Reading Lecture #2: The Utilitarians
Recommended Movie: Oliver Twist (1948, David Lean director).
I. Brief biography of Jeremy Bentham:
· He was an amazing figure in British intellectual and political history;

· Born in 1748 in London, to a family of attorneys;
· He grew up during the major revolutions Britain witnessed: The Industrial Revolution; the American Revolution; the French Revolution; and the rise of the middle class.

· In 1760 (at age 12) he enters Queen’s College, Oxford, period of rapid industrialization, rise of middle class...
· 1764 he graduates, studies law (admitted to bar but never practiced).
· 1760s-70s he studies constantly, writes articles and speeches on reforms, (8-12 hours per day), especially legal reform and reform of social institutions.
· 1781 Bentham associates with Earl of Shelburne and met many of the major Whig politicians and lawyers.

· The Whig party was founded in 1678 and dissolved in 1859 (merging into the Liberal party)—it was the main opposition to the Tory party. It was broadly against absolute monarchy in favor of constitutional monarchy...It came in Bentham’s time to embrace the mercantile class, the supremacy of Parliament, free trade, and the expansion of suffrage.
· 1785 he visits Russia, designs his ideal prison “the Panopticon” which he hoped that Catherine the Great would support.
· 1788 Bentham returns to England, and keeps pitching his Panopticon.
· He had dual influences: the British empiricism of Locke and Hume, and the Philosophes of the Enlightenment (Helvetius, Diderot, D’Alembert, and Voltaire—who was also influenced by Locke).He was made an honorary citizen of the French Republic in 1792....

· 1789 he publishes his main work: Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation. He didn’t write many books.
· 1796 he inherits money, and pursues progressive causes with a passion. 
· In 1820s Bentham, now in his 70s, became the center of a group called “the philosophical radicals”, including: James Mill (1773-1836); Francis Place (1771-1854); George Grote (1794-1871), Joseph Parker (1796-1865); John Roebuck (1802-1879), Charles Buller (1801-1848); of course John Stuart Mill (1806-1873), Edward Trelawney (1792-1881), and William Molesworth (1810-1855).
· Several became members of Parliament, where they pushed Bentham’s philosophy and many of his reformist ideas.
· They used a magazine, the Westminster Review, to popularize their views.

· E.g., in the first issue, James Mill analyzed the control over the British political, legal and economic system by the aristocracy.

· They fought this power structure vigorously. Some of what they advocated—universal suffrage and the secret ballot—eventually won out. 
· Others—like abolishing the House of Lords, the Monarchy, and disestablishing the Church of England, still not realistic today.

· Their greatest triumph: getting the Reform Bill of 1832 passed (power devolves to House of Commons), also bill requiring secret ballots.
· While the group was politically radical, and influenced by the French philosophes, they were influenced by the greatest British economist of the time, David Ricardo and his classical (“laissez faire”) economics. A very British form of radicalism—you can see why Marx despised the utilitarians in general and Mill in particular.

· In the second half of the 19th century, John Stuart Mill, realizing that the aristocracy was no longer in power, pushed the group’s agenda into new directions, such as the tyranny of the majority and excessive centralization. This led to the fusion of the Whigs with the radicals to form the New Liberalism and the Liberal party (1859). 
· 1832 Bentham dies, leaves everything (his money, library and manuscripts) to establish University College of London—with the intention to allow nonconformists (i.e., Catholics, Jews, Quakers) to attend collegeJust a year later—1833—Britain (with the philosophical radicals urging it on) outlawed slavery in the British Empire.

· He was embalmed and put on display in main building—still there.
· Bentham’s whole life was devoted to making society work for the average person, not just the aristocracy. He was I suspect the very picture of a thinker Nietzsche most despised.
II. The selections we read are from:  An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legislation. 
· Chapter 1:

· Bentham begins by laying out his view of human nature - namely, psychological hedonism... 
· He doesn't prove P.H., only asserts it & says nobody can really deny it. 
· He says that psych hedonism is the basis for the principle of utility. This he states p 220: “The principle of utility approves or disapproves of every action whatsoever, according to the tendency which it appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party [i.e., group, as in “a party of four for dinner”] whose interest is in question.” 
· He says this principle applies to governmental actions as well as individual actions. So even though framed as act utilitarianism, it anticipates...

