor rejects it, is not central to his philosophy. This is

surely reason enough for saying that it is to Hobbes rather than
Locke that the utilitarians are indebted.



CHAPTER 1II
HUME

1. His THEORY OF MORALS

Davip HuwMs is rightly regarded as the founder of utilitarianism,
though, like many founders, he is less uncomprgmising than most
of his successors. He is also the inventor of the subjectivist system
of ethics, which many later utilitarians adopted, either in part or
as a whole, although it does not form an essential part of the
doctrine. I do not mean by this that it is not an essential part of
Hume’s moral theory, for that it certainly is, but only that a man
can be a utilitarian, in the usual meaning of the word, without
adopting Hume's subjectivist system or any variety of it.

Hume does not use the word ‘utilitarianism’, which John Stuart
Mill claims to have invented. If Mill’s claim is true, the word was
introduced into the English political vocabulary at about the same
time as two others, both of them destined to be even more widely
used and misused, namely, ‘liberalism’ and ‘socialism’. Nor does
Hume ever use the expression ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest
number’, which is, according to F. C. Montague, to be found in
the fifth edition of Hutcheson’s Enquiry into our Ideas of Beauty and
Virtue. This edition was publiﬂ-ne in 1753, six years after
Hutcheson’s death. But if Hume does not name the doctrine, nor
invent the sacred formula, he does provide his successors with the
word ‘utility’ of which they stand more in need than any other
if they are to express their theory concisely and without ambiguity.

Leslie Stephen once said of Hume that ‘the essential doctrines of
Utilitarianism are stated (by him) with a clearness and consistency
not to be found in any other writer of the century’, and that ‘from
Hume to J. S. Mill, the doctrine received no substantial alteration’.2

It is not possible, I think, to quarrel with this verdict, provided
it is understood that the ‘essential doctrines’ correspond, more or
less, to the four criteria given at the beginning of this essay. There
are many varieties of utilitarianism besides the one advocated by

1 History of English Thought in the Eighteenth Century, Vol. II, p. 87.
2
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which is undergoing analysis, all those groups and classes of the
population which play the roles of producer and consumer of the
social product are the object of the inquiry, both in the sphere
of production and in that of distribution. Again, it is not the ab-
stract product of social production which is involved, but the
products of the given Soviet economy in their concrete forms—
grain, meat, fabrics, metal ware, machines, tools, etc.

(5-6) Taking the principles of Marx’s theoretical analysis as
our premise, when we take stock of the Soviet economy we must
establish the fact that this economy is an historical form of so-
cial economy, the activity of which is ultimately aimed at grati-
fying the needs of the population living in it.

(7) In analyzing reproduction in an abstract capitalist society
it was feasible and essential to study the consumption (distribu-
tion) relationship between the two groups of the social subdivi-
sion—means of production and means of consumption—without
breaking them down into groups and subgroups depending on the
nature of the products. When, on the other hand, a concrete
economy (the Soviet) is analyzed, the exchange relationships
must beascertained in their detailed subdivision and the exchange
of individual products must be established. In the balance every
branch of the economy and every product must have its definite
place in production and the manner of its realization must be
indicated, that is, how and with whom it is associated, upon whom
it depends, and which specific need it satisfies, economic or
personal.

(8) Since, when a concrete economy (the Soviet) is explored
it is the relationships of production and distribution which are
studied, these relationships must be studied in their material
representation, that is, as the sum of concrete products in their
concrete movement from producer to consumer. In an analysis
of the Soviet and a theoretical economy alike money must play
the role of yardstick, a means of reducing the assorted fruits of
social production to a common denominator; the role of payment
media in circulation, of credit, is held in abeyance. The balance,
therefore, studies the relationship of production and distribution
of products in kind, lest a monetary evaluation of products ob-
scure (which, to a certain extent, it does) the relationships which
are established in the production and consumption of products as
a material process.