· He goes on to say utility means the quality of something to promote happiness, benefit, or pleasure - they all mean the same thing according to Bentham - and prevent evil, unhappiness - in short, pain. 
· The happiness involved here is the happiness of the community. 
· But he is very careful to not treat the community as some kind of super being: the interest of the community is just the sum total of the people who make it up. 

· Compare this with other metaphysical concepts - especially fascism. 
· He then elaborates the principle a bit more—it applies to individual actions and government actions as well, and it aims at the best total overall balance of good over evil results. 

· Now, how do we know that the principle of utility is true? He suggests that it is self-evident. 
· He goes on to say that those who argue with the principle of utility are usually arguing with its application - because everyone follows it, more or less. 
· Rather than argue with people who say they are not utilitarian, he asks them a series of questions: 
1. Would you abandon this principle altogether? 
2. If so - how do you decide what to do? Act without principles? Wouldn't that be anarchy? Or tyranny, just you imposing your views on others? 
3. Or if you have another principle, is your principle really different or just the same principle in different words?
4. If it truly is different how can you prove it without appealing to utility?
5. If you admit the principle of utility in part, how far do you take it? And how do you establish the other principles?

· Of course, a theorist like Kant or Ross or Hobbes could answer such questions, and Bentham knows it. He devotes Chap II to considering alternative theories. We don’t have that. 

· Chapter III:
· VERY IMPORTANT BUT NO LONGER IN JOHNSON!! I will summarize: 
· Bentham takes up hedonism - viz., the sources of pleasure & pain. 
· There are four sources of pain: physical, political, religious and moral.

1. Physical sanctions, i.e., sources of pain arising naturally, not due to the act of God or other people. 
2. Political sanctions are those that arise from the actions of political authorities. 
3. Moral sanctions arise from our interactions with others. 
4. And religious sanctions arise from God—e.g., time in Hell.

· Sanctions mean things that make you do or not do things - e.g., legal sanctions such as incarceration are what incline you not to break the law. 

· Physical, moral, and political sanctions can give rise to pleasure & pain in this life only; religious sanctions can give rise to pleasures & pains in this life and the afterlife.
· Each of these sanctions governs our behavior. 
· Those pains which arise not from our behavior we call calamities - eg., leukemia. 
· But those that arise from our behavior are punishments...

Now, of the four sanctions, ultimately the physical is the most basic.

· While Bentham only talks about punishments, sanctions, he could have phrased the discussion in terms of rewards.

· Note all of this is very naturalistic. 
· This was and is empiricism: what does observation show us? How much of life can we explain on scientific grounds?

· Chapter IV 

· Bentham discusses how we can measure pain & pleasure. 
· Remember that the principle of utility, that asks us to balance pleasures & pains, seems to require that they can all be measured in some way. 
· Bentham measures pain on 4 scales: 
1. Intensity - eg., pain of listening to Miley Cyrus is less intense than fingernails ripped off. 
2. Duration -how long it last. Eg., pain of listening to a Miley Cyrus song less than that of whole album. 
3. Degree of certainty - e.g., listen to good music fairly certain to be pleasurable, sleeping less so. 
4. How close it is – drink good wine & you have instant gratification.

· These are characteristics of the pleasures & pains. We also have to consider the later consequences:
5. Fruitfulness - some pleasurable things can lead to further pleasures. E.g., reasonable exercise pleasurable, & leads to better health.
6. Purity - some pleasurable things lead to pain. E.g. getting drunk leads to hangover...
· Sidebar quibble: If fruitfulness & purity aren't characteristics of pleasure/pain but only of acts that bring about pleasure & pain, isn't that also true of certainty and closeness?
· Anyway, those 6 criteria are what we use to measure pain & pleasures for a person. When dealing with groups, we use those criteria on each individual but add one: 
7. Extent - how wide the pleasure extends, how many people benefit.

· Now, B not only gives you the criteria to use to measure pain & pleasure - but a calculus for applying it.
· Essentially, for each person, sum the pleasures caused by an act, then all the pain, and subtract the pain from the total pleasure. Then sum for everybody affected.
· He adds that while we don’t do this for every act, we could.