(9) Since the balance studies the relationships of production
and distribution in material terms, it must consider the social
economy (the Soviet economy) as a kind of natural economy,
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He explains to us what he thinks Ethics is in an often-quoted
passage. ‘The only object of reasoning’ (and he means reasoning
about morals) ‘is to discover the circumstances on both sides which
are common to these qualities’ (he means the qualities that men
call estimable or blameable), ‘to observe that particular in which
the estimable qualities agree on the one hand, and the blameable
on the other; and thence to reach the foundation of ethics, and find
those universal principles from which all censure or approbation
is ultimately derived. As this is a question of fact, not of abstract
science, we can only expect success by following the experimental
.method, and deducing general maxims from a comparison of
particular instances.’ .

Hume does not treat his reader to the examination of many
particular instances, but passes almost immediately to his conclu-
sions. ‘Morals’, he says, ‘excite passions, and produce or prevent
actions. Reason of itself is impotent in this particular. The rules of
morality, therefore, are not conclusions of our reason.” “. . . Reason
... can have an influence on our conduct only after two ways:
Either when it excites a passion by informing us of the existence of
something which is a proper object of it; or when it discovers the
connexion of causes and effects, so as to afford us the means of
exciting any passion.”® Hume means that it is not reason but our
emotions that prescribe the ends we are to pursue. We can,
according to him, no more expect reason to prescribe to us what we
ought to desire for its own sake than to jetermine what we do
desire. We must, of course, use our reason in order to understand
what sort of creatures we are and how our behaviour is in fact
determined; but there are no things, good or evil in themselves, or
actions, right or wrong in themselves, whose moral qualities are
independent of our own attitude to them and which we can but
recognize. Hume invites the reader to examine any action usually
called vicious. ‘Wilful murder, for instance; examine it in all lights,
and see if you can find that matter of fact or real existence which you
call vice. In whichever way you take it, you find only passions,
motives, volitions and thoughts. . . . The vicé entirely escapes you,
as long as you consider the object. You never can find it, till you

1 Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Sec. 1, § 5.
2 Tr. H. Nat., Bk. III, Pt. 1, Sec. 1, p. 457 (Selby-Bigge edition, Oxford, 1896).
8 Ibid., III, 1, 1, p. 459.
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turn your reflection into your own breast, and find a sentiment of
disapprobation, which arises in you, towards this action.” His
concﬁsion is that ‘an action or sentiment, or character is virtuous or
vicious . . . because its view causes a pleasure or uneasiness of a
particular kind’. Things are good and bad, therefore, because the
contemplation of them causes pleasure or displeasure to the persons
who observe them or who think about them; and this pleasure or
displeasure is always of a particular kind, which Hume does not
degnc (though he does not say it is indefinable) but which he
considers to be the same thing as approval and disapproval.

Hume altogethef rejects egoistic hedonism. He says that we do
not approve or disapprove of characters and actions because they
are or are not beneficial to ourselves. He says: “The good qualities
of an enemy are hurtful to us; but may still command our esteem
or respect. 'Tis only when a character is considered in general,
without reference to our particular interest, that it causes such a
feeling or sentiment, as denominates it morally good or evil’? The
dismay that we feel when someone does what will injure us, or our
violent delight when we receive a great benefit, must not, according
to Hume, be confused with disapproval and approval. These two
latter sentiments are, as he is never tired of teﬁing us, always dis-
interested. Even when someone is good to us, we can distinguish
between our approval of his benevolence and our pleasure at the
good done to us. Both these sentiments are pleasant, but they are
quite different from each other. Had our benefactor been equally
good to someone else, we would, presumably, have felt the former
sentiment but not the latter.

Hume is a careless writer. His words sometimes imply that we
approve or disapprove of an action or a character whenever the
contemplation of it causes us pleasure or pain. At other times, he
speaks of pleasure or pain of a certain kind; and it is then clear

t he has come nearer to his real meaning. But the phrase ‘pleasure
or pain of a certain kind’ is ambiguous. When we say that we dis-
tinguish between kinds of pleasure, we may mean only between
kinds of pleasant things or between pleasures having different causes,
without suggesting that they are pleasant in different ways; or we
may mean that we distinguish (if that is possible) between kinds of
pleasure in the same way as we distinguish between colours.