· This is a variety of the “Rational Choice Model”, a very hot area of research in economics over the last 50 years: Decision Theory & Game Theory.
· I suspect that here he was influenced by his friend, economist Adam Smith..
· Chapter X: 
· Bentham discusses motives. Keep Kant in mind here. Kant's book on Founds of Morals appeared in 1780's, Bentham’s book in 1820's.

· For Kant, the morality of an act involves the motives of the agent: must act from desire to do duty & consciously from rule which you will as universal law. 
· But B responds that there is no such thing as a bad motive, because what ultimately motivates us is always the same: get pleasure & avoid pain. 
· True, people have specific motives (e.g., desire for glory) which are taken by other writers to be good or bad. 
· But: a desire to do duty can lead to misery for people. (E.g. General) A desire for personal glory can lead to happiness for people (e.g. scientist wanting to cure a disease for fame). 
· A motive is good or bad only in only one sense - whether it tends to produce the most pleasure and prevent the most pain for the most people. 

III. Problems for Bentham:
· Can we really measure pleasures? Eg., pleasure of music nothing like pleasure of chocolate cake. Mill will dissent on this.
· Is pleasure the only good?  “Quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry." But we go thru pain, e.g. to learn, even when no benefit. Seems like we value knowledge for its own sake…

· B acknowledges that in determining the utility of an act, we need to measure its extent, i.e., # of people affected. But don't we need a principle of justice to allocate what they get?
· Major problem with utilitarianism—Ross type thought experiments.
IV. John Stuart Mill biography:

· Mill was born in 1806, the son of a philosopher, James Mill.

· He was home-schooled by his father from 1809-1824, with tutoring help from Bentham. Johnnie was very precocious - he learned Greek at age 3, and was proficient enough to study Ancient Greek classics at age 8. From age 12 on the focused on philosophy, especially logic & ethics, and economics.

· 1826 he suffers a nervous breakdown-- too much stress, I think – he was groomed by Dad & Bentham his whole life to lead their group, and he went through a period of intense depression & doubt about all those radical (then - now, not so) causes he had previously espoused. He felt during this time of crisis that his education was too narrow and that his emotional growth was stunted - undoubtedly true, in my opinion. He came out of it, but he certainly revised his beliefs in important ways, as we shall see.
· Anyway - I think what helps Mill out of his funk was his unconventional friendship with Harriet Taylor. He met her in 1830-- she was married at the time & this was straitlaced Victorian society. He was probably in love, certainly was a close friend & when her husband died 21 years later, Mill married her. All along the way she influenced his thought.
· In 1843 he published his first major work: A System of Logic, which laid out very clearly the principles of scientific method.
· In 1848 he published The Principles of Political Economics—I hold that he was the last great philosopher to have been a great economist as well. The book was use for 40 years as the main text at Oxford and Cambridge...
· 1851 they married, and her daughter lived with them. When she died in 1858, Mill was devastated.
· 1859 he publishes On Liberty...simply the finest defense of political liberty ever written, still relevant to this day.
· 1863 he publishes Utilitarianism.
· 1865 He publishes his Autobiography.
· 1865-8 Mill served in Parliament
· 1869 He published The Subjection of Women, clearly with strong input from Harriet. It was a strong defense of the rights of women to political & economic liberty – quite radical in its day.
· He retires in France, with Harriet’s daughter.

· 1873 he dies (age 67).
V. Let's review your selection. 

· Chapter I:
· Not in your selection, so I will be brief in summary. 
· Mill starts by noting that there has been no fundamental agreement on the basic principles of ethics over 2,000 years. 
· Now, while there is similar disagreement on the basic principles of sciences, it isn't a problem of science - because the details of science are not dependent upon the high-level principles.... 
· But when the fundamental principles of ethics or politics or art are in dispute, even low-level, judgments are in disputes as well.
· An intuitionist might disagree with this - while we differ in theory, our intuitions are clear in particular cases. 
· But Mill notes that first, such a moral instinct is dubious, and second, that it would at best only inform us of high level judgments (like prima facie duties of Ross).
· And even here, people who list general rules don't seem to establish them, but only posit them, and don't tell us how to prove them or resolve conflicts. 
· But we're in luck. There is a principle that most thinkers ultimately make use of: the principle of utility - even if they don't assert its primacy.
· So M proposes to add toward the understanding of the utilitarian theory of ethics, and its proof as far as you can prove it. 
· After all, proof usually means proving something by appealing to deeper principles - but how do you prove the very deepest principles? 
· We mean by proof in such cases as simply proving by looking at the matter with common sense.
· But before trying to prove the principle of utility, we need to first understand it.
· That M addresses in Chap II: what utility is. Chapter II is in your selection.

· Chapter II: 
· Is in your selection...

· M starts by correcting an erroneous perception of utilitarianism due to a misreading of writers such as Bentham. 
· The principle of utility holds that actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness. 
· And by happiness we mean pleasure, and the absence of pain. 
· To this second point - i.e., hedonism, some object that this makes the life of Man “mean and groveling”—a doctrine worthy of swine.
· But Mill replies that that would be true only if humans had no higher pleasures than swine. But human beings have higher faculties than lower animals, and no educated person could be happy without those higher pleasures.

· While Mill isn’t making a big deal out of it, he is of course breaking with Bentham. 

· Bentham had said that "quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin [a child's game like paddleboard] is a good as poetry. But Mill holds that pleasures differ not just in intensity or duration - but in worth. 
· Two questions arise here: first, how do we know which pleasures are better and which worse? M answers p. 221 that pleasure X is more valuable than Y if almost all who experience both prefer X. 
· And people who have experienced both intellectual pleasures (poetry, art, math) and lower animal pleasures (food, booze, sex) without hesitation choose the higher pleasure except when they're mentally ill or depressed. It is simply part of our sense of dignity as humans. 
· Of course, lowlife party animal scum don't share the same preference for science & poetry over sex, drugs & rock & roll, but they're lower in mental faculties, so easier to please. 
· Mill admits that Socrates can occasionally give in to the temptation to think short term & go for the pig pleasures, but this is because society, or conditions of earning a living, has killed in them the taste for what is superior in value. 
· Sidebar: you can see in this a glimmer of Mill's social views: the economic oppression of poor & women can stultify higher rational capacities.

· And the reason utilitarians wanted universal education is to allow all people to develop their human capabilities...

· Now, let's get back to those questions I raised a minute ago. 
1. First, how do we know some pleasures are higher than others? - we just saw that we know that because people who experience both prefer one to the other. 
2. But a second question is this: if pleasures are of different kinds, HOW CAN THERE BE A COMMON MEASURE - HENCE HOW CAN THEY BE BALANCED? I don’t see that he answers this…
· After reminding us that utilitarianism advocates greatest happiness for everybody, not just agent, Mill goes on to consider some objections to utilitarianism. 
1. One view says that people can never be happy, so why peg morality to their happiness? 
2. But Mill rightly replies that such a view is silly - granted, people can't be ecstatically thrilled every moment, but they can be reasonably happy quite a bit of the time. 

3. Again a social point... Mill adds that a reasonably happy life is one that balances excitement and tranquility, and there is no reason to think that the majority of mankind cannot achieve that  necessary condition for people to reach reasonable happiness—education—and again a proper social & political arrangement can bring that about...
4. Here you see Mill as the ameliorative liberal responding to the excesses of the industrial revolution (compare Dickens “gradgrind”); (compare Marx).

· Mill contrasts the utilitarian view with what you might call pure altruism - the view that the virtuous man sacrifices his own happiness for that of mankind. 
· But under the utilitarian view, self-sacrifice is only good if there is no other recourse to increasing happiness. It is not good it itself.
· Regarding the ethics of Kant, Mill makes two points: 
1. First, the golden rule is the essence of utilitarianism...

2. Second that the motive of our acts are irrelevant. He generalizes - he criticizes ethics like stoic ethics which said that moral actions are ones done out virtuous motives. 
3. Again, in judging morality of acts, morality of motives irrelevant, though he admits that we must cultivate virtue and good character.
· Mill next takes up the accusation that utilitarianism is godless not a religious based ethics. But he says that:

1. God is traditionally understood as desiring his creatures be happy;

2. Any revealed ethics from God, a perfect Being, has to lead to greatest happiness of the highest sort.
· Mill next takes up the objection that utilitarianism is a doctrine of expediency –
· In his reply, he waffles between act utilitarianism & rule utilitarianism. He seems to bridge a hybrid view - when two useful rules conflict, choose the one that increases utility. Still AU in essence. . .
· M finishes the chapter by considering another objection - that the principle of utility is impractical - that we don't have time to calculate balance of good over evil in most situations. The “calculation” problem...