1 Ibid., pp. 468-9. * Ibid. p. 472.
C .
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Hume’s meaning is not clear. He often speaks as if approval and
disapproval were particular kinds of pleasure and pain, but his
words also suggest that there are only differences of degree between
different pleasures and different pains, the peculiarity of approval
and disapproval consisting only in this, that they are pleasure and
pain caused by the disinterested contemplation of a character or an
action. By ‘disinterested contcmﬁlation’ no more is meant than
contemplation unaffected by any hope of benefit or fear of injury
likely to accrue to the contemplator or to any person to whom he is
not indifferent. Hume is right in believing that we can contemplate
in this way actions that benefit or injure oursélves. We can, as it
were, consider our own predicament as if it were anyone else’s.

It is probable that Hume means by approval and disapproval,
not a special kind of pleasure or pain, but a pleasure or pain caused
in a particular way. Yet this is an interpretation on which it would
be a mistake to insist, not only because no one can be certain what
Hume does mean, but also because it is likely that, whatever he
means, he is wrong. Approval and disapproval are emotions, while

leasure and pain are not, but are merely qualities that emotions or
Feelin s sometimes possess. Moreover, approval can be unpleasant
and disapproval pleasant. Indeed, in the countries of Northern
Europe and North America, disapproval is a favourite form of self-
indulgence.

The reader may have noticed, from the passages so far quoted,
that Hume does not distinguish between good and right, or between
evil and wrong. A state of mind, a motive or a disposition of the
character is good or evil because we approve or disapprove of it;
and an action is right or wrong for exactFy the same reasons. As for
the obligatoriness of an action, it consists, in Hume’s opinion, in
nothing more than the fact that the thought of not performing it,
when we are able to do so, causes us displeasure of the kind which is
disapproval. Thus obligatoriness and rightness are not, for Hume,
the same thing. When I approve the performance of an action, I
call it right; when I disapprove the non-performance of it I say
that the prospective agent, whether myscﬁ)f or somebody else, is
under an obligation to perform it. And when the action is one that
I could myself perform, then my disapproval of the non-perform-
ance of it is a motive for performing it. That is to say, it is an
emotion which might cause me to perform it, and in fact always
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would cause me to do so if there were not other motives operating
in the contrary direction.

So much, then, for Hume's views about good and evil and right
and wrong. The reader will observe that nothing yet said about
him is-a reason for considering Hume a utilitarian. Though most
utilitarians have shared many or at least some of the opinions of
Hume so far discussed, they are none of them essential parts of the
utilitarian doctrine. We cannot say that because Hume has these
opinions he is 2 hedonist; all that we can say is that, if he is a
hedonist, he cannot be an egoistic one after the manner of Hobbes.
We can also say that, if he is a hedonist, he is a utilitarian; but we
must first establish that he is a hedonist.

Now it is clear that Hume is not a simple hedonist, such as
Hobbes and Bentham always were, and Locke sometimes. He no-
where asserts that nothing is good except pleasure and nothing evil
except pain. All that he does say is that men usually approve or
disapprove whatever, in the society in which they live, is either

leasant or a means to pleasure, or else is painful or 2 means to pain.
This, he would have us believe, is a fact about human nature that
we can do nothing but accept. It is by observation of human
behaviour, and in no other way, that we come to know it. Hume
does not equate pleasure and goodness, nor does he claim to appre-
hend any necessary connexion between them. That the two are
connected is, he thinks, vouched for by our experience. It is one of
those generalizations that their author says are empirical though he
produces no evidence to support the assertion.

It is easy to see that Hume does not equate pleasure and goodness.
He says that men usually approve, not only what is pleasant, but
what is 2 means to pleasure. But it is clear that the means to pleasure
(for instance, a virtuous action requiring great courage) may be
very painful. Hume, therefore, must believe that we can approve
of what is very painful; from which it follows that what is very
painful may be good. An