· He replies that conventional rules of morality can be useful guides - they have proven their utility & need not be proven in each case. 
· But still - there are exceptions & we decide which exceptions are right by looking at consequences.

· Chapter IV: 
· Again, I could scream—Johnson dropped this in your edition!! 
· Chapter is on what sort of proof the principle of utility is susceptible.

· Mill sets out to “prove” two major claims, one his theory of non-moral worth (his form of hedonism), and his theory of moral obligation (his form of utilitarianism).
· Let’s begin with his attempt to prove hedonism

· He notes that you can’t prove hedonism the way you can prove empirical scientific claims—i.e., by observation.

· That is fair enough. But what he does offer seems feeble. It is in essence:

1. Everyone desires pleasure.


        ______________________________



(Pleasure is desirable.

· Now let’s look at Mill’s “proof” of the principle of utility, i.e., that something is morally good if it leads to the greatest balance of good results over bad for everybody involved. 
· Mill’s argument is:
                            (1) Everyone desires has his own happiness.

                            Everyone desires the happiness of mankind.

· But there is a major problem - the argument is a flat out fallacy...Literally a textbook illustration of the fallacy of composition.
· Mill then returns to the question of whether the pleasure is the only thing desirable.
· He make a fascinating claim: that just as a miser can switch from valuing money as an instrumental good to an ultimate one, so we start by desiring other things like knowledge or virtue originally as a tool  to get pleasure (say, by pleasing parents), but then ultimately desire it for its own sake.

· But we are left with a problem: is Mill not admitting that then, in the end, virtue (or power or fame or knowledge etc.) can be desired separately from pleasure? Then he hasn’t proved hedonism, but abandoned it.
· Chapter V:
· It is in your selection. 
· Mill takes up the topic of the relation between justice and utility. He notes that the desire for justice is a strong moral feeling, and it seems innate.

· Mill notes, however, that the question of where a moral sentiments arises—a factual biological question—is different from what its moral status  or binding force is—i.e., what justifies it.
· Sidebar: Utilitarianism appeared four years after Darwin’s The Origin of Species (1859), which gave the first realistic theory of biological evolution in world history. So undoubtedly Mill read the book. 

· So here is how we can understand his point; An innate trait or impulse may be strongly felt, because it may be selected in us for survival value, but that still doesn’t show that it is justified in today’s world....
· E.g. instinct to eat to fill....

· It may be that a moral instinct prompts us but still must be understood and controlled by high reason.
· Mill suggests that we should look at what characterize cases we call just or unjust. <note on Mill’s methods>...
· So what do people universally (or at least widely) apply the term? He considers five typical cases:
1. It unjust to take someone’s legal property or violate any other of his legal rights.
2. It is unjust to have “bad laws”, that is, laws that violate people’s moral rights.  
3. It is just to give a person good if he does right, evil if he does wrong.
4. It is unjust to break promises or other obligations.
5. It is unjust to treat others partially or treat them with bias when unwarranted, or not give him his equal or fair share.

· But this desire for equality is always moderated by an eye for what is useful:

1. In countries where slavery is allowed, it is justified by its supports b/c it is useful.
2. Those who support the aristocracy argue that it is expedient for society.
3. Supporters of government support the superior power held by government agents because it is expedient (socially useful).
4. Even with the “levelers”—extreme socialists and communists--some think it unjust to divide up the produce of labor on any other principle than pure equality, others than on the basis of need,  others on produces the most or works hardest, or those whose services are most important to the community—in short, on expediency.
· Mill then takes up the topic of justice vs. morality.
1. He uses the ancient distinction between duties of imperfect and perfect obligation. 
2. Duties of imperfect obligation are generally obligatory but when to do the exactly depends upon us—e.g., charity.
3. These are duties to which the particular recipient has no correlative right involved.
4. Duties of perfect obligation—such as not stealing—are cases in which the other person does have a correlative right.
5. Upshot: the difference between justice and generosity or beneficence

a. Justice is not only what right to do and wrong not to do, it implies some person can claim it as his moral right.

b. Beneficence is what is right to do, but no individual can claim it as his moral right.

· We can now answer whether the desire for justice is innate, or whether it is learned—specifically, originated in consideration of general social usefulness (expediency).
· He holds that true justice—the desire to punish a person who has harmed another—arises from two innate sentiments or instincts: 

1. Self-defense;

2. Sympathy.

· He adds that the instinct of self-defense is innate in all animals, and at least all animals have sympathy for their young. Some animals—e.g. dogs—can also sympathize with humans who have been kind to them. Humans can sympathize with more than just their own family...
· Mill then focuses on the idea of a right. His view was more nuanced than that of Bentham.
· To Mill, a person‘s right is a claim upon society to protect him from being deprived of it (by force of law, education, or public opinion).

· But rights are negative: you don’t have a right to something you don’t own or didn’t legally earn—that you want a car doesn’t mean you have a right to be given one.
· However, if you ask why society ought to defend your rights, it can only be because of its general utility.

· But this includes everyone’s deep innate sentiments toward seeing justice upheld, which is of great social utility.

· For example, if some punk beats someone severely for kicks, his punishment won’t just make his victim happy, but all the rest of us as well.

· Why? Because we realize that if a punk is free to attack that person, he can attack any of the rest of us. We would be all generally insecure.
· So our common desire for security is what grounds our desire to protect rights for everyone.
· So we collectively forbid people from harming others—i.e., violating others rights to life, liberty, and rightful property. 
· This rule of not harming others Mill (unlike Ross) considers a deeper rule than the rule of being beneficent to others.
· When someone violates the rules of others, we thus feel a desire for retribution.
· Mill nicely adds that the limitations on the maxim of justice—like that we only hold liable those who act voluntarily, that we not condemn someone without allowing them to defend themselves, that the punishment be proportional to the crime—are intended to stop the principle of justice from becoming a tool for inflicting injustice.
· This maxim of justice includes equality: we should treat all equally who have equally well treated us.
· Here Mill touches on the   distribution problem: we all have an equal claim to the means of happiness—“except insofar as the inevitable conditions of human life...set limits to that maxim.” And everybody will interpret those limits in accordance with their idea of social expediency.

· And the history of social progress he notes comes from realizing that some of the limitations we previously set on equality were unjust: the former distinction between slaves and freemen (ended in Britain in 1833), nobles and serfs, aristocrats and commoners are now seen as just.
· Mill says that this will in the future include distinctions of race, color, and sex. 
· And at least in the Anglophone countries this has happened. 
VI. Criticisms of Mill:

· Mill defends his ethical theory well, with real insights along the way and he dovetails it nice with his social & political views. I used to think that Mill was a very good philosopher, but not among the very greats....

· I have revised my opinion, after thinking more about his work. He is up there with Kant, Aristotle, Plato...

· But I have problems with his theory of utilitarianism.

· He waffles regarding types of pleasures. If we can't balance pleasures, then the theory becomes inapplicable, no? And he seems to open te door to desiring things other than pleasure...
· Again, Mill waffles between AU & RU. Do we apply PU to acts or rules?
· No clear defense of altruism, or refutation of egoism. Everyone may want his own good - but do people actually desire good for others?
· He recognizes he needs a principle of distributive justice, but seems to think it follows from the principle of utility. But it doesn’t follow. 
· Case: I take $10k, and give $1k to P1, $1k to P2, and $8k to P3, whom I know to be envious and greedy. It maximizes happiness, but it certainly doesn’t seem just.

VII. Movies: 
· I recommend Oliver Twist, David Lean version (free on YouTube). Or literature: Dickens Hard Times. 
· Dickens was a critic of laissez faire capitalism, though not ideological. He was also a critic of utilitarianism, which he took to be the underpinnings of capitalism, especially the idea of using statistical calculations to determine policy. 
· One of the main characters in Hard Times is Thomas Gradgrind, Sr—to him everything is economics; education and public policy are all pure reason and cold calculation, no room for emotions and motivations. 
· EG he urges his daughter into a loveless marriage on a cost/benefit analysis. To Dickens, art, entertainment, emotions and irrationality are all essential to happiness.

· The parody may be accurate to some small degree...

· But remember that after his breakdown, Mill rethought his upbringing and advocated for more heart and emotion in education.

· And he worked hard his whole life to ameliorate the problems brought by rapid industrialization...

· As to love—he clearly had a profound love for Harriet, and clearly cared for her daughter—the daughter of her first husband, remember.
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